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FOREWORD

The Széchenyi Programme, launched in 2000 by the Hungarian government, provided an 
unprecedented financial support for scientific research and development (National Cultural and 
Development Programme), within the framework of which the Institute of Archaeology and the 
Institute of Genetics of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences (HAS) applied for funding for a joint 
project. The aim was to lay the foundations in Hungary of a new, now world-wide discipline, 
archaeogenetics, which could play a new role in the centuries-old research on Hungarian ethnogenesis. 
As a consequence of our successful application -  among other results -  the Archaeogenetic Laboratory 
of the Institute of Archaeology was created and a series of archaeogenetic examinations were carried 
out on human skeletal material from the Conquest Period in the Institute of Genetics.

Now, with the introduction of a new discipline to the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians, 
it seemed necessary to prepare a review of the current state of research: Where are those disciplines, 
which so far have carried out this research? How do their scholars think about them? One scholar each 
of history, archaeology, Finno-Ugrian Studies, Oriental Studies and physical anthropology were asked 
to prepare such an analysis and position paper on their own fields. Partly to facilitate their work, partly 
to achieve a relative uniformity, I compiled a list of problems and questions, which could provide 
guidance for the authors of these analytic reviews. I was well aware that lengthy studies could be 
written about each of these questions, not to mention answering them all. In the novel situation of 
humanities world-wide and due to the paradigm shifts witnessed during the past decades, however, 
such an assessment, facing the facts, has become urgent and unavoidable in Hungarian research. In 
historiography, for example, positivist source criticism has been surpassed long ago, and the 
interpretation of the concept o f ‘people’ has changed significantly. Linguistics has for some time used 
other models than the family-tree as well, and has a more sober approach to the interpretation of 
ethnonyms, toponyms and personal names. In archaeology, significant new opinions have been put 
forward in connection with the ethnic and historical interpretation of archaeological cultures, while 
physical anthropology has been proven to be useless in the study of historical questions. An 
assessment of the current state of research is also justified by the fact that in 1989 a historical-political 
period of Hungarian science (as well) came to an end. We lag behind most of the other East European 
countries, where the impact of the four post World War II decades has already been analyzed -  similar 
studies in Hungary are rare or rather sketchy.

These studies reviewing the results and situation of the various fields involved in the research on 
the prehistory of the Hungarians were sent to two specialists in each discipline for comment, and a 
series of meetings with the participation of the authors -  both of the original studies and the 
commentaries -  was organized between December 2003 and April 2004 at the Institute of 
Archaeology of the FIAS. During these months, the meetings were visited by an increasing number of 
specialists of other disciplines as well. This volume contains the reviews and their comments in an 
edited form, with the change that originally András Róna-Tas was asked to comment on the talk on the 
archaeology of the prehistory of the Hungarians (István Fodor’s paper unfortunately was not submitted 
for the volume). The submitted papers, through the genre chosen by the authors and the nature of the 
answers given -  or not given! -  to my questions, provide some information on the state of the art of 
the disciplines -  beyond the fulfilment of their everyday tasks -  in terms of methodology, criticism, 
analysis and synthesis. This lecture series convinced many that such a review could -  indeed should -  
be continued. This book will hopefully be an inspiration for those, who wish to take up such an 
endeavour, since the unavoidable rejuvenation will not be possible without them.

Csanád Bálint
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BIOLOGICAL ANTHROPOLOGY/HUMAN BIOLOGY 
AND THE PREHISTORY OF HUNGARIANS

Gyula Farkas

/ .  Introduction

Before I attempt a detailed response to the problems indicated by the title above, it seems necessary to 
review and clear some theoretical questions.

It is beyond doubt for all scholars interested in the prehistory of Hungarians that a solution to this 
scientific problem can only be reached within a framework of interdisciplinary research. Since humans 
are both biological and social beings, both social and scientific disciplines play a characteristic role in 
this project.

If wc make this fact our starting point and examine with what weight these two scientific areas 
have participated in the study of the prehistory of Hungarians, we may reach results differing in many 
perspectives.

Let us begin with what the sources are that might provide the basis for the solution o f the problem.
1. First come, obviously, written sources, the analysis of which is the task mainly of historiography.
2. Since these sources provide only a certain limited possibility, a very significant role is played by 

archaeology which conducts the comparative analysis of remains from excavations.
3. In the third place ethnology may be mentioned, sub-disciplines of which contribute to research 

through their own particular methods. Thus, ethnography of material culture, mythology, linguistic 
relations, analysis of folk music, comparison of the contemporary and earlier heritage of Hungarians, 
are all of great help.

4. The fourth possibility is the study of humans themselves, the examination of excavated human 
skeletal material and the biological features of contemporary Flungarians.

Taking these possibilities into account, we might draw a few important conclusions.
One of the most important of them is that in the study of humans as biological entities and of their 

“products” (language, customs, burial rites, a wide range of utilitarian objects etc.), social and natural 
sciences have very different possibilities.

Humans create the above-mentioned “products” in accordance with the then present needs, the 
available resources, political and economic relations, and since these may change significantly within 
a short time, the created “products” may also rapidly undergo significant qualitative modifications. It 
might suffice to mention the change of lifestyle caused by the transition from a nomadic way of life to 
agriculture, and how many new concepts and words were incorporated into the Hungarian language as 
a consequence, or the extent to which the conversion to Christianity changed burial rites. But we may 
also refer to the past fifty years of Hungarian history, during which numerous, previously unknown 
words and concepts were introduced to the Hungarian language, or to the variety of coins we might 
encounter now.

This may be juxtaposed with human biological change, which depends on many factors and is a 
much slower process than the aforementioned ones. This is one of the most significant differences 
between social and natural scientific research.

This already begins at the choice of spouses. Among humans, this choice cannot be controlled 
consciously on a large scale. Who chooses whom as a spouse depends partly on customs, partly on the 
circumstances.

9



Among such customs we might mention that taller men tend to choose shorter women, older men 
tend to choose younger women. The realization of this, however, depends on numerous conditions. Thus, 
economic situation plays a role as well (richer men marry richer women, since the unification of estates, 
or keeping them unified, was of utmost significance, mainly among the rural peasant population).

Religion had a significant role as well. It is well known, that in earlier times a person of Catholic 
denomination could only marry a person of another denomination, if the latter gave a reversion (that 
is, announced in writing that their children will be raised according to Catholicism).

All this was influenced by the size of the area of the mating pool, by how large the distance was 
between the places of origin of those who were entering the marriage. In earlier times, in the case of a 
smaller settlement, this meant the difference even between the lower and upper ends. In an 
endogamous community, however, the possibilities for choice of spouse were limited.

In historical periods, a particular situation developed between conquerors and the subjugated. In 
this respect, men and women had different chances for survival. The former were either killed or 
forced to work, the latter were married (cf. abduction of women or polygamy).

All this suggests that sexual relationships could have taken and can take place between persons 
with very diverse or very similar sets of biological traits. This determines the features manifested in 
the offspring as well.

As it is known, our traits -  inherited from our parents — appear according to whether their 
transmission is dominant or recessive. Theoretically, an offspring inherits the characteristics of her/his 
parents according to a 50-50 % ratio. However, drawing this conclusion is possible only around the 
twentieth year after birth. This means that twenty years have to pass before we can ascertain the 
emergence of a new set of traits. During these twenty years, however, the above-mentioned elements 
(language, customs etc.) may change significantly. From all this follows, that during the history of a 
people, material culture, fo r example, goes through change within a shorter period than the sets o f 
biological traits of the population producing it. This contrast brings about a significant difference 
when analyzing phenomena with social and natural scientific methods, and generally when examining 
changes of phenomena.

In connection with this, I would like to refer to the fact, that the Mongolid traits of the Avar 
population living in the Carpathian Basin -  which arc transmitted dominantly, thus are recognizable 
throughout many generations -  arc entirely missing in the conquering Hungarian population, except 
among the elite, where we may find some Mongolid features. The disappearance of such salient traits 
from one generation to the next is a biological impossibility. At the same time, the burial rites of the 
Avars and the Hungarians show remarkable similarity. Where did the Mongolid population disappear? 
Thus, while burial rites show great similarities, the biological status went through a rapid and 
significant transformation.

The very important conclusion that might be drawn from this is that a temporal correlation 
between social and biological changes cannot be expected.

Another important difference between the two scientific areas, that should not be overlooked, stems 
from the temporal discrepancy of their emergence in our country.

The VUIth International Congress of Prehistory and Anthropology was held in Budapest on 
September 4th, 1876. The Society of Anthropology was founded in Paris in 1859, which, expanding its 
former focus on primarily philosophical anthropology, laid its emphasis now mainly on the study of 
the biological characteristics of humans. Thus, biological anthropology in today’s sense, 
acknowledging social scientific aspects in the study of the biological traits of humans as well, did 
already exist in Europe before 1876. In Plungary, however, this discipline gained recognition at the 
university of Budapest only in 1881.' There were already biological anthropological talks at the 
International Congress of 1876 as well. Sámuel Schreiber, for example, believed to prove the Finno- 
Ugrian biological anthropological relationship based on the body measures of 80 thousands recruits, 
these, however, can only be regard as first initiatives. 1

1 Farkas-Dezső (1994).
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From our point of view, the main significance of the Congress is that on May 12th, 1878, Flóris 
Römer and Ferenc Pulszky founded the Hungarian Society of Archaeology and Biological 
Anthropology.2 3 Although the reference to biological anthropology in the name of the society was 
rather symbolic at that time, it certainly indicated not just the possibility, but also the necessity, of the 
cooperation between the two areas at the end of the 19th century.

The main trigger behind the emergence of the biological anthropological study of Hungarians was 
the World Exhibition in Paris in 1878. When Aurél Török saw skulls of robbers and murderers shown 
under the label “Real Hungarian types” at the anthropological exhibition and complained about this at 
Broca, he received the following reply: “Well, you, noble Hungarians, protesting here, can you only- 
talk? Here only facts may be brought forward. Don’t you find it worthwhile to study your own race?” 
This forced Aurél Török to plan the establishment of Hungarian biological anthropology, which was 
realized by his professorial appointment on September 8th, 1881. Regarding of what was to come, it is 
worth mentioning that Aurél Török, in his proposal submitted to the university, found it necessary to 
establish a department of biological anthropology and start its education at the university, organize a 
collection, create a scientific society to distribute the results and a journal to facilitate publication. It is 
not of secondary importance that all this was accomplished only 70 years later.

It is clear from the above, that while archaeology had a substantial earlier history- before 1881. the 
biological study of Hungarians became possible only after this date. Thus, Hungarian biological 
anthropology started with a signi ficant disadvantage regarding research.

The third main reason of the differences between the results of social and natural scientific studies 
is the quantity o f  “material" available for study. While by now abundant archaeological material is 
available for study, the number of skeletons of the period of conquest (or, rather, dated to that 
archaeological period) is significantly lower. It is also of importance, that while archaeological 
remains excavated during the Millennium celebrations were preserved, human bones were reburied.

As the fourth factor, we may mention the great discrepancy between the number o f archaeologists 
and biological anthropologists studying Hungarian ethnogenesis. The biological anthropological 
analysis of the finds excavated by hundreds of archaeologists is supposed to be carried out by a 
handful of specialists. Furthermore, while among archaeologists it is possible to specialize in the study 
of one period, for example that of the Hungarian conquest, biological anthropologists are supposed to 
analyze the human remains of the period spanning from the Neolithic to the Middle Ages.

The fifth difference is the one o f possibilities. By today, the storage of human skeletal remains has 
become a serious problem, not to mention the meagre financial background available. This is of 
importance because excavations methods have become increasingly efficient by the end of the 20th 
century, grave descriptions and plans are more detailed and accurate, and there is no selection during 
the collection of finds. (During the 1930s there was a tendency to save only well preserved adult skulls 
and a few long bones.)

In the end, as a sixth factor, wc have to mention that the study of the biological anthropological 
picture of Hungarians includes the examination o f the contemporary population as well. This is 
probably the hardest to accomplish. While the study of skeletons -  if they are available -  does not 
pose a problem other than the above-mentioned ones, the study of the contemporary population poses 
more difficulties. Personal and financial conditions are becoming less advantageous, genetic mixing is 
increasing, closed village communities are breaking up, and it is hard to get hold of the consent of the 
individuals. Last, but not least, we have to struggle against everyday political dispositions, false 
accusations of racism.

Despite all hindrances, we do have data on the living adult Hungarian population at our disposal. 
The first major synthesis was published by Bartucz in 1938. ’ Following World War II more scholars 
carried out data collection, for example Éva Bodzsár, Ottó Eiben, Gyula Farkas, Gyula Henkey, István 
Kacsur, András Kelemen, Mihály Malán, János Nemeskéri, Katalin Szilágyi, Andor Tlioma, Imre

2 Farkas—Dezső (1994).
3 Bartucz (1938).



Varga. The most voluminous work was accomplished by Gyula Henkey, who carried out 
measurements on 28993 adult men and women from all around the country between 1953 and 1997. 
He examined a further 2852 persons among ethnic Hungarians over the borders, which was 
complimented by the data of 1054 volunteers. Altogether, he measured 32899 adults. The number of 
men aged 24-60 was 14282, that of women 14602.4 Gyula Farkas collected data about 7022 adults 
from the southern Alföld (the Great Hungarian Plain) between 1965 and 1999. Other scholars worked 
with smaller samples between 94 and 891.5

These surveys have been taxonomically analyzed, and their greatest value is their publication in 
various places.

The enumeration of the above factors was not meant as an apology for the shortcomings of 
Hungarian biological anthropology in the field of the study of Hungarian ethnogenesis, they are 
important for a realistic assessment.

2. Results
The first find, the examination of which meant the commencement of the biological anthropological 
study of our forebears conquering the Carpathian Basin, was the skull excavated at Ladánybene- 
Bencpuszta in 1834. Since then many remains have been found that have been examined by numerous 
local biological anthropologists using various methods. These methodological questions will be 
addressed in the next section. Here we are concerned with six syntheses examining the Avar Period, 
the period of the Hungarian Conquest and that of the Árpád Dynasty and using partly differing 
methodologies.

In order to understand the biological anthropological processes of Hungarian prehistory within the 
Carpathian Basin, we have to take into consideration the results of the study of three periods. First, let 
us review the syntheses concerning the Migration Period preceding the Hungarian conquest, then the 
period of conquest itself and finally the Árpád Era.

A review of the biological anthropology of the Migration Period in the Carpathian Basin was 
published by Erzsébet Fóthi.6

First, it can be established that the number of human skeletal material is very low compared to the 
number of ethnic groups. This is especially true for the Sarmatian Period, where we have the added 
difficulty of the extremely fragmentary state of the skeletons.

From the standpoint of biological anthropology, we know practically nothing about the Huns. We 
do not even know what changes they brought about in the composition of other ethnic groups living in 
this area. The number of cemeteries in the Hun Period is few, and according to our knowledge, they 
cremated their dead.

The Gepids following them supposedly lived on among the population of the Avar Period, while 
the Langobards moved to northern Italy.

At the time of the appearance of the Avars, most of Transdanubia and the Felvidék (the northern 
Carpathian Basin) were settled by autochthon Slavs.

We have the greatest knowledge about the Avars.
Fóthi reached the following conclusions after analyzing 76 cemeteries.
The population can be divided into two large clusters. One is mostly comprised of Europids, of not 

more than 20 % Europo-Mongolids and only rarely of Mongolids. It can be divided into more subgroups.

4 A. Thoma-Gy. Henkey. Egy térkép körül (Around a map). AnthrK 42 (2001)137 139.
5 Gy. Farkas: Observations on the anthropological study of the living adult Hungarian population. ActaBiolSzeged 44 (2000) 

123-128.
6 E. Fóthi: Összehasonlító antropológiai vizsgálat a Kárpát-medence népeinek etnogeneziséhez. Embertani kapcsolatok a 6.

8. században az curázsiai steppe és a Kárpát-medence között [Comparative biological anthropological examination of the 
ethnogenesis of the peoples of the Carpathian Basin. Biological anthropological contacts between the Eurasian steppe and 
the Carpathian Basin in the 6lh to 8lh centuries], MFMH StudArch 4 (1998) 497- 521.
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Subcluster 1/1 is characterized by loose geographical coherence and is found mainly in 
Transdanubia. The following sites belong here: Kaposvár-Fészeklak, Kaposvár-Toponár, Kömye, 
Solymár, Keszthely-Városi temető, Vác-Kavicsbánya, Jutás. No samples from the Alföld, the Felvidék 
or the Vojvodina belong here.

Finds from Váchartyán, Balatonfűzfő, Szeged-Fehértó-A, Nővé Zámky (Érsekújvár), Adorján- 
Országút and Jánoshida-Tótkérpuszta belong to subcluster 1/2. It includes material from 
geographically separate cemeteries.

Subcluster 1/3 is constituted by skeletal remains of great similarity from Pókaszepetk, Tiszaderzs 
and Kaba.

A lower grade of similarity is the basis of the inclusion of the skeletal material from the sites of 
Szekszárd-Palánk, Kosice-Zsebes (Kassa), Zelovce (Zsély), Virt (Dunaradvány) and Bof (Boly) into 
subcluster 1/4. Four of the sites are in the Felvidék, one in Transdanubia. There are no finds from east 
of the Danube in this group.

Subcluster 1/5 is comprised of the cemeteries of Tiszavasvári, Rákóczifalva-Kastélydomb, Szob- 
Homokbánya, Szcged-Makkoserdő, Öskü, Alsógellér and Csepel-Szabadkikötő. It is a heterogeneous 
group from a biological anthropological point of view. Graves with sidewall niche were found at two 
of these sites (Rákóczifalva-Kastélydomb and Szeged-Makkoserdő).

In subcluster 1/6, geographical coherence is shown by the distribution of the cemeteries from 
Csákberény, Szebény, Artánd, Alattyán-Tulát, Backo Petrovo Selo (Péterréve), Szeged-Kundomb, 
Sükösd-Ságod and Kiskőrös-Pohibuj, which all seem to have connections with eastern finds from the 
steppe.

Subcluster 1/7 is another geographically closed group with finds from the Danube-Tisza Interfluve 
at Homokmégy-PIalom, Üllő I—II, Tiszavárkony, Kecel I, Kiskőrös-Város alatt, at Moravita 
(Moravica) and at Adorján-Farm, and other sites in the northern Vojvodina. It can be divided into two 
very distinct base-populations with a smaller ratio of Mongolids and 5-20 % of Europo-Mongolids.

The second cluster, dominated by Mongolids, can be divided into three subclusters.
Subcluster II/l is comprised of the finds from the cemeteries at Madaras-Téglavető, Szarvas- 

Kákapuszta-Kettőshalom, Újkécske-Obög, Backa Topola (Bácskatopolya), Áporka-Ürbőpuszta, 
Budapest-Rákos and Dunaegyháza. All the sites are in the Danube-Tisza Interfluve and are dated to 
the late Avar Period. Apart from the Mongolid dominance, Europo-Mongolids and some Europids are 
observable as well.

Cemeteries from Kunszállás-Fülöpjakab, Kiskőrös-Vágóhíd, Budapest-Népstadion, Bakony- 
koppány, Győr-Téglavető and Csepel form subcluster II/2. Most of them are found on the Alföld and 
form a geographically closed group. They represent primarily a Mongolid population. They comprise 
of both early and late Avar Period populations.

Subcluster II/3 includes the following sites: Mosonszentjános, Lcithaprodersdorf (Lajtaprodány), 
Zagyvarékas, Sopron-Harka, Csengele-Feketehalom, Kunbábony. Apart from the last two, all sites arc 
dated to the early Avar Period. The group is not closed geographically, but the remains show 
biological anthropological similarity.

The Mongolid population of the Avar Period is characterized by two types: Baikal and Tungid or 
Sayanic. From this follows that the Avars were formed from two Mongolid tribes, but coexisted in the 
Carpathian Basin. The population of the 6th to 8Ü1 centuries is very heterogeneous. The biological 
anthropological divisions do not coincide with the archaeological periodization of the Avar Period 
(early, middle, late Avar), cemeteries dated into the same period show distinct biological 
anthropological characteristics.

Pál Lipták worked out his taxonomical method7 based on the systematic work of numerous earlier 
authors (Denikcr, Giuffrida-Ruggeri, Montandon, v. Eickstcdt, Jarcho-Roginski, Hooton, Debcc, 
Biasutti etc.) and his own studies, which is applicable mainly for the biological anthropological study

7 Lipták (1962).

13



of the human remains of the Migration Period, the period of the Hungarian conquest and that of the 
Árpád Dynasty. With this method he reached the following conclusions/

In the cemeteries of the Avar Period, three biological anthropologically distinct populations were 
buried. In some cemeteries only Europids are found, at other sites both Europid and Mongolid 
skeletons appear, while there are cemeteries that yielded the previous two and Europo-Mongolid finds 
at the same time. The latter were excavated mostly in the Danubc-Tisza Interfluve and in northern 
Transdanubia. Based on the Mongolid human remains from the cemetery of Mosonszentjános 
excavated in 1927, it was held that the population of the Avar Period was predominantly Mongolid or 
Europo-Mongolid. Publications from the 1960s, however, changed this picture and now the frequency 
of this anthropological type is estimated around 15 %.

The Europid population of the Avar Period is characterized by a 50-50 % ratio of dolichocephalic 
and brachycephalic types. The former tend to be found in western Transdanubia and southern 
Slovakia, while the latter in eastern Transdanubia and in the Danube-Tisza Interfluve. From this 
follows, that the population of the Avar Period was not uniform from a biological anthropological 
point of view.

Thus, if we suggest the survival of the population of the Avar Period, it -  or at least its Mongolid 
part -  did not take part in the formation of the traits of the later population. We have already 
mentioned that Mongolid traits are transmitted dominantly. Their disappearance within 3-4 
generations is impossible, but in the cemeteries of the 10th and 11th centuries no such skeletons have 
been excavated.

The traceless disappearance of the Mongolid population may be explained in two ways:
-  They had been killed. This explanation is unlikely, since the dead should have been buried and 

these burials -  most probably interred according to the rites of the Avar Period -  should have been 
found. As we have mentioned, there are no such finds from the 10th- 11th centuries -  or they were dated 
earlier.

-  They had been expatriated or displaced, consequently their remains cannot be found here. This 
view seems to be more plausible.

The possibility, that the Europid component of the population of the Avar Period took part in the 
formation of the biological anthropological traits of the population of the 9th-10th centuries, cannot be 
mied out, it is, however, improvable.

The autochthon Europid population of the Carpathian Basin, however, could take part in this process.
According to Lipták, the “conquering Hungarians” do not represent the whole Hungarian 

population, only its elite and an ethnic component of Turkic (Onogur) origin. They are characterized 
by burial with horse skull and tibiae, arrowheads, bow, quiver mountings and horse gear.

The conquering Hungarians are characterized by the Turanid, Uralian, Pamirian and other 
brachycephalic biological anthropological types. In the middle social strata, Mediterranid, Nordic and 
Pamirian races can be observed; the Turanid and Uralian races are missing entirely from this group. 
The commons arc characterized by the predominance of Mediterranid and Nordic races, Cromagnoids 
are, however, significant as well.

If we consider the population of the period of the Hungarian Conquest and that of the Árpád 
Dynasty, then Nordic and Mediterranid races dominate the Europid groups, the two races that can be 
observed among the elite of the conquering Hungarians as well. The ratio of Cromagnoids is the same 
as it was in the Avar Period, while the ratio of brachycephalic types is much lower. Real Mongolids do 
not appear among the conquering Hungarians, the ratio of Europo-Mongolids in the period of the 
conquest and the Árpád Dynasty is not more than 6 %.

The range of ethnic groups among the population of the 10th and l l lh centuries is wide, but 
Hungarians belonging to the Ugrian language family were the most numerous. This was complimented 8

8P. Lipták. Awaren und Magyaren im Donau-Theiss Zwischenstromgebiet. ActaArcliHung 8 (1958) 199-268; idem: A 
magyarság etnogenezisének paleoantropológiája [The palaeoanthropology of the ethnogenesis of the Hungarians], AnthrK 
14 (1970) 85-94; idem: Avars and Ancient Hungarians. Budapest 1983.
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by the almost continuous presence of nomadic groups from the steppes beginning from the Huns, 
through the Proto-Bulgarians and Avars to the conquering Hungarians. He inferred an 
Avar-Hungarian continuity based on the cemeteries of Szarvas-Kákapuszta-Kettőshalom and 
Rákóczifalva-Kastélydomb.

It is necessary to remark in connection with these conclusions that the relationship between certain 
ethnic groups is primarily based on the fact that the above-mentioned human races can be observed in 
all of them, however, none of them can be identified with one ethnic group, since all such groups show 
a complex biological anthropological composition, the distinction between them is provided by the 
different proportion of these races.

We have to make, however, the following remarks regarding Lipták’s method:
1. The method includes many subjective elements. Its application requires, according to the author, 

a “morphologisches Blick”, that is, a certain morphological view, without which the taxonomical 
categorization of the finds poses difficulties. The comparison of the categorisations of the 
anthropological remains of each archaeological period carried out according to the Lipták method and 
by the same author may, however, provide a realistic picture, since in all cases the same subjectivity is 
at work.

2. Although his taxonomical classifications arc based on metric data, in some cases beside the so- 
called pure types, that is sets of traits completely corresponding to the races he described, he identified 
taxons that show mixed traits of two or three races (e.g. n-m, n-crB etc.). There are varieties, in the 
cases of which he emphasized the traits of a certain race, but pointed out the presence of the traits of 
other, non-identifiable human types as well (e.g. n-x, m-x). Finally, in many cases he only indicates 
the presence of not precisely identifiable brachycephalic (br) elements.

We attempted to collect his “pure types” by establishing their mean values and deviations, and to 
define the taxons more exactly on the basis of these.9 This made taxonomical analysis not only easier, 
but more precise as well. However, there was some overlap between the distribution ranges in the case 
of certain measurements. Thus, for example, among Europids the length of the skull of Nordic men 
was 190+/-6 mm, that is, it fluctuated between 184 and 186 mm. The same measure of gracilc 
Mediterranids is 181+/-6 mm, that is, it varies between 175 and 187 mm. In this case, the range of the 
length of the skull between 184 and 187 mm overlap between these two races. The question is, how do 
we decide into which race the given find should be classified? If this can be observed in the case of 
more measurements, the definition becomes questionable. May be this was why the author mentioned 
the necessity of a morphological view when using his method.

3. A further problem is caused by a general tendency towards brachycephaly during human history. 
While brachycephalic finds are very rare in prehistory, their number had increased significantly by the 
end of the Migration Period. Consequently, it can be the case that while almost all traits of a skeleton 
suggest an inclusion into the gracile Mediterranid race, it is brachycephalic, which is not a 
characteristic trait of the gracilc Mediterranids as described by Lipták. He considered brachycephals as 
a separate group within the Europid subspecies. The question then becomes how to classify a 
brachycephalic gracile Mediterranid skull?

It is a fact, however, that there arc traits in his taxonomical method that provide a firm basis for the 
definition of certain taxons. It is in some cases the measured body height, or the wide face and angular 
facial contour of Cromagnoids, the tapering, wedge shaped and high face of the Atlanto-Mcditcrranids etc.

4. Another important issue is, that the way of transmission of certain traits and the extent of the 
influence of environmental factors in not fully known. We know what Mongolid traits are inherited 
dominantly, but this is not entirely clear in the case of Europids.

5. There arc cases, when the results of taxonomical classification are at odds with the 
archaeological results. One example is the case of the “Nordic” population of the Early and Middle 
Bronze Age. According to our knowledge, the population of these periods migrated to the Carpathian 
Basin from the south, and is, consequently, characterized by gracile and Atlanto-Mediterranid races.

9 Farkas (1972).

15



However, human remains of “Nordic” traits can be observed as well. These cannot have originated 
from the north. The only plausible interpretation is, that they were so-called “pseudo-Nordic”, that is, 
blends, hybrids of Cromagnoids and gracile Mediterranids.10 11

Tibor Tóth based his inferences mainly on the examination of the morphological traits of skulls and 
the Debec’s method for examining facial llatncss." He compared the remains of the conquering 
Hungarians with series from the Bronze and Early Iron Ages and the Sarmatian Period. Following the 
analysis of fifty series, he concluded that the skeletal remains of the conquering Hungarians show 
similarities with those of the Andronovo culture in the territory of Central and Eastern Kazakhstan and 
of Bronze Age groups on the Middle Volga. The remains of the conquering Hungarians are positioned 
between the groups of Sauromatians along the Lower Volga and the Sarmatians around Orenburg. He 
held it ascertainable that the territory of the morphogenesis of the predecessors of the conquering 
Hungarians, that is, the Proto-Hungarians, can be delineated on the northern shores of the Caspian Sea, 
and commenced already in the first millennium B.C. in the area between the Lower Volga and the 
Mugojar.

The question of ethnogenetic relationship between Hungarians and Sarmatians had already been 
raised by Mihály Kőhegyi.

Tibor Tóth based his conclusions primarily on the similarities and dissimilarities of morphological 
traits, thus the previous remark is still valid: the way of transmission of these traits is still unknown.

The difficulties of defining taxons and the unsolved questions of the way of inheritance of the traits 
lead to changes, and in the 20th century the biometric methods for establishing biological similarities 
and differences came to the forefront. Within local research, it was the Penrose-method, based on the 
average metric traits of the sexes and the so-called mean sigma value, which was adopted, although 
other similar biometric methods are known as well, and not everyone accepts the Penrose-method. It 
is, however, certain, that these biometric methods considerably decrease the subjective element in 
these studies. Their disadvantage is that they presuppose the possibility of the metric definition of the 
necessary traits for the application of the method.

What can we say about the biological anthropology of the conquerors based on Kinga Éry’s 
analyses12 using the Penrose-method?

1. First, we can conclude that the population of the Carpathian Basin at the end of the 9th and the 
beginning of the 10th century comprised of two components: the conquerors arriving from the east and 
the local population. The anthropological composition may be inferred from the comparison of the 
preceding local Avar population and the population of the Árpád Period.

2. Éry drew her conclusions based primary on the traits of the skull. The validity of these, however, 
depends on how many finds of the base-population is at our disposal, that is, whether our sample is 
representative or not.

3. The biological anthropological composition may be interpreted on the basis of the occurrence of 
sets of traits, human types and races as well. The proportion of the Turanids of Central Asian origin 
and of the even earlier Uralians (Europo-Mongolids) was previously held more significant; Henkey 
even suggested a high rate for the occurrence of Turanids among the contemporary population, 
although the biological anthropological literature of the 1970s did mention that Europids form ca.

10 Gy. Farkas'. A Dél-Alföld őskorának paleoantropológiája Kandidátusi értekezés tézisei (Palaeoanthropology of the 
prehistoric age in the South-Hungarian Great Plain -  Thesis). AnthrK 21 (1977) 115 -122.

11 T. Tóth: On the Diagnostic Significance of Morphological Characters I. (A Methodological Study). AnnHist- 
natMusNatHungParsAnthrop 59 (1967) 443-454.; idem: On the Diagnostic Significance of Morphological Characters II. 
(A Methodological Study). AnnHist-natMusNatHungParsAnthrop 60 (1968) 293-296; idem: On the Diagnostic 
Significance of Morphological Characters II. (A Methodological Study). AnnHist-natMusNatHungParsAnthrop 61 (1969) 
401—412; idem: Az ősmagyarok genezisének szarmatakori etapjáról [The Sarmatian Period stage in the genesis of the 
Proto-Hungarians]. MTA II. Oszt. Közi. 19 (1969) 85-95.

12 K. Éry: Regionális különbségek a magyarság X. századi embertani anyagában (Regional differences in the athropological 
material of the tenth century Hungarians). AnthrK 22 (1978) 77-86.
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75 % of the population of the period of Hungarian Conquest. In our opinion, the rate of Europids was 
much higher, around 98 %.°

Éry drew her conclusions based on the examination of the skulls of 353 adults from 71 sites. 199 
were skulls of men, 154 of women. (We will return to the question of the number of examined finds in 
the next chapter.) She based her analyses on measurements and inferred that a geographical separation 
might be observed among the conquerors in terms of their biological anthropological traits. She 
discerned five groups, which are the following:

-  the population of the Danube-Tisza Interfluve (A),
-  the group of the Upper Tisza region (B),
-  the group of finds on the northern and eastern edge of Transdanubia and on the hill country 

bordering the Alföld in the north (C),
-  the remains of the population of the Körös-Maros Interfluve (D),
-  the population of the Vah-Nitra (Vág-Nyitra) Interfluve (E).
Finally, these five groups were included in two larger units. One of them comprised of the finds of 

the groups A+B+E characterized by remarkably wide skulls and a ratio of at least 40 % Europo- 
Mongolids.

The second unit comprised of group C and was characterized by narrow skulls and a ratio of ca. 6 
% Europo-Mongolids.

The position of group D is indefinable due to the small number of finds.
Ery connected the ABE group with the Iron Age population of the Eurasian steppe east of the river 

Don, and group C with the Late Iron Age population of the north Pontic forest steppe.
4. The male and female remains of the conquering Hungarians do not support the hypothesis that 

our forebears arrived with only a small number of women and chose wives from the local population, 
since there are no recognizable taxonomical differences between the sexes.

5. The average height of conquering men and women (168.83 and 157.93 cm, respectively) is 
within the mid-tall range, thus the widely held belief that our conquerors were of short stature cannot 
be upheld.

6. Finally, the so-called surgical trepanations serving as treatment for head wounds disappear after 
the 10th century, while symbolic trepanation remains widespread even in the 10th to 12th centuries. 
Surgical trepanation is connected to Migration (treatment of battle wounds), while symbolic 
trepanation suggests an animistic mentality.

An analysis of the population of the period of the Avars, the Hungarian Conquest and the Árpád 
Dynasty using Dear’s main component analysis was carried out by László Szathmáry and his 
colleagues.13 14 This rather complicated mathematical procedure makes comparison possible from 
another point of view. In this case, measures of twelve skulls were taken as starting point and were 
included into the samples of the late Avar Period and the 10th century. The number of finds from the 
9th century was not sufficient for analysis. 680 men and 619 women were considered from the Avar 
Period, 140 men and 101 women from the period of the Conquest.

The following conclusions were reached:
1. In the late Avar Period, populations with distinct craniological profiles can be shown to exist east 

of the river Tisza (mainly in the southern part of the area). On the other hand, Transdanubia is 
characterized by heterogeneity.

2. During the 10th century, this heterogeneity continues in Transdanubia, but the population of the 
north-eastern region becomes heterogeneous as well. In the southern part of the area east of the river 
Tisza and on the northern periphery of the Alföld, a fairly uniform population can be reconstructed.

3. The skull variability of the population of the period of Conquest resembles the predecessors of 
the Avar Period least in the northern part of the area east of the Tisza, most in southern Transdanubia.

13 Farkas-Lipták (1967).
14Barabásét al. (1996).
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The sexual disharmony of the population is observable mainly in the northern part of the area east of 
the Tisza.15 16

Finally, we should mention Gyula Farkas and Pál Lipták's synthesis based on the finds of three 
cemeteries of the period of the Árpád Dynasty from the southern Alföld (Orosháza-Rákóczi telep, 
Szatymaz-Vasútállomás and Békcs-Povádzug). According to the taxonomical analysis of the remains 
of 238 men and 208 women, the ratio of the various races is the following: 37 % Nordic, 35 % 
Mcditerranid (gracilc and Atlanto-Mcditerranid), 15 % Cromagnoid (A and B), 11 % brachycephalic 
(Alpine, Pamirian, Dinaric, Lappish and other brachycephals) and 2 % Mongolid.lo Thus, in the two 
cemeteries, the proportion of Europid races is 98 %.

Although discrepancies are clearly recognizable in the syntheses of these authors, they show 
correspondences from more points of view: regional differences can be observed, there are no 
Mongolids in the period of the Conquest and the Árpád Dynasty, the proportion of brachycephals 
increases, the taxonomical composition of the population changes.

3. Analysis of the research

It is perfectly legitimate to ask how reliable the biological anthropological results are.
To be able to assess the reliability of these conclusions, first we have to review the methodological 

development of Hungarian research.

1. The first and most important question is how many biological anthropological 
finds are at our disposal.

This question is hard to answer. What is the current situation?
There are more institutions that collect skeletal remains. One of them is the Osteological 

Anthropological Collection of the Hungarian Museum of Natural Sciences (Budapest), which was 
founded on March 1st, 1945, fidfilling one of Aurél Török’s aims. The Collection acquires human 
remains from all around the country, since the 1960s, however, remains from excavations south from 
the Baja-Kecskemét-Dcbrecen-Nyíregyháza line can be found in other collections. The estimated 
number of remains from various archaeological periods is above 20000.

Another important collection can be found at the Department of Anthropology of the University of 
Szeged. It was established in the 1940s when Lajos Bartucz started the collection, mainly through his 
friendship with Ferenc Móra. It began to expand from 1955 on through the friendship between Gyula 
Farkas and Ottó Trogmayer, and today it contains more than 25000 remains from various 
archaeological periods.

Thirdly, we should include the museum of Tiszavasvár, curated by the biological anthropologist 
László Szathmáry. It should be mentioned primarily in connection with the remains of the period of 
the Hungarian Conquest in northeast Hungary.

Beside these, many museums have anthropological remains, these, however, are not easy to review. 
The collections of the Hungarian Museum of Natural Sciences and the university of Szeged are 

highly significant in themselves, in terms of size they are the fourth and fifth largest collections in 
Europe. We also have to emphasize that the remains from the Migration Period -  mainly the Avar 
Period -  and the period of Conquest are the most numerous in these collections.

In our opinion, if we estimate the number of anthropological remains of various periods around 
55000, wc cannot be very wrong. At the same time -  as we have already pointed out -  Ery drew7 her 
conclusions based on 353 adult skeletons dated to the period of Conquest.

15 Barabás el at. (1996).
16 Farkas-Lipták (1967) 135-141.
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Wc cannot attempt to establish the number of all the excavated skeletons from the period of 
conquest. Despite this, we might suppose that not all anthropological remains of the period have been 
analyzed yet. It is beyond doubt, however, that the number of unexamined finds cannot be large.

At the same time we should mention that the estimated number of our conquerors is ca. 200-300 
thousand.

Tire two numbers, the comparison of the approximate population and the number of examined 
finds, speak for themselves. In order to reach statistically reliable conclusions, we have to work with a 
sufficient number of samples. If we compare the analyzed 353 finds to the estimated population of 200 
thousand, we can calculate that the previous inferences were based on a 0.2 % sample. This is an 
extremely low figure.

Of course, Éry could work only with the finds at her disposal. This has to be taken into account 
when assessing the above conclusions.

2. The second very important aspect is provided by the characteristics o f  archaeological 
and anthropological finds o f  the period o f  Conquest.

The burial rite of the period of Conquest is consistent, there might be minor divergences, but it is fairly 
homogeneous. It cannot be doubted that a sabretache plate can be connected to the conquerors, even if 
its decoration is different. At the cemetery of Békés-Povádzug, for example, only few graves could be 
dated to the period of Conquest with the help of graves goods. Of the rest, seven Neolithic graves 
could be dated unambiguously to the appropriate period. Whom docs the rest of the skeletal material 
represent? The autochthon population or the commons of the period of Conquest? Another question is 
how long was the cemetery used, how many generations are we talking about?

Thus, in such cases the excavated skeletons show a more complex picture, variation is much 
greater and the assessment of the origin of the traits is not an easy task.

3. The third important factor is the question o f  dating.

There is a great variation in the archaeological dating of the finds at the biological anthropologist's 
disposal. A find might be dated to the 9th, 10lh, 9th— 10th, 10th— 11t!l centuries. This is already four 
possibilities. If more precision is available (beginning of 9th century, beginning of 10th century etc.), 
possibilities for archaeological periodization expand.

This is obviously not a result of the incompetence of the archaeologist, but a consequence of the 
fact that relative chronology does not make a more precise archaeological definition possible.

At the same time, even within one century we have to expect at least two human generations, 
which cannot be ignored when assessing the transmission of traits.

Here we have to refer again to the above-mentioned fact that change in the objects used during 
burial rites may occur sooner than changes in the traits of the buried individuals.

Since the biological anthropologist cannot differentiate between the skeletal material of different 
archaeological periods with the help of currently available methods, she/he is dependent on the 
archaeologist's definition. If the latter is uncertain, then, obviously, the inferences of the biological 
anthropologist will be uncertain as well.

In this field, new dating methods might bring change, which, of course, will require the revision of 
earlier results as well.

4. The fourth question is that o f the representativity o f the finds.

Ery and her colleagues have already drawn attention to this problem.17 This is the most important 
factor in terms of the reliability of the scientific evaluation of human skeletal remains.

17 K. Ery-A. Kralovánszkv-J. Nemeskéri'. Történeti népességek rekonstrukciójának reprezentációja (A representative 
reconstmction of historic populations). AnthrK 7 (1963) 41-90.
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What does this mean? It means that in the case of the finds examined by the biological 
anthropologist, it does matter how many bones of a skeleton had been rescued and in what state of 
preservation they arc.

Biological anthropologists usually draw their conclusions based on the characteristics of skulls. A 
practice has emerged according to which we take a given amount of measurements on skulls. If the 
skull is fragmentary, certain measurements cannot be taken. This already reduces the precision of our 
inferences.

A problem concerning long bones is that -  especially at excavations during the first half of the 20lh 
century -  they were either not rescued or were rescued only selectively. Long bones form the basis of 
body size measurement. In the case of two individuals, their different body proportions might cause a 
divergence between the estimates of their body size based on the long bones of either the upper or the 
lower limbs. Thus, the calculation of body size cannot be based only on the long bones of either the 
upper or the lower limbs.

Furthermore, because of laterality (right- or left-handedness) there is a difference in the size of the 
identical bones of the two body sides. Consequently, exact body size measurement requires the 
inclusion of the measurement of upper, lower, left, and right long bones.

During the last decade, the analysis of palaeopathological changes has come to the forefront of 
Hungarian historical anthropological research. Through it wc might gain insights into the frequency 
and causes of illnesses, sometimes even into their social aspects as well (e.g. caring for biologically 
disabled elderly people). From this follows that any selection between human skeletal remains during 
excavation is unacceptable, since it reduces the possibilities for later observations. The excavations of 
the last decades fulfil these requirements, remains from earlier excavations, however, enable only 
limited observation.

5. A further important aspect o f  the evaluation o f  the biological anthropology o f  the period  
o f  Conquest is related to the methodology o f  biological anthropological research.

The methods of all science, thus of biological anthropology, and, within it, also of historical 
anthropology, go through changes. As a consequence, results change as well. Therefore, we find it 
necessary to review briefly these periods and the reliability of the conclusions based on their 
characteristic methodologies.

During the four decades following the founding of Hungarian biological anthropological research, 
the establishment of measurable traits played a primary role. This period contributed mainly to the 
assessment of possible views on finds. These can be considered as basic data and can still be used 
today during more developed mathematical-statistical procedures. They were, however, not suitable 
for drawing far-reaching conclusions about populations. This was also related to the small number of 
finds.

The methodological repertoire of this period was augmented by the establishment of the parameters 
calculable from measurements (arithmetic average, standard deviation, range of variation) after the 
1930’s. While for some time only the absolute values of these parameters were compared, today these 
form the basis of further, more complex calculations (provability of deviations, cluster analysis).

This was followed by the fairly long period of the so-called typological trend until the 1980’s. This 
meant the establishment of types of finds indifferent in terms of taxonomical classification and of 
races of taxonomical value. In the beginning, it was represented by Bartucz, then later applied by 
Lipták for the analysis of historical populations. This method aimed at the identification of the most 
common sets of traits with the races worked out in various classificatory systems. It can be used with 
most confidence in the Avar Period, where it enables the differentiation between Europids, Mongolids 
and Europo-Mongolids.

It has to be taken into consideration, however, that the number of races has changed throughout 
history. At the time of the appearance of Homo sapiens in the Upper Palaeolithic, only a few human 
races existed (Cromagnoid, Grimaldian, Combe Capelle, Brünn-Predmostian). As a result of
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population increase, migration, mixing etc., the number of categories has increased, and, at the same 
time, the possibility to differentiate between the so-called pure races has decreased. Consequently, this 
method has lost its significance since the 1980’s.

The taxonomic method is primarily based on the traits of the skull. The various measurements, 
however, cannot be taken into account with the same weight. The fact that an individual’s skull is 
short or long does not depend only on hereditary factors, but on the environment as well. 
Observations on identical monozygotic twins have confirmed that the skull of an infant lying on a 
harder surface will be long, since she/he is resting turning her/his head on the side, while her/his 
twin lying on a flexible surface will have a short skull, since the latter usually lies on the back. 
Thus, since the genetic background is identical, it is the environmental factors that modify the shape 
of the skull. Another important observation is that there is a brachycephalization tendency among 
humans, that is, on the long run, an increase in the number of short-headed individuals can be 
observed. But we could also mention artificial skull modification, as a result of which the traits of 
the brain skull can be completely changed.

Based on anthropo-taxonomical classification, we may differentiate between typically long
headed, moderately long-headed and short-headed human types. This is useful in prehistoric 
research, but in the Migration Period, the period of conquest, and, especially, in connection with the 
populations of the Hungarian Middle Ages and of today, it is problematic. As a result of increasing 
mixing, we can find gracilc Mediterranid individuals, who arc not long-, but short-headed. How can 
these be classified? In the Migration Period, however, Europids can be easily differentiated from 
Mongolids. Lipták’s taxonomical method18 often used in Hungary differentiated between Europids 
and Mongolids based on the subjective assessment of the depth of the fossa canina. There were, 
however, difficulties in the case of Europo-Mongolids. A more exact assessment was provided by 
Debec’s praeauricular faciocerebral method, which was based on the measurements of the depth of 
the fossa canina and the elevation of the nasal bones.19 Recently, Thoma published a simple numeric 
method based on measurements, with the use of which Mongolids and Europids can be easily told 
apart.2”

These difficulties led to changes in research practices and the taxonomical method used for a long 
period lost its significance around the 1980’s. It is, however, beyond doubt that it can occasionally 
provide very useful information. Within a cemetery, the frequency of Europids and Mongolids 
suggests most certainly the mixture of ethnic groups. In some individual cases interesting observations 
can be made using taxonomical analysis. As an example, we may mention the Early Bronze Age 
cemetery from Pitvaros, which was dominated by dolichocephalic taxons, except for a woman, who 
was short-headed. The grave good from this burial was a vessel belonging to the Somogyvár culture, 
which suggests a relationship between the two populations.

In the second half the 20th century, new methods have come into use.
Since the 1960’s, more complex mathematical-statistical methods have been more and more often 

used by researchers. This means the determination of biological distance or similarity based on the 
parameters calculated from certain measurements. In Hungary, the Penrose-method is the most widely 
used. This determines the relationship or distance between two populations or series more objectively. 
This methodology, however, requires among others very exact archaeological dating. From a 
biological anthropological point of view two series can be very similar or very different. Biological 
difference, however, does not necessarily mean cultural difference. We also have to mention that using 
the Penrose-method requires ten skull measurements, thus the possibility of its use strongly depends 
on the state of preservation of the finds.

Today even more complex procedures are used, enabled by computer technology.

Lipták(\9(,2).
15 Farkas (1972).
20 A. Thoma: Europid és mongolid koponyák megkülönböztetése (Discrimination between europid and mongolid skulls). 

AnthrK 43 (2002) 27-28.
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With regard to Hungary, Imre LengyeFs palaeo-serological method is very innovative.21 It enables 
the differentiation between skeletons of men and women based on their citrate content and the 
determination of age at death based on changes in the organic and inorganic content of bones.

The organic and inorganic content of finds depends on the events of the individual’s life (nutrition, 
illnesses etc.) and on the characteristics of the soil (loose or bound, permeability) in which the body 
had been buried. Thus, the analysis of the chemical composition of bones can be mainly used in the 
case of skeletal material from the same cemetery.

He also determined ABO blood group from fossil bones. This procedure is possible only if 
sufficient serologically active material survived in the bones. In each series, the ratio of so-called non- 
secretor finds (unsuitable for ABO blood group determination) is usually around 20 %. Furthermore, 
some soil bacteria (e.g. Clostridiae) can change the ABO blood group characteristics. (These arc 
important when selecting a method for cleaning finds and require a soil sample from the grave as 
well.) Finally, we have to take into consideration that in the case of some skeletons, establishing 
kinship ties on the basis of ABO blood group has only limited possibilities. The method also requires a 
good cemetery map, good state of preservation of the bones and a secure dating of the finds.

Unfortunately, LengyeFs methods are unrcconstructablc and after his death they went out of use. In 
recent years, there have been attempts at their reconstruction.

Since the 1980’s, palaeopathological investigations came to the forefront of research. They had 
some precedents, we might mention the work of Bartucz and Regöly-Mérei, and numerous dentists 
(Károly Tóth, Dénes Schranz, Pál Bruszt, György Huszár).22 Today, such observations on skeletal 
material are aimed partly at palaeostomatological investigations, partly at the palaeopathological 
examination of the whole skeleton.

In connection with this, we have to add that in Hungary, palaeopathological observations are 
usually made by biological anthropologists who have a background in biology, and not medicine. 
Since in these cases we arc faced with medical questions, such examinations require cooperation with 
physicians. Physicians who have been involved in palaeopathological research, however, conducted 
their analysis as a hobby, besides pursuing their original occupation. Such physicians had been 
previously Pál Bruszt, Károly Tóth, Dénes Schranz and György Huszár dentists, Imre Lengyel 
physiologist, László Harsányi legal medical expert, and nowadays László Józsa traumatologist, Ferenc 
Kosa legal medical expert. Ferenc Szalai physician, and Gábor S. Kocsis dentist. It is very hard to get 
pathologists, traumatologists, orthopaedists, radiologists involved in this work.

New methods for the examination of skeletal remains of historical populations are provided by 
palacodemographic analyses, which arc aimed at the better understanding of the age composition of. 
and life expectancy in, various populations. This method was introduced and elaborated by György 
Acsádi and János Nemeskéri.2’ Palaeodemographic analysis, however, requires the largest possible 
amount of excavated finds from cemeteries and the rescue of the remains of embryos, infants and 
children. Previously, these remains had either not been rescued or had been destroyed by erosion. 
Fortunately, there are series the excavation of which was exemplary in this respect (e.g. the 14th—15th 
century assemblages of the cemetery at Bátmonostor Pusztafalu, or the fLilly excavated cemetery of 
Kérpuszta). Cemeteries of the period of Conquest, however, arc difficult to evaluate from this point of 
view.

The method to establish the age of death from skeletal remains worked out by Nemeskéri, Harsányi 
and Acsádi is extremely important and used internationally, even in legal medical practice.24 It is 
important to bear in mind, however, that it enables the determination of biological, and not calendar.

21 7. Lengyel: Palaeoserology. Blood Typing with the Fluorescent Antibody Method. Budapest 1975.
22 L. Bartucz: A prehistorikus trepanáció és orvostörténeti vonatkozású sírleletek (The Pre-historic Trepanation and Grave 

Findings with medical history). Palaeopathologia TIL Budapest 1966; K. Tóth. The Epidemiology of Dental Caries in 
Hungary. Budapest 1970.

23 Gy. Acsádi -J. Nemeskéri: Plistory of human life span and mortality. Budapest 1970.
24 J. Nemeskéri-L. Harsányi-Gy. Acsádi: Methoden zur Diagnose des Lebensalters von Skelettfunden. AnthrAnz 24 (1960) 

70-95.
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age. Its precision again depends on how many bones of the deceased are at our disposal. This method 
enables the determination of age at death with the precision of +/- 2.5 years the most.

What may these new methods make possible?
This question is related to one of Nemeskcri’s statements, according to which we have to strive for 

a full biological reconstruction of the extinct population based on its skeletal remains.
These methods enable the determination of the sex and exact age at death of the skeletal remains, 

the objective assessment of the relationships (similarities and differences) between the given series, 
the reconstruction of the biological status of the extinct population. At the same time they require the 
reanalysis of older measurements with new methods, or the remedy of previously omitted observations 
on finds (palaeopathological alterations). Relationships between the biological status and way of life, 
medical techniques, moral level, nutrition etc. of a population can be analyzed based on age at death, 
sex ratio, child mortality, and illnesses. It is not an accident that tuberculosis in human skeletons can 
be connected to cattle husbandry. Fractures on the lower arm (the so-called Perry-fracture) are related 
to warfare, and the observation of the side on which the fracture can be found helps establish laterality. 
The healing of fractures, whether dislocational or in original position, may also be related to warfare 
or migration, at the same time they might provide information on healing techniques. While during the 
period of the Hungarian Conquest we encounter medical trepanation, during the period of the Árpád 
Dynasty we only find symbolic trepanation. The frequent occurrence of cribra orbitalia on children’s 
skulls suggests iron deficiency anaemia and malnutrition. Changes in average age and the occurrence 
of new diseases are related to the way of life of populations (nomad or settled agriculturalists). 
Anatomic variations and congenital disorders and anomalies are part of a population’s genetic 
structure.

As we can see, many relationships can be revealed by the characteristics and alterations of 
skeletons.

Finally, in connection with new methods aiming at a better understanding of the skeletal remains of 
extinct populations, we should mention that in Hungary, the possibility of the analysis of DNA from 
skeletal remains has been available only for a few years. This method will be especially important in 
the research of ethnogcncsis. Its realization, however, requires the elaboration of the method itself. 
Results arrived at this way might put certain populations in a completely differently light and modify 
significantly our previous conceptions. The theory of determining kinship ties based on DNA is clear, 
extracting DNA from fossil human skeletal material, however, can present sometimes difficulties. 
New results sometimes reveal surprising connections. Since today’s humanity -  continuously from the 
Upper Palaeolithic on -  is one species, the identity of DNA is great and divergences observed between 
various sequences might not be connected to racial differences. One thing, however, seems certain: 
this method of undoubtedly firm biological basis will not entirely replace our previous results based on 
historical, archaeological knowledge. This seems to be supported by our previous remark that humans 
are not only biological, but social beings as well.

We still lack, however, a routine procedure of objective dating of bones. Although it is possible to 
establish the more exact chronological position of cemeteries of the last few ten thousand years with 
the help of radiocarbon dating, its high costs, however, put serious limitations on its use with larger 
samples.

Thus, when evaluating the biological anthropological results of the period of the Hungarian 
conquest outlined above, we have to take into consideration the aforementioned methodological 
issues. As the sketched possibilities and difficulties show, our conclusions are necessarily going to 
change in the future and we may expect their greater reliability.

But can we really expect such a development? The issue is most certainly connected to personal 
conditions as well.
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6. The emergence o f  Hungarian historical anthropology had personal requirements as well.

The results of the work of Lajos Bartucz and his students (János Nemeskéri, Pál Lipták) and other 
biological anthropologists (Tibor Tóth, Kinga Éry, Sándor Wenger, Gyula Farkas, László Szathmáry, 
Antónia Marcsik, Ildikó Pap, Erzsébet Fóthi) contributed to the analysis and better understanding of 
human skeletal remains from various archaeological period, thus of the period of the Hungarian 
Conquest as well, through numerous publications.

The fact, that historical anthropology has always been one of the main areas of Hungarian 
biological anthropological research, is one of the consequences of the good personal relationship 
between archaeologists and biological anthropologists in the beginning. First, we may mention the 
relationship between Aurél Török and contemporary archaeologists. We can continue with the 
friendship between Lajos Bartucz and Ferenc Móra that helped the foundation of the collection in 
Szeged. After World War II, cooperation between János Nemeskéri and numerous archaeologists 
during excavations started as well. We have already mentioned in connection with the university 
department in Szeged the cooperation between Ottó Trogmaycr and Gyula Farkas, the effect of which 
can still be felt through the expansion of the collection in Szeged.

Nowadays, it is common to characterize a scientific workshop by the fact whether a scientific 
school has emerged around the workshop leader. Biological anthropology in Hungary -  as in all other 
countries -  is characterized by the small number of researchers working in university departments. In 
the case of university departments, the number of the staff has changed according to the decreasing 
number of lectures — especially compared to previous periods. At the same time -  since these are 
primarily educational institutes -  research must be conducted besides lecturing.

For a short time following World War II, there were three departments in Hungary: in Budapest, 
Szeged and Debrecen. As a consequence of the characteristics of the history of this field, the first two 
were lead by Lajos Bartucz until 1959, whose main research aim was the examination of the biological 
anthropological past and present of Hungarians. The investigation of skeletal remains from 
excavations was one of his main research goals. The fact, that historical anthropology is still 
dominating the field in Hungary, is his heritage. He did not create a school within historical 
anthropology in the narrow sense of the word, but for many years he provided a background for the 
scientific careers of experts who were to dominate the field of Hungarian historical biological 
anthropology later on. Among them János Nemcskéri has to be distinguished, who became 
internationally known for the recognition of scientific problems and the introduction and elaboration 
of new research methods. The method to determine age at death from skeletal remains and to examine 
cremated remains, setting the aim of biological reconstruction, the recognition of the problem of the 
representativity of the finds, clearing the issue of the varieties of trepanation (medical, symbolic), 
elaborating the methodology of palaeodemography, recognizing the importance of palaeoserological 
research methods, all elaborated with colleagues (György Acsádi, László Harsányi, Imre Lengyel, 
Kinga Éry, Alán Kralovánszky), are all connected to his name. Last, but not least, he was the founder 
of the Osteological Anthropological Collection of the Museum of Natural Sciences, where the then 
best experts of the field (Pál Lipták, Andor Thoma, Tibor Tóth, Sándor Wenger) worked in the 1950’s. 
A scientific school certainly did emerge around him.

Bartucz mainly preferred taxonomical analysis, a creative proponent of which became Pál Lipták. 
Other students of the department in Szeged were Gyula Farkas, Gyula Dezső, and Lipták’s student, 
Antónia Marcsik.

At the present time, the education of new students of historical anthropology is limited to Szeged, 
where recently a few have received a PhD degree (György Pálfy, Erika Molnár) or are taking part in 
postgraduate courses. On the other hand, in Debrecen -  among biological anthropologists working in 
university departments — László Szathmáry, whose main research area is the mathematical-statistical 
analysis of finds, also contributes significantly to education.

We also have to mention that Gyula Dczső’s work was important in the area of scientific 
management (provision of trips abroad, activities of the Anthropological Board of the Biology Section
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of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences etc.). As members of the Board of Scientific Assessment of the 
Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Tibor Tóth, later on, for almost two decades, Gyula Farkas helped 
historical anthropologists in receiving scientific degrees.

7. The interaction between scientific areas.

In connection with the research on the prehistory of Hungarians, we find it necessary to refer to a few 
subjective factors, partly related to the previous section. For a historical anthropologist, historical 
sciences, mathematics, cybernetics, chemistry and medicine from among the natural sciences arc 
auxiliary sciences. In our opinion, from the point of view of archaeology or history, however, it is 
biological anthropology that is considered an auxiliary science, although there are various opinions on 
this issue. This relationship requires the study of the literature of the other area as well. We would be 
too optimistic, if we considered this accomplished, and this is one of the difficulties of bridging the 
divide between these areas. Without this, creative cooperation is impossible. The biological 
anthropologist is helpless without some knowledge of archaeological dating. Based on our current 
knowledge and the objective difficulties of the methods at our disposal, it is impossible to determine 
from the skeleton, exactly when it was put into the ground. Thus, the biological anthropologist is 
dependent on the results of archaeological relative dating.

Sex, age at death and body length in the grave as given in field documentation can serve only as 
guidelines for us. If, when evaluating the finds, a biological anthropologist adjusts her/his opinion to 
them and does not base her/his conclusions about sex and age at death on the traits of the skeleton, 
then she/he will make a fundamental mistake. A grave good determining sex may occasionally be at 
odds with the biological traits of the skeleton. A spindle whorl from the Avar Period might not always 
accompany a woman’s remains. The causes of this divergence can be many: secondary mixing, 
imprecise observations, inconsistent burial rites etc. Especially this last one may raise questions that 
can put previous observations into new light.

Hence, cooperation between archaeologists and biological anthropologists is inevitable. 
Unfortunately, the discrepancy between the numbers of researchers in the two fields put limitations on 
the expectation to involve biological anthropologists in the field during cemetery excavations, 
although this would be the ideal situation, since immediate observation is irreplaceable. At the same 
time, however, in the case of questions strictly related to only one discipline, the influence of the other 
field is to be avoided.

The most optimal practice would be, if, after the excavation of a cemetery, the results of the 
archaeologist and the biological anthropologist would be published jointly. There arc some rare 
examples for this, but, partly because of the quantity of material to be published, partly because of 
other objective reasons, this is usually not accomplished.

8. Biological anthropology and political influence.

In the introduction wc mentioned that humans are biological and social beings at the same time. We 
have to add to this that it is a characteristic of biological anthropology that the object of research and 
the researcher arc the same. Consequently, it is unavoidable to be biased about ourselves. At the same 
time, the influence of neither the social environment, nor politics, can be completely ignored.

In the case of the research on our prehistory, this appeared after World War I. The treaty of Trianon 
had severe consequences for the territory of the country and the number of its population. With regard 
to the latter, a suggested solution was the increase of the number of the remaining population by 
increasing the number of births in families. But not without selection! Only in the so-called racially 25

25 J. Nemeskéri-P. Lipták-B. Szőke: Le cimetiére du Xle siécle de Kérpuszta. ActaArchHung 3 (1953) 205-279; M Giric: 
Mokrin. Necropola ranog bronzanog doba/The Early Bronze Age Necropolis. Dissertationes et Monographie 11. Beograd 
1971.
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pure families should the increase of births be supported. This meant the emergence of the field of 
racial biology, which was connected to the originally correct notion' of eugenics (decreasing the 
number of genetic deformities, introduction of medical examination of future married couples in order 
to avoid the spread of sexually transmitted diseases). The plan was to increase the Hungarian 
population by increasing the number of births, and this was to act as a stretching force ultimately 
enabling the expansion of the borders of the country to their original position.

In connection with this, they were talking about the Hungarian or Turanid race. It has to be most 
firmly emphasized that none of the researchers specializing in biological anthropology in Hungary 
were ever the supporters of this, primarily political, pseudo-scientific view dressed in a biological 
cloak. It is a fact, however, that Lajos Mchcly, appointed as head of the Department of Anthropology 
in Budapest in 1920 (or in 1919) and leading it until his retirement (until 1930 or 1933),2i’ was a 
proponent of this notion, which was later turned into a radically antihuman practice. He was, however, 
a zoologist, not a biological anthropologist! As Bartucz wrote about him: “His biological 
anthropological knowledge was meagre. It was augmented by his radical partiality, his views were 
based on Gobineauism.”26 27

Bartucz expressed his opinion on racial biology already in 1926 in an article titled “Scientific 
research should not serve politics and misconceived racism”, published in the newspaper Magyar 
Hírlap, and wrote: “There is no Hungarian type and Hungarian species, just as there is no Indo- 
Gcrmanic or German race either.”28

Those who know the literature of Hungarian biological anthropology, however, might rightly 
object to this saying that why, then, was Bartucz’s book titled “Hungarian man” published in 1938 as 
the fourth volume in the series “Hungarian land, Hungarian species”?29 The explanation is very 
simple. On one hand, this was a series the fourth volume of which was only about Hungarian people, 
and Bartucz not just summarized the results of biological anthropology up to that time, but also gave 
voice to his above-mentioned opinion. As for the title of the series, he was not the one who came up 
with it.

Nevertheless, this work also contributed to the cult minister Bálint Hóman’s decree, based on 
which on October 19th, 1940, the Institute of Anthropology and Racial Biology of the Horthy Miklós 
University of Szeged was founded. It is an irony of fate that exactly when Bartucz raised his voice 
against racial biology, an institute with the same name was established, which he became the head of. 
The solution of this contradiction might have been that the “price” of the foundation of the institution 
was the inclusion of these incriminated words in its name. Bartucz, however, never carried out 
activities in support of racial biology even within this institution, and the words “racial biology” were 
deleted from the name of the institute a few years later.

Expressions of the mixing up of racial biology and scientific biological anthropology arc haunting 
us still today through the Turanid concept. It is a fact, namely, that among the types of the conquering 
Hungarians, as a consequence of Turkic influences, the presence of a so-called Turanid race belonging 
to the Europo-Mongolid group of the Mongolid subspecies might be observed. Persons with such set 
of traits are still present in the contemporary population, their ratio, however, is only a few percent.

That this view is untenable can be easily proved by one single fact. Since this human type belongs 
to the Europo-Mongolids, according to the above suggestion, in today’s Hungarian population 40 
individuals out of 100 should be Europo-Mongolids. This is, however, not supported by our current 
knowledge.

Politics had its effect on Hungarian biological anthropology following World War II as well. As it 
is well known, the most radical manifestation of racial biology was the sterilization and biological 
annihilation of Jewish people in the concentration camps of Hitler’s Germany. Similar fate was

26 Farkas-Dezső (1994).
27 Collection of Manuscripts, Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Nr. 4001/164. Cf. Farkas-Dezső (1994).
28 Farkas-Dezső (1994).
29 Bartucz (1938).
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suffered by, however, Soviet prisoners of war, political opponents and gipsies as well. After the war, 
mainly the Jews -  understandably from an emotional point of view, completely falsely from a 
scientific point of view -  traced these back to the activities of biological anthropologists. We have to 
see it clearly, however, that there is a fundamental and significant difference between the conceptions 
of racial biology and its version, racism, on the one hand, and biological anthropology on the other. It 
is a fact, that within the extant Homo sapiens there are sets of traits differing from each other in their 
biological characteristics, which we call races. This cannot be denied. Biological anthropologists, as 
opposed to racists, however, treat these as equal variants. Racism differentiates between superior, 
more valuable and less valuable “races”, to be propagated or annihilated, respectively. Therefore, 
racism passes a value judgement on the biological variants, a conception very far from that of 
biological anthropology. Since “species” and “subspecies” are biological concepts, and “people” is a 
social category, connecting the two is incorrect in the first place, thus we cannot talk either about 
German or Hungarian species, nor about German or Hungarian race, since all people are racially 
complex and mosaic-like, and the frequency of human types and races within one people is related to 
the ethnogenesis of that given people.

When Hungarians, during their migration and ethnogenesis, got into contact with various peoples 
and, as a consequence, biological mixing (hybridization) occurred, new biological variants emerged 
that can only be viewed as signs of biological connections.

Based on the above, it is important to differentiate firmly between false conceptions, political 
influences and biological facts when conducting research on our prehistory.

The 20th century histoiy of Hungarian biological anthropology provides numerous examples how 
the then current political situation influenced this scientific field.30 We can refer to the fact that after 
the fall of the first Hungarian Soviet Republic in 1920, Lajos Bartucz, who had become a university 
lecturer by that time, was banned from the department in Budapest because he had given lectures to 
workers during the Soviet Republic. After this, Lajos Mchely was appointed as the new head of the 
department, apparently because of his radically racist views. Following World War II, the autonomy 
of the Department of Anthropology in Debrecen was revoked in the 1950’s. At the same time, during 
the commencement of the university reforms, there was a strong attempt at terminating the education 
of biological anthropology in universities, which, in the end, manifested itself “only” in the drastic 
reduction of the number of lectures. When a biological anthropologist initiated the serological 
examination of gipsies, data collection was soon made impossible with the reasoning that the research 
was racist.

Unfortunately, the word “racist” is still used today, mainly by politicians who have no idea of the 
correct meaning of the concept. Here, we would like to establish it unambiguously that racism is a 
false, unscientific concept, which promotes the superiority of certain human types over the others. 
None of the Hungarian researchers involved in biological anthropology have ever concurred with this 
view, indeed, we have objected to it repeatedly. Unfortunately, without result!

9. Another question is, whether the results o f  Hungarian biological anthropology concerning 
the prehistory o f  Hungarians are taken into consideration by foreign researchers?

Since biological anthropological research also supports the view that the original homeland of 
Hungarians was around the Ural Mountains, the border between the distribution of the Europid and 
Mongolid subspecies, as already proven by the research of János Jankó and Károly Pápai at the 
beginning of the 20th century, it is obvious that Soviet and Russian biological anthropologists were in 
contact with Hungarian researchers. This manifested itself primarily through the work of Tibor Tóth 
and Pál Lipták. The first also conducted research on the prehistory of Hungarians in Bashkiria.

In the Carpathian Basin, in the neighbours of Hungary, the acceptance, or at least 
acknowledgement, of the biological anthropological results of the research on the prehistory of

30 Farkas—Dezső (1994).
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Hungarians is more problematic. This is mainly due to the fact that in the neighbouring countries only 
few biological anthropologists arc working on the questions of the prehistory of our people. In 
addition, views even on the archaeological periodization of the finds are at odds with each other. A 
typical example of this is that some think that finds with hair-rings with S-termination signify the 
commons of the Hungarians, while others think that they represent the Slavic population. Another 
debated question is the date of the appearance of Hungarians in Transylvania. Of course, these 
questions could only be solved by the examination of the finds, these publications, however, are rather 
scanty.

Biological anthropologists of Western countries do take the results of Hungarian biological 
anthropologists into account. It should suffice to mention that a complete bibliographical list of 
Hungarian literature can be found in the library and data bank of the Department of Anthropology of 
the University in Mainz.

JO. It is not o f  secondary importance, how the Hungarian representatives o f  related 
fields react to the results o f  Hungarian historical anthropology

It is the opinion of Hungarian archaeologists, which is of the greatest importance for us. It would be an 
exaggeration to say that Hungarian archaeologists are well acquainted with the conclusions of 
historical anthropology. Based mainly on personal communications and reactions, we may say that 
they acknowledge the results of biological anthropology in connection with the population of the 
period of conquest, these, however, rarely satisfy their expectations. This undoubtedly stems from the 
aforementioned differences between methodologies and standpoints. At the same time, we must 
mention János Makkay’s opinion, who elaborated his views in his publication from the point of view 
of biological anthropological and historical research. He mentions that Gyula László stated that "the 
lack of relationship between the series of the Avar Period and that of the Árpád Dynasty does not deny 
the probability of the continuity of the large population found here at the time of the conquest”.31 32 
Gyula László held this probable on the basis of the articles by Kinga Éry.33 It can be supposed, 
namely, that “in most areas, the demolition of the military and political power of the Avars did not 
coincide with the annihilation or emigration of the population as well”. Thus, he concurs with Éry's 
conclusion,34 according to which “a smaller portion of the population of the period of the Árpád 
Dynasty was made up by the conquerors, the larger part by the offspring of the local population”.35 He 
mentions that the taxonomical ratios among the conquerors as established by biological 
anthropologists -  40 % Turanid, 15-15 % Uralic and Pamirid. respectively, 15 % Mediterranid. 5 % 
Taurid, 5 % Mongolid and 5 % Cromagnoid -  coincide with the spectrum of types of Turkic peoples 
living in southern Russia around the end of the first millennium. This means that only 20 % of the 
conquerors can be brought into connection with the Ugrian ethnic group, 80 % is of Turkic origin.36 It 
is completely acceptable that the mixing of the conquerors with the local population can be observed 
by the early phase of the period of the Árpád Dynasty. Thus, Makkav, when discussing the emergence 
of the population, takes the biological anthropological results into consideration.

31 Makkay (1993).
32 Gy. László: A „kettős honfoglalás” [The ‘double Conquest’]. Budapest 1978.
33 K. Éry: Összehasonlító biometriai vizsgálatok VT-XII. századi Közép-Duna-medencei népességek között (Comparative 

biometrical examinations in 6th—12th century population). AnthrK 14 (1970) 7-34; idem: Szempontok a kora Árpád-kori 
népesség embertani és régészeti forrásainak értékeléséhez (Aspects for the evalution of the anthropological and 
archaeological sources of the Arpadian age). Demográfia 14 (1971) 99-106.

34 K. Éry. Újabb összehasonlító statisztikai vizsgálatok a Kárpát-medence 6-12. századi népességének embertanához 
(Comparative statistical studies of the biological anthropology of the Carpathian Basin population between 6th— 12fl1 
centuries A.D.). VMMK 16(1983)35-85.

35 Makkay (1993).
36 Makkay (1993).
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His conclusion, only sketchily mentioned here, suggest that the majority of the conquering 
Hungarians were of some form of Turkic origin, and the composition of the population of the early 
phase of the period of the Árpád Dynasty was determined partly by the population of the late Avar 
Period, partly by the local Slavic population and partly by the conquerors. We can agree with this. In 
our opinion, only two questions are left unanswered: 1. What was the ratio of the components? (The 
conquerors had probably the smallest.) 2. What happened to the Mongolids of the Avar Period, the 
presence of whose offspring cannot be demonstrated in the population of the period of the Árpád 
Dynasty?

11. Biological anthropological aspects o f  the theories on the arrival o f the ancient 
Hungarians in the Carpathian Basin.

There are many theories on the origins of the Hungarians and their arrival in the Carpathian Basin. 
Most recently, these theories have been reviewed by István Kiszely in his two-volume work.37 It is not 
our intention two assess this work in depth, since if we did, we would make the same mistake as the 
author, who attempted to evaluate and judge with bold confidence all the linguistic, historical, 
archaeological and anthropological results. His earlier works, however, prove that his statements, even 
his anthropological conclusions, are not beyond doubt. Here, I would like to make some remarks on 
the concepts elaborated in his book.

In the chapter titled “Theories on the origins of the Hungarians”, he makes the following statement: 
“...the ancient Hungarians conquered the Carpathian Basin in three waves, first as the Huns of Attila, 
second (in more waves) as Avars, and third as the Hungarian’s of Árpád”.3!i

The first question in connection with this, is what authentic Hun finds docs he build his opinion on? 
According to our knowledge, we can at best talk about finds of the Hun Period, like, for example, the 
finds from the site of Madaras-Halmok, but up to now no authentic Hun finds have been excavated in 
our country. This, of course, does not exclude the possibility that the ancient Hungarians were in 
connection with the Huns, but it has not been proven yet.

The other problem is the question of the Avar-Hungarian relationship in the Carpathian Basin. This 
suggestion is primarily connected with Gyula László’s multiple conquest theory. This view is not 
entirely untenable, but we have to draw attention again to the fact that the survival of the Avar 
population containing a significant Mongolid element cannot be observed neither in the 10lh century, 
nor in the population of the period of the Árpád Dynasty.

Undoubtedly, it seems probable that there had been some continuity in the population of the 
Carpathian Basin since the Sarmatian Period, based on the fact that, in the first millennium A.D., the 
populations settled in this area are mainly of eastern origin. This is supported by the typically 
Mongolid remains of a person with grave goods of the Sarmatian Period in the cemetery of 
Bácskatopolya from the Avar Period that contained numerous graves of persons buried with a bow. In 
this sense, a certain extent of continuity can be supposed from the Sarmatian Period to the period of 
the Hungarian Conquest. The problem, however, is posed by the fact that the mentioned find 
(Mongolid, with Sarmatian Period grave goods) is unique and that the state of preservation of skeletal 
remains from the Sarmatian Period is so poor that their comparison with human remains from later 
periods is insolvablc at the moment.

Thus, while hypotheses, of course, may be put forward, especially since this is what makes 
scientific progress possible, firm statements cannot be made yet.

Kiszely mentions other theories as well in his book. For example, the views of Adorján Magyar, 
according to which the Asian origin of Hungarians lacks all proof and the Finno-Ugrian prehistory of 
Hungarians is a fiction. According to József Cserép, we arc the offspring “of the culture-bearing 
population of a sunken continent”. Bátor Vámos Tóth is trying to prove that “all the geographical names

v  Kiszely {1996).
38 Kiszely ( 1996).
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of the Earth are mostly Hungarian”. Károly Pálfi “believes in the Turanid, Syrian and Egyptian origins of 
the Hungarians”. Tibor Baráth mentions as “the ancient homeland of our people” among others the Indus 
valley, southern Mesopotamia, and southeast Africa. Géza Kur raised the possibility of Etruscan- 
Hungarian relatedness.39 These views make us smile at the most; they completely lack any scientific 
proof.

The theory of Sumerian-Hungarian relations is fairly well known. Kiszely refers to Kálmán 
Gosztonyi’s book, according to which from the fifty-three grammatical characteristics of the Sumerian 
language, fifty-one can be detected in Hungarian as well. In András Zakar’s opinion, there is a 60 % 
identity between Hungarian runes and Sumerian pictographic writing.40

Kiszely is correct in quoting Gyula László’s opinion on these views: “...neither from 
Mesopotamia, nor from Egypt, Africa or the Easter Islands do any archaeological traces lead towards 
the Hungarians of the Carpathian Basin”.41 We can only add that there are no anthropological traces 
either.

At the same time, Kiszely mentions the following in connection with the eating habits of the 
Yogur: “Sometimes they put ground red paprika in their soup (this small, hot red paprika is of Asian, 
and not American, origin!).” Furthermore, “on these occasions we have the feeling that we 
encountered the mixture and flavours of a Hungarian lamb stew and a Hortobágy style iihiim”. Thus, 
according to him, there would be a gastronomic relationship between Yogurs and Hungarians. The 
question is, on what does he base his assumption that the paprika if of Asian, and not of American, 
origin. This contradicts the relevant entry of the Folklore Lexicon.42

Why do we mention this? The reason is that if we are sceptical about the origin theories based on 
linguistic facts or assumptions, how reliable can we consider gastronomic similarities?

It is beyond doubt for us that the roles various scientific disciplines play in assessing the biological 
anthropological picture of the conquering Hungarians and its emergence are of different importance. 
For us, primarily facts, human remains are decisive. After these follows the importance of 
archaeological and historical findings, and only after them should we examine, to what extent do 
linguistic and other results support the conclusions reached by anthropological research. It is, however, 
certain, that gastronomic observations or analogies do not belong to the group of primary proofs.

Finally, we would like to sum up our opinion concerning the reliability of results relevant to 
Hungarian ethnogencsis.

1. Since in this case wc are concerned with humans as biological beings, it is obvious that for us 
primarily and decisively conclusions based human skeletal remains arc acceptable. The number of 
authentically excavated finds at our disposal is extremely small compared to the estimated population 
of the period of Conquest, thus or results so far can only be viewed as assumptions. It is not of 
secondary importance that based on the anthropological study of excavated finds, Ery could sketch a 
supposed geographical division within the Carpathian Basin.

2. The archaeological dating of the finds is fundamental. Since in many cases the date of burial can 
only be given approximately (e.g. 10th-12th century), the exact classification of finds is impossible. 
Given that we are facing series of generations, it cannot even be established exactly what 
anthropological changes occurred from one generation to the next.

3. During the history of research, methods have changed. The early morphological observations, 
then the introduction of more precise metric analyses made a more exact approach possible. The use of 
these methods, however, depends on the state of preservation of the finds, thus it is impossible to carry 
out the same examinations on each find. A significant change was brought about by the introduction of 
the establishment of biological similarities based on biometric methods. Taxonomic analysis is 
subjective from a certain point of view, thus we cannot expect infallible results from it either. The

39 Kiszely (1996).
40 Kiszely ( 1996).
41 Kiszely (1996).
42 F. B. Straub (ed.): Biológiai lexikon. 3. kötet [Biological encyclopedia. Vol. 3j. Budapest 1977.
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main reason behind this is that tracing the inheritance of traits in the historical record poses 
difficulties.

4. The palaeoscrological researches of the last decades provided a new method to solve the 
problem, principally through the determination of ABO blood groups. This, however, provides also 
only a limited possibility to detect kinship ties. Furthermore, this method was connected to a single 
author in Hungary, Imre Lengyel, whose method could not be reconstructed after his death.

5. The latest method is related to archacogenctics. The analysis of DNA extracted from bones in 
fortunate cases broadens our possibilities in ethnogenctic research. It, however, provides only a 
significant proof for the unity of the human species, and relationships and differences revealed within 
the species might be sometimes quite surprising. Thus, conclusions based on such analyses should be 
handled with caution when used during researching ethnogenesis.

6. It cannot be stressed emphatically enough that humans are biological and social beings at the 
same time. From this follows that customs in connection with humans -  burial rites, healing 
techniques (trepanation, treating of fractures), choice of spouses etc. -  all influence the aspects of 
assessing extinct populations. The most reliable source of conclusions about the medical state of 
populations is the observation and analysis of palaeopathological changes and palacodcmographic 
research based on the determination of age at death. All these, however, are related to the 
archaeological, historical observations and descriptions concerning the given extinct populations. 
Consequently, results approaching truth can be reached only by interdisciplinary research. At the same 
time, we cannot expect full agreement between the conclusions drawn by different fields, since the 
change of biological characteristics is slower that that of social ones.

The most realistic approach to Hungarian ethnogenesis has three primary conditions: 1. largest 
possible number of excavation of the finds of Proto-Hungarians conquering the Carpathian Basin in 
the whole geographical area, 2. improvement of analytical methods (dating, biological anthropological 
examination), 3. wider and more intensive interdisciplinary cooperation and the inclusion of new 
fields as well.

Until these requirements are fulfilled, we have to be content with the hypotheses based on the 
results achieved so far.
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COMMENT ON GYULA FARKAS’ STUDY

Gyula Gyenis

Gyula Farkas summarized the problems and results of the aspect of research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians given in the title very thoroughly and multifacetedly -  worthy to an outstanding expert of the 
issue. The detailed analysis of the different possibilities of biological/physical anthropology and social 
sciences concerned with the prehistory of the Flungarians deserves special attention. The review is 
unique in its kind, which is why I find it necessary to draw attention to a few minor mistakes, 
misunderstandings or false conclusions, which should not become entrenched among the representatives 
of other scientific fields beside biological anthropology investigating the prehistory of Hungarians.

First, I would like to mention the scientific “inferiority complex” observable in many local physical 
anthropologists, which is apparent in Gyula Farkas’ review as well, in connection with the research, 
education and institutional background of biological anthropology.

Such is the part, where, according to Gyula Farkas, an “important difference between the two 
scientific areas [that is, between biological anthropology and archaeology as a social science, 
Gyenis], that should not be overlooked, stems from the temporal discrepancy of their emergence”, or 
saying that Aurél Török, who was appointed as the head of the Institute of Anthropology of the 
university in Budapest in 1881, “in his proposal submitted to the university, found it necessary to 
establish a department of physical anthropology and start its education at the university, organize a 
collection, create a scientific society to distribute the results and a journal to facilitate publication. It is 
not of secondary importance that all this was accomplished only 70 years later.

It is clear from the above, that while archaeology had a substantial earlier history before 1881, the 
biological study of Hungarians became possible only after this date. Thus, Hungarian physical 
anthropology started with a significant disadvantage regarding research. ”

The above conclusions, however, might lead to the misunderstanding that biological anthropology 
emerged truly only in the 1950s. This is especially surprising, since it contradicts fundamentally Gyula 
Farkas and Gyula Dezsö’s book titled “The history of Hungarian physical anthropology from the 
beginnings to the present day” (published in Szeged, in 1994), which describes in detail the formation 
of Hungarian biological anthropology in the 19th century.

Thus, for example, regarding higher education, teaching biological anthropology had considerable 
significance at the Faculty of Humanities of the university in Budapest since 1881. Aurél Török’s 
lectures were popular and well attended, and among his disciples we find such outstanding students 
like Ferenc Högyész, Zsigmond Gerlóczy, Aladár Fáy, Alajos Paikert, Aladár Richter, István Vitális, 
Károly Papp, Nándor Klug, Zsigmond Bátky, Hugó Böck, Géza Entz, Vilibald Semayer, Gusztáv 
Thirring, Zsigmond Tóth, Jenő Hillcbrand, Károly Kogutowitz, Győző Bruckner, Gyula Prinz, József 
Madzsar, Raymund Rapaics, Ödön Pogány, Rezső Maucha, Béla Hankó, Frigyes Verzár, Károly 
Telegdy-Róth, János Jankó, Károly Pápai, Lajos Bartucz and many others. They, as this incomplete 
list shows, had later become the prominent personalities of Hungarian science, both natural and social, 
most of who, however, achieved their results in other, related fields, mainly due to the already then 
rather scarce material resources of Hungarian biological anthropology.

As regards organizing a collection, one of Aurél Török’s goals was the establishment of the 
National Institute and Museum of Physical Anthropology. One of his achievements was that according 
to the decree No. 55133/1883 of the city council of the capital, “Dr. Aurél Török is hereby allowed to 
transport all human skeletons and bones on his own account to the anthropological institute from all
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the construction and earthworks, as well as from reopened abandoned cemeteries on the territory of the 
capital, unless interested parties appear, since all those are ordered to be given to the university 
museum. District police stations are to be informed about this decree of the city council ordering that 
on all occasions of excavating or finding human bones in their precincts, the headquarters are to be 
informed immediately, so that Professor Aurél Török can be called to transport them.” Aurél Török, 
until his death in 1912, created a museum containing more than ten thousand skulls, thousand 
skeletons and numerous other objects. Part of his collection was transferred to the Hungarian National 
Museum in 1906, forming the basis first of the Department of Etnography, then of the Collection of 
the Department of Anthropology of the Museum of Natural History, established in 1945. This 
collection contained only a smaller number of remains from excavations, this, however, was not Aurél 
Török’s fault. In those times (and for a few decades later on), excavators of cemeteries collected only 
a few skulls as “illustrations”, and even those were hard to come by, as the correspondence between 
Aurél Török and Iván Paur from 1884—85 clearly shows.

In connection with scientific organization, at the time of Aurél Török the National Archaeological 
and Physical Anthropological Association, established in 1878, was already functioning, and one of its 
four sections was that of “prehistoric archaeology and physical anthropology”. During the first year, 
even physical anthropological talks were given, for example “Height ratios among the races of 
Hungary” by József Körösi, “On normal, deformed and distorted skulls” by József Lenhossék, 
“Research on hair and eye colour in Germany and similar research in Hungary” by Károly Keleti, or 
“On the Bashkirs of the Ural region” by Aurél Török. A few years later, however, the physical 
anthropological part of the Association “faded away”. Later on, there were attempts at founding an 
independent Physical Anthropological Society, but the first association functioning continuously and 
playing a truly important role in the management of the discipline, was founded only in 1952 as the 
Physical Anthropological Section of the Hungarian Biological Society.

There are, however, two significant differences between archaeology and biological anthropology 
in Hungary. First, within higher education, biological/physical anthropology never became an 
autonomous discipline -  as opposed to its two most important complementary disciplines, archaeology 
and ethnography. Maybe that is the reason, why there are so few physical anthropological jobs both at 
the universities and in museums, which generates a disadvantage not only in research and publication, 
but also in education. For example, at the Department of Physical Anthropology of the Eötvös Loránd 
University, a junior fellow could be hired only in 2001 — after 30 years — when a professor retired.

The second is connected rather to politics than science. Following the genocide of World War II, the 
political force coming to power in most of eastern Europe, the communists, among whom Jews who had 
avoided, or escaped from, the tragedies were present in significant numbers, falsely and unjustly 
considered, among others, biological anthropology and its scholars responsible for the holocaust. Due to 
this, biological/physical anthropology in Hungary hardly managed to avoid abolishment, and suffered its 
disadvantageous consequences both in education and research until the 1960’s.

Regarding the “distribution of research results”, Aurél Török published results from almost all 
areas of biological anthropology during the 30 years of his career. Just to mention a few of these: on 
the morphological traits of the skull of monkeys, on the characterization of Transylvanian Rumanian 
skulls, on palaeopathological observations, on the role of biological anthropology in the dispute on the 
origins of Hungarians, on anthropometry, on European races, on the Bashkirs of the Ural region, on 
cave research, on artificial cranial deformation, on the biological anthropological identification of 
individuals, on the skull types of the population of Budapest, on the physical anthropology of men and 
women, on trepanation, on equipments for craniometrical measurements, on the Ainus, furthermore, in 
the field of politics of science, supporting the foundation of a university at Pozsony (later Bratislava). 
His publications on the relics of the Árpád Dynasty deserve special attention. He already wrote on 
these, for example, in connection with the bones found in the basilica of Székesfehérvár in his article 
“A plea to the Hungarian nation on the issue of reverence towards the memoiy of the founding kings 
on the 701st anniversary of the death of III. Bela”. Regrettably, not much of his suggestions were 
realized.
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Török is not the only one who should be mentioned when it comes to early publications. His 
contemporaries (Sámuel Schreiber and József Lenhossék), then a few years later, his students (János 
Jankó, Károly Pápai, József Körösi, Lajos Bartucz and many others) also published their results.

My further comments will be, for the sake of simplicity, elaborated in the order as they appear in 
the review.

Gyula Farkas mentions the examination of the living populations as fourth among the sources of 
the prehistory of the Hungarians. Aurél Török had the same opinion already 122 years ago when he 
received his appointment as the professor of the newly founded Institute of Physical Anthropology of 
the Faculty of Humanities at the Hungarian Royal University in Budapest in 1881. The need for the 
scientific investigation of the physical/biological anthropological traits of Hungarians emerged during 
the last decades of the 19th century, during the fierce Finno-Ugrian-Turkic debate in connection with 
Hungarian origins. The importance of this aspect was first emphasized by Aurél Török, the 
professor of the fourth institution of physical anthropology in Europe, fifth in the world. After 
József Hampel took over the post of editor of the Archaeologiai Értesítő in 1885 from Ferenc 
Pulszky following the latter’s election as Member of Parliament, he invited Aurél Török to support 
the journal with his contributions. Török answered the request in an open letter, writing the 
following: “I accept the invitation for contribution the more, since the systematic and large scale 
physical anthropological examination of the population of our country, which still only exists in the 
form of a righteous wish, touches upon numerous questions that can only be solved by 
archaeological inquiry. Our nation being a mixture of polyglot and polygenic origin, it cannot be a 
subject of debate that certain traits of this mixture of nations can be investigated only through the 
knowledge of the past and ancient times. Since just as in the case of individual humans, so like in 
the case of the whole nation, physical life cycles show a continuous transition and transformation 
into each other; and the question of who exactly we are now, what are the physical traits most 
influential in our history, can only be answered thoroughly if we have already found out what we 
had been before, what our ancient racial traits had been and what those either new or foreign traits 
are which, during the process of history, were added to these and mixed with them?” Török 
emphatically disagreed with one-sided -  primarily linguistic -  attempts at the solution of the 
questions of Hungarian origins. “Without archaeological, physical anthropological, ethnological and 
ethnographical assessment of the development of our nation, the Finno-Ugrian or Turkic-Tatar 
origin could be read from the face of one or the other of us with a degree of success, as the famous 
Mommsen could have recognized the real Szittya [Scythian] type in the facial traits of our righteous 
Swabian-turned-Hungarian scientists, our the late Mátray and Érdy.”

Török emphasized especially the role of archaeological research, in that it can provide other 
sciences concerned with the origins of Hungarians with data, since, according to him, the questions 
raised can only be solved with the help of archaeology.

Aurél Török as the head of the institute set himself the following scientific aims:
1. collection of authentic skeletal material, so that the types of peoples living and having lived in 

Hungary might be established;
2. systematic investigation and survey of the contemporary population in order to establish the 

Hungarian type.
All these might significantly help decide the question of national origins -  thought Aurél Török. As 

he wrote in 1882:
“Another tasks of Hungarian physical anthropology, scientifically not less important, although 

undoubtedly more important from a political point of view, would be to subject the population of our 
country systematically and regularly to anthropometric, ethnographic and demographic investigations 
according to geographical and political regions, about which nothing has been done so far. From this 
examination it will be established, how many mixed and unmixed anthropological types the population 
of our country is comprised of; which types arc expanding; what external, environmental and internal, 
that is racial, factors have an effect on the locally characteristic social life of each region of our 
country. From only these investigations can it be ascertained, among others, what the average type of
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the real Hungarian race is, how it had been transformed through repeated mixture of blood with other, 
neighbouring tribes, peoples, national groups; and let us add that only from these investigations will it 
be established whether, as a consequence of multiple mixing, the Hungarian type develops forward 
from a physical point of view as well, as its mental progress is undoubtedly shown by the most 
fortunate signs. This is an extremely important question, not only from a scientific point of view, but 
also from that of the state. Despite this, we have no knowledge whatsoever about these issues.”

Gyula Farkas compares the biological background of the mating process with some customs in 
society. He states that “taller men tend to choose shorter women, older men tend to choose younger 
women”. 1 do not know of any data that support this statement, on the contrary: statistically, during the 
mating process similar people choose each other, that is, tall people choose tall people, young ones 
choose young ones, old ones choose old ones.

It is incorrect to state in connection with our inherited traits that they are all Mendelian, that is, 
governed by one gene in a dominant or recessive fashion. Most of them are transmitted in a so-called 
polyfactorial way. This means that these characteristics are inherited through more, smaller genes, but 
their manifestation is strongly influenced by external factors. Thus, the continuation of this line of 
thought, according to which these traits might be observed only after the twentieth year, might also be 
misunderstood. This is true for most of the morphometric traits, certainly not, however, for monogenic 
traits. It is also hard to believe that language, customs etc. in a community would undergo significant 
transformations within twenty years, until adult physical anthropological traits emerge. Thus, from all 
this it cannot be concluded that material culture changes generally faster than the sets of biological 
traits of the population producing it.

I do agree, however, with the statement that “a temporal correlation between social and biological 
changes cannot be expected”, although I would modify it, saying -  can rarely be expected.

As regards the part discussing the emergence of physical/biological anthropology in Hungary, a 
few erroneous statements can be found there as well. The issue of the establishment of Hungarian 
physical anthropology was not first brought up by Aurél Török, but by Samuel Schreiber in 1873. 
Aurél Török “in his proposal submitted to the university” could not have written about the 
establishment of a department of physical anthropology, since that had been already realized in the 
Institute of Physical Anthropology, run by him since 1881, where he was teaching, researching and 
managing his discipline, he even launched a journal called Anthropológiai Füzetek in 1882 (of which, 
unfortunately, only one issue appeared due to lack of interest).

One of the reasons of why Aurél Török could not achieve significant results in the research on the 
prehistory of Hungarians was that excavators did not consider human remains worthy of scientific 
investigation for a long time, thus they did not collect them. It is the undying merit of Lajos Bartucz -  
a student of Aurél Török — that he managed to convince archaeologists to rescue the skeletal material 
of excavated graves and accept the importance of physical anthropological investigations 
approximately forty years after the beginning of Aurél Török’s researches. The “last push” was 
provided by Bartucz’s talk at the joint ethnographic and archaeological meeting in Kecskemét, in 
1924. (At this time, Bartucz was working at the Department of Ethnography in the Hungarian National 
Museum, which he later became the head of.) It was due to this talk that next year Ferenc Móra 
surprised Bartucz with 300 skulls from the Avar period. Following this, many excellent archaeologists 
(Gábor Csallány, Nándor Fcttich, Arnold Marosi), collecting and rescuing the full skeletal material 
from the excavated cemeteries, made it possible for physical anthropologists to conduct research on 
the early phase of Hungarian elhnogenesis as well.

It could have been caused by the broad scale of the review as well, that at certain points 
conclusions appear that have not been finally decided by related scientific disciplines yet. For 
example, “the estimated number of our conquerors is ca. 200-300 thousand”. There is, however, no 
agreement among researchers regarding the number of the conquerors of 895, estimations vary 
between 14 and 500 thousand!

Lack of attention is suggested also by the statement according to which “within one century we 
have to expect at least two human generations”. This should be corrected to at least three generations.
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Towards the end of the review, in the part “Biological anthropology and political influence”, where 
the author brings up politics, earlier events are only sketchily represented and certain notions received 
easily misunderstandable or incorrect treatment. For example, in Nazi Germany, it was primarily not 
Jews who were sterilized, but the ill (for example people with mental diseases). It is true, however, 
that Jews and gipsies were to be annihilated. This, however, cannot be explained by “racism”, but 
mainly by political and economic considerations! Furthermore, racism in a scientific cloak does not 
talk about “races [...] to be annihilated”, but “only” propagates the biological and mental inequality of 
human races.

In some cases, Gyula Farkas’s composition is quite “polarized”, for example regarding the question 
of the existence of human races: “It is a fact, that within the extant Homo sapiens there arc sets of 
traits differing from each other in their biological characteristics, which we call races. This cannot be 
denied.”

Until the end of World War II, there were indeed few geneticists or physical anthropologists, who 
would have denied the existence of human races. Since then, however, their existence is less and less 
accepted by researchers. In my opinion, a significant role in this was played by the horrors of World 
War II, the still present anti-Semitism, and the apartheids of ex-colonial countries. It is due to these 
factors that those who study the geographical races (subspecies) of modern humans, the Homo 
sapiens, or the races within these, are increasingly exposed to the attacks of politicians or the media. 
As a consequence, there are less and less who “dare” to investigate races, although these are only a 
reflection of biodiversity, which is, of course, a characteristic of all beings. Thus, the acceptance of the 
existence of races is continuously decreasing among experts, partly because of their scientific 
convictions, but, in my opinion, also partly because of political “pressure”. This is shown by surveys, 
according to which in the United States of America, in 1975 only 17 % of the students of biological 
anthropology refused the existence of races. This ratio increased to 41 % by 1984 and to 69 % by 
1999.

In my opinion, it was a pity to connect the dismissal of Lajos Bartucz from the university of 
Budapest with his lectures given to workers during the Hungarian Soviet Republic. The most probable 
reason of his dismissal was that after the death of Aurél Török in 1912, it was not Lajos Bartucz, but 
Mihály Lenhossék, who was appointed as the head of the Institute of Physical Anthropology. As a 
consequence, their personal relationship worsened to such an extent that Lcnhossck’s appointment was 
withdrawn in 1920 and Bartucz was dismissed from the university. For many years after this, however, 
it was not Lajos Méhcly, but others, who were leading the Institute of Physical Anthropology at the 
university. It is true about Méhcly that the excellent, previously Darwinist zoologist later professed 
radical racist views and, in connection with this, also dabbled into physical anthropology. It has to be 
admitted, however, that the university and other scientific circles immediately distanced themselves 
from Méhcly and his racist views, and as a consequences he had to resign from his chair, he even had 
to give up his membership at the academy in the mid-1930s.

As regards the research conducted by Hungarian physical anthropologists, I would have certainly 
mentioned that Tibor Tóth carried out important investigations in Kazakhstan in connection with the 
Hungarian ethnogenesis, the results of which, however, have never been published, and this raises the 
possibility of certain political “pressure” in connection with Toth’s doctoral dissertation.

Finally, regarding “the most realistic approach to Hungarian ethnogenesis”, I would not have called 
the conquerors of AD 895 “Proto-Hungarians”, and would add to the three conditions of answering the 
questions the necessity of the investigation of the autochthon population of the Carpathian Basin as 
well.

Gyula Farkas’ review reflects well the significance and weight of physical anthropological research 
in the study of the prehistory of the Hungarians. At the same time it shows its weaknesses, referring, 
for example, to the low number of physical anthropologists when compared to archaeologists or 
linguists. This is why I’m of the opinion that a step ahead in the study of the prehistory of Hungarians 
would not only be achieved by the development of molecular biological research -  where the required 
costs and energy will not be proportionate with the results for some time -  but rather by the greater
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Support of historical physical anthropological research through new positions for researchers and 
significantly increased funding.

Regarding the physical anthropological aspects of the study of the prehistory of Hungarians, Gyula 
Farkas’ work is of utmost significance, the value of which is in no way belittled by my remarks.
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COMMENT ON GYULA FARKAS’ STUDY

Erzsébet Fóthi

Researchers looking for the physical anthropological analogies of the population of the Carpathian Basin 
agree that those of the population of the Árpád Era do not lead to more easterly areas than the Black Sea 
region. The same holds true for the dolichocranic inhabitants of the Avar Period, who made up the 
majority of the population at that time. According to the most common explanation, the eastern Avars 
and the Hungarians, both of eastern origin, drove in front of them a large group of people from the Black 
Sea region. The question is, whether this has any archaeological support. Can the presence of these long
headed, completely Europid people be demonstrated already in the cemeteries of the first generation after 
the conquest, together with the Hungarians coming from the east? Does the archaeological evidence 
support their simultaneous arrival? From the point of view of physical anthropology, it seems that the 
first generation of the conquerors, as identified by archaeologist, can be found cither in isolated graves or 
small communal cemeteries. They are the ones, whose physical anthropological analogies point to 
considerably more easterly regions than the Black Sea. Anthropologically similar individuals can be 
found in cemeteries of the Árpád Era as well, although only in low numbers, and their archaeological 
material often differs from that of the rest of the cemetery. We do not know, however, any cemeteries of 
the so-called commons, which could be dated by archaeological means to the first few generations of the 
conquerors. As a consequence -  and because of the identical situation observed in the Avar Period -  I 
find Kinga Ery’s opinion on the issue very pertinent indeed.

Kinga Ery’s findings suggested that there existed a large, east central European autochthonous 
population, which can be traced back to the Iron Age, maybe even further. This autochthon population 
stayed in place even during greater historical turmoils. Of course, various population movements did 
modify to a certain extent the anthropological composition of the inhabitants of the Carpathian Basin, 
but a significant portion of its genetic base had already been in place before the Migration Period.

Here we have to touch briefly upon the definition of the conquest. It is evident for biologists, that 
the ancestors of the Hungarians include all those people who took part in the formation of this people 
irrespective of what language they spoke. The prehistory of the Hungarians is thus extremely diverse. 
It is clear from the above that the role of the population speaking an unknown language (or probably 
more languages), that had lived in the Carpathian Basin already before the Migration Period, was 
significant. They were complemented by the groups that arrived during the Migration Period, further 
colouring the already complex physical anthropological picture.

Physical anthropological data show that with regard to the prehistory of the Hungarians, both 
continuity and discontinuity must be taken into account, even though these two concepts do not 
characterize the whole Caipathian Basin to an equal extent. The population of Transdanubia is 
characterized rather by continuity, while the population of the Great Hungarian Plain by discontinuity. In 
Transdanubia, the majority of the population was made up by long and narrow headed, Europid types 
who can be traced back to the Neolithic. This physical anthropological type was dominant in all periods, 
basically up till now. Naturally, types do appear which appeared in the Carpathian Basin in connection 
with the immigration of new peoples, but these were not as significant in terms of number as the 
autochthonous inhabitants. I know only a few cemeteries, where the physical anthropological picture of 
the population was markedly different from that of earlier periods, thus evidently a new group arrived, 
synchronously with historical events. Such is, for example, Mosonszcntjános, a site from the Avar 
Period, where the whole population buried there was Mongolid, in an area where, in previous periods, 
this physical anthropological type was completely unknown. But even in this region and historical
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period, it is generally more characteristic that only veiy few individuals in the cemeteries can be 
considered real Mongolid Avars, and most of the inhabitants belong to the autochthonous dolichocranic 
population or a mixed type demonstrating the co-cxistence of the two groups, e.g. at Komárom- 
Hajógyár, Bágyogszovát etc. In the period of the Hungarian Conquest, the situation in Transdanubia is 
similar to that of the Avar Period: there are isolated graves and small cemeteries where the physical 
anthropological picture of the buried fit what we know about the skeletal material of the cemeteries 
excavated in the Great Hungarian Plain and the Upper Tisza region. But the cemeteries of the so-called 
commons are composed of almost exclusively of Europid, mostly dolichocranic, types, which do not 
differ from a physical anthropological point of view from the Transdanubian population of the Avar and 
earlier periods. We know only about cases where one individual differs from the general scheme, and in 
these cases the archaeological material is different as well, e.g. at Tcngelic.

The Great Hungarian Plain and the whole area east of the Danube show a very different picture. 
There are signs here as well of the continuity of the population, for example the continuity of the short
headed Europid Sarmatian population into the Avar Period, the Mongolid-Mongoloid elements among 
the Gepids, e.g. in the cemeteries of Hódmezővásárhely-Gorzsa, Kiszombor, who might have been the 
remnants of the Hun Period surviving among the Gepids, or, even more probably, the early Avars. But in 
most of the cases, it is not continuity, but change and migration, which are more characteristic.

Here I would like to mention the question of the Mongolids of the Avar Period. This Asian 
physical anthropological type appeared in the territory of Hungary in larger numbers at the time of the 
Avar conquest of the Carpathian Basin. Ujkccske-Obögpuszta, Dunacgyháza, Kunszállás-Fülöpjakab, 
Kiskőrös-Vágóhíd, Budapest-Népstadion, Topolya (Backa Topola), Csengele-Feketehalom, Kondoros, 
Kunbábony, Tatárszcntgyörgy, and Csepel on the Great Hungarian Plain, Mosonszentjános, 
Leobersdorf, and Sopron-Harka in the Vienna Basin are the sites, where the conquering Avars 
appeared without, or with minimal, mixing with the autochthonous population. Madaras-Téglavető, 
Aporka-Ürbőpuszta, and the Transdanubian Győr-Téglavető, Komárom-Haj ógyár, and Bágyogszovát 
are the cemeteries of the co-habiting, but physical anthropologically still separable Europids and 
Mongolids. In the Duna-Tisza Interfluve, a whole series of cemeteries is known, where this co
existence lasted for many generations: here we may observe the whole spectrum of transitional 
morphological types. The two cemeteries from Üllő and that of Homokmégyhalom, Kecel etc. belong 
here. During this centuries-long co-habitation, an idiosyncratic physical anthropological picture 
emerged, which could be considered a separate group on its own.

In his study, Gyula Farkas asks the question, where the Mongolids of the Avar Period disappeared, 
and what happened to them. In connection with this, Kinga Ery raises the possibility that in the 9lh 
century, the Great Hungarian Plain was evacuated in order to form a border zone between the areas 
under Carolingian and Bulghar rule, and the Mongolid inhabitants were resettled somewhere else. 1 
disagree with both views. Without ignoring the possibility of deportation, I think that the absorption of 
the Mongolid population was not only possible, but inevitable under the given circumstances. Here wc 
have to take into consideration the numbers. According to Tibor Tóth’s pertinent examinations, the 
proportion of Mongolids in the Avar Period was merely 1 %. Thus, the ratio at the beginning is 1:100! 
The proportion of the mixed Europid-Mongolid population — which, in my opinion, represents the 
offspring generation, formed by the co-existence of the real Mongolid Avars and the autochthonous 
Europids -  was 10-15 %, including all transitional forms. Assuming a random mating pattern, which 
probably emerged sooner or later, members of the offspring generation married a Europid with 100 
times greater possibility than a Mongolid. As a consequence, the Mongolid traits became less and less 
easily recognizable in the subsequent generations. In my opinion, the possibility of Mongolid-Europid 
mixing was even more increased by the interest of the small group of Avar leaders to become 
integrated into the Europid autochthonous population.

Professor Farkas mentions on more occasions that Mongolid traits are dominant. This would be 
true if we were examining eye colour. There is, however, no way to do that in connection with a 
historical material, the physical anthropological variety observable on skeletal material manifests itself 
mainly in facial metric data, and even more in metric ratios and morphological traits (e.g. in the tori,
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shovel-shaped incisors). All these traits are essentially quantitative; they are not inherited according to 
the dominant/recessive inheritance mechanism, but are governed by other rules. These traits are 
distributed along a linear scale, where Mongolids are characterized by one interval, Europids by 
another. In the early Avar Period, there are individuals (1 %, as mentioned above), who are placed on 
the Mongolid interval of the scale according to the examinations of facial flatness. Their offspring arc 
slowly approaching the Europid values and in the end, if there is no new Mongolid immigration, a 
balance is formed within the interval characteristic for Europids.

Mongolid traits in Hungarians still have not disappeared completely, they can, however, be 
recognized only in a so-called mosaic-like fashion. This was demonstrated by Gyula Henkey as well. 
During the examination of contemporary Hungarian population, carried out with Haldejeva, we found 
that from eight, freely combinablc traits, one or two, sometimes even three, showed intermediate 
values characteristic for Mongolids in a few percent of the population. Thus, the physical 
anthropological past is still recognizable in traits.

In connection with the physical anthropological picture of the conquering Hungarians, first we 
should define whom we define as conquering Hungarians. We have a significantly different picture, if 
we include only the warriors with sabretache plates and partial horse burials from the Upper Tisza 
region or the Great Hungarian Plain, or if we also include the cemeteries of the so-called commons, 
which have been connected to the conquerors only based on a few finds. The duality known from 
origin myths reveals itself in the search for physical anthropological analogies as well. The 
anthropological parallels of the latter group do not lead to more easterly areas than the northern shores 
of the Black Sea, the overwhelming majority of the population is purely Europid, and even the most 
thorough physical anthropological examination could not detect any Mongolid traits on their skulls. 
The situation of the so-called earliest conquerors is very different. The physical anthropological 
parallels of the skeletal remains of the Conquest Period from both the Upper Tisza region and the 
Great Hungarian Plain lead us primarily to the populations of the huge steppe between the Caspian Sea 
and the Basin of Minusinsk, among people who today speak Turkish languages.

It has been evident for physical anthropologists for a long time that if we hold the population 
characterized with sabretache plates and partial horse burials Hungarians, then the Finno-Ugrian 
affinity can hardly be ethnic, only linguistic.

Among the issues touched upon by Professor Farkas, I would like to reflect now on those found at 
the end of the study. I fundamentally agree with his opinion, but I would like to add a few thoughts.

According to him, the research on Hungarian ethnogenesis should fulfil three conditions in order to 
increase its success:

1. The largest possible number o f  excavation o f  the finds o f  the Proto-Hungarians conquering 
the Carpathian Basin in the whole geographical area.

As elaborated above, I consider as part of the prehistory of the Hungarians not only the eastern 
European and Asian periods, which are traditionally included, but the whole history of the Carpathian 
Basin. In my opinion, the problem is not the insufficient number of excavations -  on the contrary, their 
number is imposing -  but rather the asynchrony of the related disciplines. In my experience, the 
cemeteries analyzed by physical anthropologists are not analyzed archaeologically (and vice versa), 
thus the results of one discipline are not contributed to, supported or refuted by, the other discipline. 
The way to a more successful future is the development of cooperation, the improvement of the 
coordination of research planning, and the launching of joint projects. I am aware that there are joint 
projects, these, however, usually involve only the physical anthropological analysis of the cemetery 
excavated by the archaeologist and a joint publication of the results. This is important, but I have 
something else in mind. We could make more progress if we built on each other’s results when 
planning research, if we consciously examined whether the given results of the other discipline are 
supported or contradicted by our own. Thus, the key is the improvement of interdisciplinarity.
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2. Improvement o f analytical methods (dating , physical anthropological examination).

Increased accuracy of dating within cemeteries would be extremely important for physical 
anthropology. The spread of the use of radiocarbon dating and the refinement of physical 
anthropological examination would significantly enhance the amount of information gained during 
cemetery analysis. In comparative studies usually male means have been used so far. Although we 
have come up with tendentious results through this as well, we reached a point where new 
examinations only repeat the results of the previous ones. No progress seems possible without more 
refined physical anthropological analysis of the details. The metric database has already been 
collected, the analytic work, however, is still to be accomplished. The choice of adequate methods will 
have great importance as well.

3. Wider and more intensive interdisciplinary cooperation and the inclusion o f  new fields.

It is already clear from my comments to the first point, that I placc great importance on more intensive 
interdisciplinary cooperation. Here 1 would like to comment on the possibilities stemming from the 
inclusion of new fields of research. All the classical methods of physical anthropology share the 
feature that they take the examination of the phenotype as their starting point. The human phenotype, 
that is, appearance, is, of course, genetically detennined to a great extent. But the manifestations of the 
genome, what is realized from the possible genetic varieties, what appears in the phenotype studied by 
physical anthropology, are influenced by other factors as well, mainly the environment and chance. 
This certainly puts strong limitations on the reliability of the results. Physical anthropology 
traditionally tries to eliminate the problem through classic, natural scientific practices: the increase of 
samples, the repetition of examinations and the accentuation of tendencies. This is also an answer to 
the question whether it makes sense to carry out new cemetery analyses again and again and to 
reformulate from time to time our answers. Not only does it make sense, but it is the fundament of 
examinations based on phenotypes, that we eliminate (or at least minimize) the role of chance, the 
margin of error stemming from random sampling, by increasing our sample through the inclusion of 
new, contemporary cemeteries in order to throw the tendencies more into relief. Thus, contra the 
sceptics, I am of the opinion that we arc not getting close to the limits of our possibilities, but are still 
in the period of data gathering. Their more thorough analysis seems to be the way forward.

With the use of molecular genetics, fundamentally new possibilities opened up for physical 
anthropological research, since from now on. relationships between people can be examined based on 
the genotype, not on the phenotype. Wc will hear more details in the fifth session; here I would only 
like to draw attention to the question of sampling. However modern a method might be, if sampling is 
random, only the examination of a fairly large number of cases will yield any result, even if only 
tendentious. This large number can reach into the thousands, if we consider the complexity of the 
prehistory of the Hungarians, similarly to examinations based on phenotypes. Efficiency can be 
significantly increased by targeted sampling, planned with the help of the already existing results. In 
other words, we should take the previous physical anthropological results as starting point, and should 
test their validity by genetic examinations.
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THE PAST AND PRESENT OF THE RESEARCH 
ON THE PREHISTORY 

OF THE HUNGARIANS. HISTORIOGRAPHY

Sándor László Tóth

We can state without exaggeration that it is very difficult to write a summary covering all important 
aspects of the history of research on Hungarian origins, even if it is attempted from the point of view 
of only one field: historiography. Research on Hungarian origins requires a complex methodology, 
thus beside history many other disciplines (linguistics, archaeology, physical anthropology etc.) play 
an important role in the scientific exploration of the ancient past of Hungarians. Complexity also 
implies that although each field involved investigates one aspect of the history of Hungarians and 
reaches certain conclusions based on its own sources, using its own methodology, at the same time it 
may be influenced by the results or theories of other research areas as well, and may itself influence 
other fields through its facts or hypotheses. Among these complex interdependent fields, 
historiography has a specific, fundamental role. While these disciplines together make up a coherent 
prehistory; it is historical research, which is the most able to invigorate the ancient past of the 
Hungarians within general prehistory as a real narrative with a precisely defined spatial and temporal 
framework. Historical science can, however, accomplish this task with the best results only with 
regard to the last phase of the prehistory of the Hungarians: the 9th to 10lh centuries. In the case of 
earlier periods it is dependent on the help of other disciplines (linguistics, archaeology etc.) and draws 
its conclusions from their convincing inferences.

Below we will review the historiography -  following from the nature of the discipline, mainly 
Hungarian historiography -  of two (19th and 20th) centuries, and within them the historical research of 
the various periods and their prominent figures, exclusively from the point of view of the prehistory of 
the Hungarians (the Carpathian Basin and its inhabitants prior to the Hungarian Conquest of 895 arc 
not included). After mapping the available written sources, we will follow a chronological order in 
sketching the characteristics of the main historiographic trends in each period and reviewing the main 
debates and the works of some of the representatives of these trends. The description of each period 
will be concluded by a summary of the main results.

1. The sources o f historical research

As the starting point of our review of the history of research, we will go through the source material at 
our disposal, on which historical inferences are built. Of course, this source material is not static. On 
the one hand we can see a very slow increase during these two hundred years; on the other hand the 
interpretation of some sources, even their connection to Hungarians, is sometimes disputed. The 
collection and critical publication of the sources is primarily a task of philology; their interpretation 
and use, however, is the responsibility of historians. Below, the most important written sources at our 
disposal will be grouped from a philological point of view, according to languages. Sources relevant to 
the prehistory of Hungarians are first included in the book A magyar honfoglalás kútfői (Sources o f the 
Hungarian Conquest), published in 1900.' Beside the western sources of Hungarian prehistory, Albin
F. Gombos’ three-volume source publication in Latin includes the sources of the period of incursions 1

1 MHK ( 1900).
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(and the references on the Hungarian history of the Árpád Era).2 Hungarian translations of the most 
important sources of the Conquest period, the 9th century, appeared in a volume edited by György 
Györffy, published first in 1958 and reprinted many times.3 In 1995, Gyula Kristó published an even 
more complete selection of sources in Hungarian on the period between AD 830 and 955.4 He also 
edited a volume containing Latin and other sources of the period of the formation of the Hungarian 
state and the second half of the 10th century.5

Greek sources deserve a special place.6 Among classical Greek sources, Herodotus’ 5th century BC 
work must be mentioned, which reports about the Iyrkae living north of the Black Sea, provisionally 
identified with the Ugrians or the predecessors of the Hungarians by some historians.7 Priscos rhetor’s 
fragmentary work reports about a migration of peoples in AD 463, among whom Onogurs, Saragurs 
and Ogurs are mentioned as well; one or the other of them were connected to Hungarians in some 
hypotheses.8 Among the Middle Greek sources of the so-called Byzantine renaissance of the 9 and 10th 
centuries AD, Leo VI the Wise’s (886-912) work called Taktika deserves special attention. It contains 
parts of Maurice’s work called Strategikon from around AD 600 concerning Turks, but also some 
important information on the ‘Turks’, that is, Hungarians, of his age (e.g. the Bulgarian campaign of 
895).9 Hungarian historiography has been aware of this source since 1783, its critical edition was 
published in 1863, the section concerning Hungarians in 1900. Pioneering work on its critical edition 
and Hungarian translation was done first by Rezső Vári, later by Gyula Moravcsik. Constantine VII 
Porphyrogenitus’ literary activity is of fundamental importance. A number of concise works with 
references to Hungarians were completed under his supervision (e.g. De Cerimoniis aulae Byzantinae\ 
De thematibus).10 The most important source for the prehistory of Hungarians is a handbook probably 
composed for his son between 948 and 952, called On the Administration o f the Empire (De 
administrando imperio), a remarkable work fundamentally on political history, reviewing the world 
known by Byzantines. Beside many important references, chapters 38-40 are exclusively about 
Hungarians. Chapter 38 reports about the settlement of seven Hungarian tribes -  called earlier sabartoi 
asphaloi, later Turks -  in Levedia, the alliance with the Khazars, the defeat by the Pechenegs, the 
settlement of one part of the population in Etelköz, the election of Árpád as prince on Khazar 
initiative, and the conquest triggered by the attack of the Pechenegs. The short chapter 39 informs us 
about the three Kavar (Kabar) tribes leaving Khazaria and joining the seven Hungarian tribes. The 
fairly mixed chapter 40 contains the list of the names of the Kavar-Hungarian tribes, reports about the 
Hungarian campaign in Bulgaria, then about the defeat suffered from the Pechenegs, and the 
settlement of the Hungarians in their new home, which is described by the emperor, similarly to 
Levedia and Etelköz, primarily with the help of rivers. This chapter mentions prince Árpád’s 
offspring, the leading offices of the Hungarians (arkhón = prince, gyula, karkhas), and the visit of 
Hungarian leaders Termacsu (Árpád’s great-grandson) and karkhas Bulcsú (karkhas Kál’s son) at the 
Byzantine court, probably around 948. Historians considered these two persons the informants of the 
reports of these sections on Hungarians, but other possible informants must be taken into account as 
well (e.g. envoy Niketas, visiting the Hungarians around 895, or klcrikos Gabriel, sent to the

2 Gombos (1938).
3 MEH (1958).
4 HKÍF( 1995).
5 ÁKÍF{ 1999).
6 For a review of these sources see SZŐM 1:2, 126-159.
7 On Herodotus and other Greek sources see SZŐM 1:2, 127-129. with further literature; for a Hungarian translation see 

MEH 49-52.
s On Priscos rhetor see SZŐMY.2, 134—135. with further literature; for a Hungarian translation of the relevant section see 

MEH 53-54.
9 On Leo the Wise see SZŐM 1:2, 149-151. with further literature; for a bilingual (Greek-Hungarian) edition of chapter 

XVIII with references to Hungarians see MHK 3-89 (transl. by R. Vári); for Hungarian translations of the sections with 
references to Hungarians see MEH 108-114 (Gy. Moravcsik); HKÍF 101-109 (Gy. Moravcsik).

10 On the works of Constantine VII in general see SZŐM 1:2, 141-154 (with further literature).
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Hungarians in the first half of the 10th century).11 This source has been known to Hungarian research 
since the work of Ferenc Kéri, who published the texts of Byzantine authors in 1738;12 its parts 
concerning Hungarians have been analyzed by many philologists and historians, and since 1950 more 
critical editions have been published as well.13 Interesting Hungarian references can be found in the 
continuation of the world chronicle written around 950-960 by Gcorgios Monachos, known as 
Georgios Monachos Continuatus in the literature, identified either with Symcon the Logothcte (and 
Magister), Leo Grammaticus or Theodosios Melitenos based on the manuscripts.14 Georgios 
Monachos Continuatus mentions the appearance of a people sometimes called Ungri, other times 
Turks or Huns, around the Lower Danube, who, on the request of the Bulgarians, unsuccessfully 
attacked the Macedonians who had risen against Bulgaria. This people was identified with the 
Hungarians on the basis of the ethnonyms (although opposing opinions are published from time to 
time as well), and the unsuccessful campaign was dated around 836-838 on the basis of the 
information in the source. This source also reports about the war between Leo VI the Wise and 
Symeon, ruler of the Bulgarians, which was joined by the Hungarians as well on the request of 
Byzantium. First they were victorious, but later they were defeated by the Bulgarian ruler. Georgios 
Monachos Continuatus also names the two leaders of the Hungarians, Árpád and Kurszán.15

Slavic written sources with important references on Hungarians are connected to the Byzantine 
cultural sphere through Greek Orthodoxy. According to the Legend of Constantine (Cyrill), 
preserved in 15lh century manuscripts, but written between the seventies of the 9lh century and the 
beginning of the 10th, Constantine-Cyrill, a member of the Byzantine envoy sent to Khazaria in 860- 
861, met the Ugrians, who ambushed him, but were tamed by his prayers and spared his life.16 This 
group was identified with the Hungarians as well. The Legend of Methodius, preserved in a 12lh 
century manuscript, reports that Methodius met a king of the Ugrians along the Danube, who treated 
him very friendly. Historians usually see a Hungarian leader, a prince, in the figure of the Ugrian 
king and date the episode around 884 (or 881).17 18 Saint Naum’s autobiography deserves to be 
mentioned as well, since it contains a reference to the Hungarian Conquest.13 The Primary Russian 
Chronicle (PVL), also called the Nestor Chronicle, was preserved in numerous 13lh and 15th century 
codices. Its early parts may go back to oral tradition and Byzantine sources, their source value, 
however, is debated. In these early parts, White Ugrians arc listed among 7th century peoples and 
rulers, while Black Ugrians are named in a 9th century context. The first are sometimes connected to 
Hungarians, although other peoples (e.g. Khazars, Bulghars) might be suggested as well. The latter 
have been identified with the Hungarians or the Kavars, who joined the Hungarians. The chronicle 
briefly mentions the Hungarian Conquest and the preceding (according to the chronicle, later) 
Bulgarian-Hungarian war as well.19

Beside the Greek and Slavic sources of the Byzantine cultural sphere, western Latin written 
sources of the Roman Catholic Christian cultural sphere also provide important information on the

11 For the possible sources of the chapters of DAI on Hungarians see Jenkins 1962, 146.
12 B. F. Kéri'. Epitome históriáé Byzantinae I—II. Tyrnaviae 1738-1740.
13 For translations and comments see Moravcsik (1950); Jenkins (1962); Greek text edited by Moravcsik (1967) with English 

translation by R. J. H. Jenkins; G. G. Litavrin-A. P. Novoseltsev (eds): Konstantin Bagrianorodnyi: Ob upravlenii imperii. 
Tekst, perevod, kommentarii. Moskva 1991.

14 On Georgios Monachos Continuatus see SZŐMY.l, 154-156.
15 For Hungarian translations see MHK 100 109 (R. Vári); MEH 104-107 (Gy. Moravcsik).
16 On the Legend of Constantine-Cyrill see SZŐMY.l, 200-203; for Hungarian translations see MJIK 353-354 (L. Thallóczy 

and A. Hodinka); MEH 127 (I. Kniezsa); HKÍF 160 (1. Ferincz).
17 On the Legend of Methodius see SZŐMY.l, 203-204; for Hungarian translations see MHK 354—355 (L. Thallóczy and A. 

Hodinka); MEH 128 (I. Kniezsa); HKÍF 161 (I. Ferincz).
18 On Saint Naum autobiography see SZŐMY.l, 206-207; for a Hungarian translation see HKÍF 168 169 (I. H. Tóth).
19 On the PVL in general see SZŐMY.l, 208-210; for bilingual editions and Hungarian translations see MHK 362-378 (L. 

Thallóczy and A. Hodinka); A. Hodinka: Az orosz évkönyvek magyar vonatkozásai [The relevance of Russian annals to 
early Hungarian history], Budapest 1916; furthermore MEH 125-126 (I. Kniezsa); HKÍF 170-176 (I. Ferincz).

47



9th and 10th century history of the Hungarians. In terms of genre, these are yearly entries of annals or 
(world)chronicles with a similar, chronological, but somewhat looser structure. They provide 
invaluable information on the external actions, campaigns, the so-called incursions, of the 
Hungarians. These monastery chronicles, however, took over news from each other as well, thus in 
some cases we may read essentially identical reports about the same action in more annals.20 The 
most important collection of these western sources are the 32 heavy volumes of the series called 
Monumenta Germaniae, published between 1826 and 1934.21 Among the most important western 
sources of the period of the Conquest we have to mention the Annales Bertiniani. The entry from 
839 of this source refers to the wild barbarians living north of the Black Sea, who have been 
identified by some historians with the Hungarians. More important is the entry from 862, according 
to which the country of Louis the German was ravaged by the Ungri, who are usually identified with 
the Hungarians in the historical research.“" Another source of great significance is the Annals o f 
Salzburg, whose version discovered in 1921 (Continuatio Annalium Ivavensium Maximorum) 
contains, beside many important, 9lh and 10lh century entries about Hungarians, a report on the raid 
against Austria in 881. According to this entry, a battle was fought with the Ungri {cum Ungaris), 
the Hungarians, at Wenia (Vienna) and with the Kavars (Cowaris) at a place called Culmitc in 881."' 
The Swabian Annals (.Annales Alemannici) contains further valuable data on the Hungarian 
campaigns of the end of the 9th and the beginning of the 10lh centuries.24 25 Probably the most 
important source of the last decade of the 9th century is the Annals o f Fulda (.Annales Fuldenses) 23.22 It 
reports in the years 892 and 894 about the Hungarian campaigns against Moravia and Pannónia, 
then, briefly in year 895, with more detail in year 896, about the campaign of the Hungarians in 
alliance with the Byzantines against Bulgaria, which was first successful, later, however, ended with 
defeat. In year 900 it mentions the Hungarian campaign in Italy, which, in reality, took place in 899, 
and the 900 campaign against Bavaria, at the end of which they returned to Pannónia. The 
importance of the Chronicon by Regino, the abbot of Prüm,26 finished in 908, is at par with that of 
the Annals of Fulda among western sources. Here, information on Hungarians is given in the entries 
of 889, 894 and 901. Great importance must be assigned to the entry of 889, according to which the 
Hungarians had been driven out from their area by the Pechenegs. While 19th century research 
accepted Regino’s dates, they were questioned by later historians, just like his description of the 
Hungarians, which were based on previous reports (topoi). The Res Gestae Saxonicae by Widukind 
is a source mainly of the period of the 10th century campaigns and includes data on the raids against 
Germany.27 28 Liudprand’s Antapodosis provides information on Hungarian campaigns against Italy in 
the 9th century and on other western campaigns in the west in the first half of the 10th century.26 An 
incomplete list of sources on the period of the raids should include the works of Flodoard, Folcuin, 
Gerhard, Ekkehard, John the Deacon, Adam of Bremen, Leo Marsicanus and Albcricus, or at least

20 On medieval western sources in general, with text editions see SZÓM 1:2. 169-184.
21 MGH SS (1826-1934).
22 For a summary on the Annates Bertiniani see SZŐM 1:2 (1976) 179; for an edition see MGH SS I, 423-515; G. Waitz: 

Scriptores rerum Germanicorum ad usum scholarum. Annales Bertiniani. 1883, 19 20, 60; for a Hungarian translation see 
HKÍF 183-84 (S. L. Tóth).

23 For a summary on the Annals of Salzburg see SZŐM 1:2, 180; for an edition see MGH SS XXX/2, 742; for a Hungarian 
translation see HKÍF 209-210 (S. L. Tóth).

24 For an edition of the Swabian Annals see MGH SS I, 22-56; for a Ftungarian translation of relevant parts see HKIF 20T 
202 (J. Lelc).

25 For a critical edition see MHG SRG; for Flungarian translations of relevant parts see MEH 210-214 (J. Horváth); HKIF 
188-193 (L. Géczi).

26 For a critical edition sec MHG SRG; for Hungarian translations see MEH 204- 209 (J. Horváth); HKÍF 194-200 (Z. Kordé).
27 For an edition see e.g. MGH SS III, 416-467, for Hungarian translations of relevant parts see MEH 246-255 (J. Horváth); 

HKÍF 219-227 (T. Almási).
28 For an edition see MGH SS III, 273-339, for Hungarian translations of relevant parts see MEH 223-233 (J. Horváth); 

HKÍF 211-216 (F. Sebök).
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the sections of their works reporting on various episodes of the Hungarian campaigns.29 30 31 32 The 16th 
century Bavarian humanist, Johannes Aventinus’ rather late opus worked with earlier sources now 
lost, and should be used only with thorough criticism.'10

Similarly significant arc the eastern, Muslim sources. This group of sources gives, in today’s sense, 
data of economic and political geographical nature on certain peoples, among others on Hungarians as 
well, thus they arc usually called Muslim geographical literature by historians.11 A paramount position is 
taken up by the so-called Gayhäni-tradition. Al-GayhänT, the emir of the Sämänid court wrote his 
geographical work in the first half of the 10lh century. He built on an unpreserved version of Ibn 
Hurdädbih’s work, on data he collected himself, and the oral information he received from traders. His 
lost work can be reconstructed from the writings of later authors.12 Excerpts from the Gayhäni-tradition 
concerning the east European steppe were used by Ibn Rusta, GardTzI, al-Bakrl, al-MarvazI, cAuIT, 
Sukrallah and in the Hudlid al-cÄlam and the Behget üt-Tevarih. From the above-mentioned sources we 
have to pay special attention to Ibn Rusta’s work from ca. 910-920. Usually two chronological layers are 
distinguished by historians in the parts of the Gayhäni-tradition referring to the east European steppes 
and the Hungarians: one from 870-880, the other around 920. It is disputed whether the report about the 
Hungarians belongs to the first or both layers. The Gayhäni-tradition included a description of the 
settlements, political structure, economy, lifestyle, neighbours and relationships of the Hungarians 
(:majghari) described as of Turkic type. Within this tradition, Ibn Rusta mentioned that the first border of 
the Hungarians was between the Pechencgs and Bulghar sk. I. He refers to the titles and responsibilities 
of their nominal and real leaders (k.nd.h and G.l.h). Beside their nomadic lifestyle (tents, following 
sprouting grass and vegetation), their large arable land was mentioned as well. He reported about the 
regular raids on the Slavs, the capture of prisoners and their selling on Byzantine territory (on the 
Crimea). Among the Muslim geographers, he was the only one who mentioned that the Khazars 
surrounded themselves by ramparts against the raids of Hungarians and other peoples -  and that is why 
this passage has been considered as a later interpolation or topos by certain scholars.33 34 The other 
outstanding representative of the Gayhäni-tradition is the Persian GardizT, working around the middle of 
the 11th century. In his report on the Hungarians, almost identical to that of Ibn Rusta, he called the two 
rivers of the settlement area of the Hungarians Atil and Duba. Among the neighbours of the Hungarians 
he mentioned the Danubian Bulghars (N.nd.r) and the Moravians (M.rival). He characterized the 
Hungarians as rich and described their proposing and marriage customs.’4 The other larger textual 
tradition relevant to the prehistory of Hungarians is the so-called al-Balhl-tradition. The lost work of the 
early 10* century Khorasanian author can be reconstructed based on the work of his followers, al-Istahrl 
(around 930) and Ibn Hawqal (10th century). The al-Balhl-tradition referred to the migration of the 
Pechencgs that triggered the Hungarian Conquest and reported about the small Hungarian group called 
Bashkirs (Bashjirt) who lived in the east, on the Volga, in the neighbourhood of the Volga Bulghars, and

29 On Flodoard see MGH SS XIII, 409-599, for a Hungarian translation of relevant parts see HKÍF 207-208 (T. Almási); on 
Folciun see MGH SS IV, 54-75, for a partial Hungarian translation sec HKÍF 228-231 (Z. Kordé); on Gerhard see MGH 
SS IV, 384M25, for a partial Hungarian translation see HKÍF 234-238 (F. Sebők); on Ekkehard see MGH SS II, 77 147, 
for a partial Hungarian translation see HKÍF 246-256 (transl. T. Dér and E. Galántai); on John the Deacon see MGH SS II, 
4-38, for a partial Hungarian translation see 1IKÍF 239-240 (L. Szegfű); on Adam of Bremen see MGH SS VII, 280 389, 
for a partial Hungarian translation see HKÍF 257-258; on Leo Marsicanus see MGH SS VII, 574-727, for a partial 
Hungarian translation see HKÍF 259—260 (L. Szegfű); on Albericus see MGH SS XXIII, 674-950, for a Hungarian 
translation see HKÍF 263 264 (Z. Kordé).

30 For an edition of the relevant parts of Aventinus’ work see Gombos (1938) I, 341-386; for Hungarian translations see 
MEH 263-269 (J. Horváth); HKÍF 267-276 (T. Der and E. Galántai).

31 For a summary on Muslim sources see SZÓM 1:2, 211-240.
32 On the Gayhäni-tradition see SZŐM 1:2, 221-22; for a basic summary about its informations on the Hungarians see 

recently Zimonyi (2005)
33 On Ibn Rusta see SZŐM 1:2, 222, for Hungarian translations of Ibn Rusta and GardTzI see MHK 152-195 (G. Kuun); MEH 

84-94 (K. Czeglédy), for a Hungarian translation of parts with Hungarian relevance see HKIF 31-34 (I. Zimonyi).
34 On GardTzI see SZŐM  1:2, 238, for Hungarian translations see MHK 152- 195 (G. Kuun); MEH 84-94 (K. Czeglédy), for a 

partial Hungarian translation see HKIF 35-38 (I. Zimonyi).
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estimated their population around two thousand people.35 Among Muslim sources, an important place is 
taken up by the two historical works of Al-Mascüdl written around the middle of the 10th century. 
Mascudr referred to the eastern population movements affecting many peoples and triggering the 
Hungarian Conquest in both works, and reported on the joint raids of the Hungarians and the Pechenegs 
on Byzantium in 934.36 The 10th century at-Tabarl also referred in his work to the attack of Isma’Tl ibn 
Ahmad, ruler of Khorasan, against the Turks, identified with the Karluk or the Oguz (Uz) by researchers, 
in 893, which could have been the first chain in the eastern population movement triggering the 
Hungarian Conquest.37 The work of the 11th century Saracen historian, Ibn Hayyän, preserving important 
information on 10th century Hungarians in the Carpathian Basin, was published in 1970. The source 
mentioned the Hungarian raid of 942 on the Iberian Peninsula, on Saracen territory, described the 
location of their country, referred to their nomadic lifestyle, and mentioned the names of their seven 
leaders. These latter cannot be easily identified due difficulties of translation and the nature of Arabic, 
only Bulcsii’s name seems to be certain.38

Most of the above-mentioned sources on the Hungarians were published by M. J. de Goeje between 
1870 and 1894 in an invaluable, six-volume source-edition.39 40 Their Hungarian translations were 
published by count Géza Kuun (1837-1905) in 1900.4(1 In the first half of the 20th century, Mihály 
Kmoskó carried out important research on Muslim historical-geographical and oriental literature. His 
huge, multi-volume work of translations of Muslim sources remained in manuscript, its publication 
has been started only at the end of the 20th century (four volumes so far), edited carefully and 
competently by István Zimonyi.41 Károly Czcglédy had great merits in translating Muslim sources 
relevant to Hungarians, these were published in the sourcebooks compiled by György Györffy, edited 
many times since 1958.42 Finally, it was István Zimonyi, who published the Hungarian translations of, 
and comments on, a more complete selection of Muslim literature with Hungarian relevance in the 
sourcebook edited by Gyula Kristó.43 Even an incomplete list of the source editions of the 
international literature should include the English translation and commentary of the Hudüd al- Älam 
by V. Minorsky, published in 1937.44 In 1942 Minorsky published the work of al-Marvazi as well.45 A 
French translation of Ibn Rusta’s work was published in 1955 by G. Wiet.46 He and J. H. Kramers 
translated Ibn Hawqal’s work into French as w ell47

35 On the Al-BalhT tradition see SZŐMY.2, 223 -225, for a Hungarian translation of IstahrT and Ibn Hawqal see MHK 221-243 
(G. Kuun); for Hungarian translations of relevant parts see MEH 95 (K. Czeglédy); HKIF 49-51 (I. Zimonyi).

’6 On MasTidi see SZŐM 1:2, 234- 235, for Hungarian translations of relevant parts sec MHK 248 284 (G. Kuun); MEH 101 
103 (K. Czeglédy); HKÍF 52-59 (I. Zimonyi).

37 SZŐMY.2, 233, for a Hungarian translation of parts sec HKÍF 6 0 (I. Zimonyi).
38 For an edition of Ibn Hayyän’s Work see P. Chalmeta-F. Corriente-M. Subh (eds): Ibn Hayyän, Al-Muqtabas (V). Madrid 

1979; for a Hungarian translation of relevant parts see HKIF 61-66 (I. Zimonyi).
39 M. J. Goeje (ed.): BGA I VIII. Lugduni Batavorum 1870-1 894.
40 See MHK 139 284.
41 M. Kmoskó (I. Zimonyi ed.): Mohamedán írók a steppe népeiről [Muslim writers on the peoples of the steppe]. Földrajzi 

irodalom 1/1. MOK 10. Budapest 1997; M. Kmoskó (I. Zimonyi ed.): Mohamedán írók a steppe népeiről [Muslim writers 
on the peoples of the steppe]. Földrajzi irodalom 1/2. MOK 13. Budapest 2000; two other volumes appeared recently H. 
Göckenjan-1. Zimonyi'. Orientalische Berichte über die Völker Osteuropas und Zentralasiens im Mittelalter: Die Gayhäm- 
Tradition (Ibn Rusta, GardTzT, Hudüd al-cÄlam, al-Bakn und al-Marvazi). Veröffentlichung der Societas Uralo-Altaica 54. 
Wiesbaden 2001; M. Kmoskó (Sz. Felföldi cd.): Szír írók a steppe népeiről [Syriac writers on the peoples of the steppe]. 
Budapest 2004.

42 MEH 84-103.
43 HKÍF 19-91.
44 V. Minorsky. Hudüd a!-LÄlam. “The Regions of the World”. A Persian Geography (372 A.H. 982 A.D.). London 1937; for 

a Hungarian translation of relevant parts see HKIF 41 -42 (I. Zimonyi).
45 V. Minorsky (ed.): Sharaf al-Zaman Tahir Marvazi on China, the Turks and India. London 1942; for a Hungarian 

translation of relevant parts see HKIF 44-45 (I. Zimonyi).
46 G. Wiet: Ibn Rusteh, Les autours précieux. Cairo 1955.
47 Ibn Hawqal: Configuration de la térre I II (Kitab surat al-Ard). (intr. et trad. J. H. Kramers-G. Wiet). Bayrouth-Paris 

1964.
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Beside the contemporary or near contemporary foreign sources, research on Hungarian origins also 
builds on Hungarian written sources, chronicles, although to different extent in each period of 
research. Because of the late commencement of Hungarian literacy, these Latin sources are not coeval 
with the events they describe, thus they could preserve only little reliable information on the 
Hungarian history of the Conquest period. An unknown author, most probably from the early 13th 
century, calling himself the notary of King Bela, called Anonymus by historians, dedicated a complete 
work to the Conquest period history of the Hungarians. The Gesta Hungarorum tells about the 
departure of Hungarians from Scythia, called Dentumoger by the author, under the leadership of 
Almos, elected through a blood contract, and the seven chiefs; about their way to the Carpathian 
Basin; about their wars with the native peoples and chiefs (Salán, Marót, Glad, Gyalu etc.); and about 
their raids until the time of Taksony.48 49 Beside using tribal traditions, legends, and some information 
from foreign chronicles, Anonymus himself tried to explain the origin of some of the names. 
Compared with contemporary or near contemporary foreign works, Anonymus’ work contains little 
reliable, authentic information, thus his work can be used only to a very limited extent in the 
reconstruction of the prehistoiy of the Hungarians. Maybe even less information, or information 
usable only with even greater care, can be found in the later Hungarian chronicles of the 13th and 14th 
centuries. Among these we should mention the 14th century chronicle composition, the most well- 
known representatives of which are the Képes Krónika (Illustrated Chronicle),49 or the chronicle of 
Simon Kczai,50 the court priest of King László IV (the Cumanian), and the brief Chronicles of Várad 
and Zagreb.51 With regard to their origin, these chronicles can go back at most to the lost, so-called 
prime chronicle from the 11th century. The prehistory of Hungarians is started basically with the 
settlement of the seven chiefs, that is, before the conquest, they have no worthwhile earlier 
information. The most important edition of these Hungarian sources in Latin was published by Imre 
Szcntpctery in a two-volume work in 1938.52

Even this sketchy review of the written sources of the 9th—10lh century history of Hungarians and 
their editions shows that most of both the Christian, western (Byzantine-Greek, Slavic and Latin) and 
the eastern, Muslim sources were already known by the last decades of the 19th century for 
international and Hungarian scholarship, and by 1900 most of the information on pre-Conquest 
Hungarians were been published in sourcebooks. We cannot say, however, that there have not been 
any notable changes and developments in finding written sources in the last hundred years. On the one 
hand, a few important, previously unknown sources were discovered. The most significant among the 
western sources was the publication of the continuation of the Salzburg Annals with an entry 
mentioning the joint Hungarian-Kavar raid on Austria of 881 in 1921. This date is important for the 
establishment of the terminus ante quern of the Kavars’ joining the Hungarians. Among eastern 
sources, important data were provided by the publication of a part of Ibn Hayyän’s work pertaining to 
the 942 Hungarian raid by Károly Czeglcdy in 1979: by listing the seven chiefs, it clearly suggested 
that the septimal structure of the tribal alliance lived on, and it also described their settlement area and 
their nomadic lifestyle. Beside these, other new or previously ignored sources were embraced as

48 On editions of Anonymus sec MHK 381—463; SRH I, 33-117; G. Silagi-L. Veszprémy: Die “Gesta Hungarorum” des 
Anonymen Notars. Sigmaringen 1991, 28-133; for Hungarian translations see D. Pais: Magyar Anonymus [Anonymus in 
Hungarian], Budapest 1926; MEH 134-180 (D. Pais); HKÍF 277-347 (L. Veszprémy).

49 For the publication of the 14lh century chronicle composition see SRH I, 239-505 (S. Domanovszky); for Hungarian 
translations of one of its variants, the Képes Krónika [Illustrated Chronicle] see L. Geréb: Képes Krónika. Budapest 1964; 
I. Bellus: Képes krónika. Budapest 1986.

50 For the publication of the chronicle of Simon Kézai see SRH l, 141-194; for Hungarian translations see K. Szabó: Kézai 
Simon mester magyar krónikája [Master Simon Kézai’s Hungarian Chronicle], Pest 1862; S. V. Kovács (ed.): A magyar 
középkor irodalma [The Literature of the Hungarian Middle Ages]. Budapest 1984, 115-163 (J. Bollók).

51 For a publication see SRH I, 203-215; for a Hungarian translation of parts relevant for the prehistory of Hungarians see 
HKÍF 366-367 (Gy. Kristóf

52 SRH I—II; for its revised reprint see K. Szovák-L. Veszprémy (eds): Krónikák, legendák, intelmek: Utószó = SRH I II. 
Budapest 1999.
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well.53 On the other hand, new results or notable research perspectives were provided by new critical 
editions, translations and philological analyses of already known sources (e.g. in the case of 
Constantine or Muslim sources). Because of this we think that -  despite its undoubtedly very slow 
increase -  the corpus of written sources at our disposal provides an increasingly reliable database due 
to new critical editions and analyses, although it cannot answer all the questions. The still sparse, and 
sometimes controversial, corpus must be augmented by the indisputable results of related fields using 
various sources and methods.

2. Research on the prehistory o f Hungarians between 1850 and 1918 
(national-romantic and positivist schools)

In the realist, down-to-earth, although sometimes religiously biased, historiography of the late 
eighteenth and early 19th century Jesuit historians (György Pray, István Katona) no significant placc 
was given to the prehistory of the Hungarians. Afterwards, however, in accordance with the ‘Zeitgeist’, 
Hungarian historiography became increasingly dominated by a romantic, nationalistic perspective. 
Almost simultaneously appeared Europe-wide a related, ‘cosmopolitan’ trend, which had, however, 
different roots: positivism. In connection with the ‘romantic-national’ historical perspective, labelled 
historicism after the last third of the 19th century, we have to refer to the one of the most significant 
ideologies of the 19th century, nationalism, which emphasized the importance of national sovereignty 
and character. At that time, this ideology played a progressive role in Europe, since it enabled the 
emergence of independent nation states. In Hungary, a part of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy at that 
time, the idea of national independency went hand in hand with the ideas of progress, bourgeois 
development and transformation, and liberalism. The revolution and war of independence of 1848-49 
was fought in Hungary in the name of these mixed ideas, and although it was defeated, it still brought 
success later with the ‘Compromise’ of 1867 (the compromise between the Hungarian nation and the 
Habsburg monarch, Francis Joseph) after a short attempt at Habsburg absolutism. Hungary became a 
determinant, autonomous part of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy ruled by the Habsburg dynasty, and 
its economic development gathered pace spectacularly. This flourishing, however, had its price, since 
Hungary gave up total independency, and at the same time, the multiethnic country struggled with 
ethnic conflicts and other social problems.

The historical background sketched above served as a basis for national-romantic and positivist 
historiography. Among the general characteristics of the first school, called historicist as well, we 
should list the emphasis on national magnificence, the increased attraction towards the periods and 
personalities of national grandeur, certain pathos typical of the whole period, and a sometimes 
magniloquent style. The use of the methods of empathy and intuition became characteristic for 
historicism mainly from the second half of the 19lh century. This view privileged the unique and the 
personal as opposed to law-like regularities. The main proponents of historicism, which started in 
Germany and spread in the second half of the 19th century, were Droyssen, Ranke and Dilthey.54 The 
prehistory of the Hungarians and the period of Conquest was considered by romantic-national, 
historicist Hungarian historiography as an outstanding part of national history. This was used to a 
certain extent by contemporary Hungarian politics for its own purposes, as demonstrated by, among

53 Such was, for example, al-Bakrfs previously unknown short report about the 10th century Hungarians of the Carpathian 
Basin, see 1. Zimonyi: Egy új muszlint forrás a Kárpát-medencében élő magyarokról [A new Muslim source on the 
Hungarians of the Carpathian Basin], In: Sz. Felföldi-B. Sinkovics (eds): Nomád népvándorlások, magyar honfoglalás 
[Nomadic migrations, Hungarian Conquest], MŐK 15. Budapest 2001, 88- 96; with respect to 10lh century sources, those 
found during the last few decades were reviewed in F. Makk: Külföldi források és a korai magyar történelem (X-XII. 
század) [Foreign Sources and Early Hungarian History (10Ul—12th century)]. Acta Universitatis Szegediensis de Attila 
József nominatae, Acta Historica 102 (1995) 25M0.

54 On historicism see Várkonyi (1973) 174-176.
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others, the spectacular celebrations of the thousand year anniversary of the conquest, the Millennium, 
in 1896. Important representatives of this national-romantic school were, among others, Károly Szabó, 
who started from a realist background, or Gyula Rohonyi. The other major school of thought in the 
second half of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century was positivism. It was a complex 
philosophical school, influential primarily in the 19lh century, which strived for comprehensiveness 
and realism. Its main European representatives were its founder, the philosopher Comte, the historians 
Buckle, Lecky, Draper, the versatile Tainc, and the economic historian Mill, furthermore the 
philosopher Spencer.55 Historiography, which became a scientific field in this era, gained an important 
role within positivism, although its founder, Comte, regarded it only as an auxiliary science of society 
or social sciences. The positivist method cannot be identified with the positivist approach, which was 
later attacked by its opponents, mainly the representatives of phenomenology, according to which its 
main aim had been the mere collection of facts and data. Although conscious data gathering was an 
essential part of positivist methodology, even more important was their concise and complex analysis, 
a comparative methodology, and the establishment of correlations and laws. Positivist ideas reached 
Hungary as well and the fundamental works were translated also into Hungarian. While previously it 
was thought that positivist notions had an impact in Hungary only between 1867 and 1914, new 
research has shown that certain elements of this school of thought were present in the writings of some 
historians (e.g. Mihály Horváth, László Szalay etc.) already between 1830 and I860.56 Its heyday, 
however, started only around 1860, due to the effect of western positivist historiography. It is still a 
contested issue in Hungarian historiography, to what extent positivism really prevailed in Hungary, 
who can be counted unequivocally a representative of this approach, and to what extent was this an 
‘intellectual import’, or to what extent was it the product of local, internal socio-economic relations. 
Later, the opposing phenomenological school regarded Károly Tagányi, Ignác Acsády, Sándor Márki 
and Henrik Marczali as members of this school of historiography.57 58 Beside them, later historiography 
counted Gyula Pauler among positivist historians as wcll.5s Two significant scholars of the prehistory 
of Hungarians, Gyula Pauler and Henrik Marczali, were among those, whose approach was strongly 
influenced by positivism. We also have to emphasize that these two basic methodologies were not 
always at odds with each other, we may observe their mixing as well.

After the introduction of these two characteristic schools, we have to describe the main issues of 
the period, some of its representatives and their views on certain questions of prehistory. The main, 
dominant issue of the period was obviously the conquest, because of the Millennium. Contemporary 
Hungarian historiography took upon itself a significant role in the worthy celebration of the 
Millennium, since the Minister of Religion and Public Education had called upon the Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences (HAS) already in 1882 to establish the date of the conquest, ‘referring to the fact 
that common opinion has repeatedly and loudly expressed the wish of the heart of millions of the 
nation to celebrate the one thousandth anniversary of the settlement of the nation in Europe and the 
foundation of its state in a worthy manner’.59 Although the words ‘entry’, ‘settlement’ and 
‘foundation’ were used as well in connection with the move to the Carpathian Basin, ‘Conquest’ 
became entrenched and dominant term. Remarkably, the conquest was connected with the foundation 
of the state as well, which was attributed to King St. Stephen I by later historians because of the 
foundation of the Christian state. In the period between 1880 and 1900, it was undoubtedly the issue of 
conquest that dominated the emerging field of the study of the prehistory of the Hungarians; this is 
reflected in the quantity of published articles and monographs as well. The opinion of the researchers 
differed on many issues of the conquest, the four most renowned scholars commissioned by the 
Academy in 1883 could not even agree on its date, and came up with four different solutions: Tivadar

55 See Várkonyi (1973) 17-19.
56 For a review see the second volume of Várkonyi (1973).
57 See Várkonyi (1973) 167.
58 See Várkonyi (1973) 266.
5’ Millenárium (1883) 13.
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Bottka (884), Károly Szabó (889), Ferenc Salamon (897-898) and Gyula Pauler (895 and 900). Thus, 
‘the board made up of the most capable experts’, the Historical Board, after careful consideration of 
the opinions of the four specialists and the available sources, arrived at a very cautious, but valid 
decision, still worthy to follow. Accordingly, since ‘the indeterminate and sparse nature of the 
contemporary sources relegates the historian to the formation of the more or less probable 
hypotheses’, it can only be established ‘that before 888, Hungarians had not settled in the territory of 
our country yet, and by 900, the conquest of the territory of our country had been completed, the 
Hungarian state had been founded’. This opinion, composed by Arnold Ipolyi and Vilmos Fraknói, 
excluded only Tivadar Bottka’s date of 884, which was based on Anomymus, and did not choose from 
the dates proposed by the three other experts. According to the Historical Board, only this span of 
twelve years can be ascertained, and they did not venture to propose an exact date for the celebration 
of the Millennium, since ‘that is beyond the competence of the Academy’.60 In the end, the opinion of 
the ‘positivist’ Gyula Pauler prevailed and the celebrations of the Millennium were held based on his 
date (895), on the 1000th anniversary of the following year, in 1896.

Beside the conquest, there were other important debates in the period. Among these we have to 
emphasize the debate on the origins and language of the Hungarians, known as the ‘Ugrian-Turkic 
War’ in historiography. Its more distant precursors were the attempts at the identification of Hungarian 
as a Finno-Ugrian or Turkic language. The theory of Finno-Ugrian origin gained momentum, 
following some early, initial attempts, from the second half of the 18th century. A great role was played 
by Schlözer, well known for his anti-Hungarian sentiments, who connected Hungarian with Vogul and 
Permian languages, and criticized János Sajnovics’ work on the affinity between Hungarian and 
Lappish (1770), since he regarded these two languages, correctly, as only distant relatives. The 
German scholar also supported the work of Sámuel Gyarmathi, who published a book in 1799 on the 
affinity of Hungarian with languages of Finnish origin, with which he laid the foundations of 
Hungarian comparative linguistics. The results of these works found their way only to a meagre extent 
and in a controversial way into the historical works of the first half of the 19th century. György Pray, 
for example, hinted at the Finno-Ugrian affinity, otherwise he discussed the history of Hungarians 
with that of the Huns and Avars. The public opinion of the nobles of the first half of the 19th century 
was not willing to give up the traditional, highly esteemed Flun affinity and showed great antipathy 
towards the so-called ‘fish-greased’ Finno-Ugrian relatives of low prestige. It was Antal Rcguly’s 
(1819—1858) work among the Vogul and the Ostyák, which created a scientific basis for the modern 
theory o f Finno-Ugrian affinity, due to his illness and early death, however, he was not able to analyze 
and publish his enormous collection. The activity of the Finnish Castrén was similarly significant.61 
The analysis of Reguly’s collection was relegated to Pál Hunfalvy (1810-1891), who published his 
work A vogul föld és nép ( Vogul People and Vogul Land) in 1864. After his works on the Vogul and 
the Ostyák, he published a book called Magyarország elhnographiaja (The Ethnography o f Hungary) 
in 1876 with important data relating to the prehistory of Flungarians as well. In the beginning, 
Hunfalvy placed Hungarian between Finnish and Turkic languages; later, however, he considered it 
closer to Vogul and Ostyák with contacts with Chuvash Turkic. Similar views to Hunfalvy’s were 
propagated by the German József Budenz (1836-1892), who had been a private professor of Altaic 
comparative linguistics at the university of Pest since 1868. The Department of Altaic Studies, 
founded in 1872, reflected already in its name the mainstream opinion of the period, according to 
which Hungarian, together with the Finno-Ugrian languages, was a member of the Altaic language 
family. 2 This department became a very import centre of Finno-Ugrian comparative linguistics, 
among others due to the work of Budenz. After 1868, Budenz emphasized the Finno-Ugrian affinity of 
Hungarian, and considered the linguistic similarities with Turkic to be the result of later contacts.63 It

60 Millennium  (1883) 194-195.
61 On the 18th and 19lh century precursors of the theory of Finno-Ugrian affinity see Vékony (2002) 22-31.
62 Pusztay ( 1977) 162.
63 Vékony (2002) 32.

54



was after such precursors that the debate about Finno-Ugrian and Turkic linguistic affinity unfolded. 
It was triggered in 1869 by an article by Ármin Vámbéry (1832-1913), an outstanding Turkologist- 
Orientalist and traveller, on Hungarian-Turkic-Tartaric word correspondences, although he admitted 
that Hungarian has a closer affinity to Finno-Ugrian languages, primarily to Vogul, and considered 
the Turkic-Tartaric relationship only secondary. In 1871, Budenz wrote a review about Vámbéry’s 
study and sharply criticized his comparisons from a linguistic point of view. Vámbéry answered in a 
book entitled A magyarok eredete (The Origin o f the Hungarians) 10 years later (1882), in which he 
expounded his new ideas in a more radical way: Hungarian was a Turkic language, and Finno- 
Ugrian elements were secondary loans. The stance of the well-respected Vámbéry was partly a 
result of his resentment, but his education in Turkology obviously must have played a role in his 
departure from his previous views. The public opinion of the period understandably favoured 
Vámbéry against a foreigner, the German Budenz. This might have been partly due to the Turkish 
sympathy explainable by the political history of the period as well (Turkey was connected to the 
alliance of the Central Powers, which had been formed with the participation of the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy). As mentioned previously, the romantic-national tradition also favoured the 
Turks, who had played a more significant role in history compared to the much less momentous 
Finno-Ugrians. In the debate that unfolded after 1882 -  and was later termed the ‘Ugrian-Turkic 
War’ -  most members of Hungarian scholarly circles participated. Among the researchers of the 
period, the greater and more significant part of linguists supported Budenz, while most historians 
supported Vámbéry.64 The issue was debated primarily in the 1880s, but its reverberations could still 
be felt in the first decade of the 20th century. Beside the two persons starting the debate with should 
mention among the participants Pál Hunfalvy, Ferdinánd Barna and Bernát Munkácsy (1860-1927), 
who argued for the Finno-Ugrian school, and the Turkologist József Thúry (1861-1906), Aurél 
Török and Henrik Marczali, who jousted for the Turkic school.65 Beyond personal emotions and 
bias, this debate is not only important for the history of research, but had a great significance from 
many other aspects as well. On the one hand, the then emerging school of Finno-Ugrian 
comparative linguistics achieved a fundamental triumph, since, in his later works, even Vámbéry 
returned to his original views and accepted the (Finno-)Ugrian origins of Hungarian, and considered 
Hungarians a Ugrian-Turkic mixture.66 Due to this victory, the Finno-Ugrian affinity of the 
Hungarian language became an axiom of the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians. At the 
same time, this was a Pyrrhic victory, since it revealed a dichotomy still valid today: while 
acknowledging the Finno-Ugrian affinity, sometimes even at its expense, some researchers assign a 
great role to Turkic peoples, tribes, in Hungarian ethnogenesis. This duality has had a lasting effect 
on all disciplines interested in the prehistory of the Hungarians: while Finno-Ugrists, linguists of 
Hungarian, and ethnographers traced back the origin of the Hungarians to the Finno-Ugrian 
language family and calculated only with secondary Turkic influence, Turkologists and most 
historians considered Hungarians as mostly of Turkic origin.67 In this period, archaeologists 
supported the latter view as well, and regarded the Hungarians a nomadic people with fairly small 
population. We have to highlight József Hampel’s (1849-1913) work, who divided the finds of the 
Conquest Period of the Carpathian Basin into two groups: the material of the nomadic Hungarians 
and that of the autochthon, Slavic agriculturalists.

Beside the two most important debates on the conquest and origins, there were other, minor 
disputed issues as well, for example those of the organization of the Hungarians, of political 
leadership and of the foreign names of Hungarians. With regard to the socio-political organization 
of the Hungarians, 19th century research was rather divided. Although they strived at the 
differentiation between, and definition of, the larger (tribes) and smaller units (clans), even at

64 On the Ugrian-Turkic War generally see Pusztay (1977) 85-107.
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55



establishing their Hungarian names, sometimes these got mixed up.66 The concepts of clan and tribe 
was used by many as synonyms, e.g. by Pál Hunfalvy, Károly Szabó and Ferenc Salamon.68 69 Gyula 
Pauler had an important role in clearing up this question, and clearly differentiated between tribes 
(called by him genus, sometimes -  based on an analogy with the Scklcr -  szék) and clans.70 
Furthermore, an important role was played in the clearing of the definition of tribe as a political unit 
by the social historian László Beöthy, the Turkologist Ármin Vámbéry, the historian Henrik 
Marczali, and the legal historian Ákos Timon.71 By the end of the period, the 19th century, research 
on Plungarian origins arrived at a differentiation between the concepts of tribe and clan, and a 
definition of the main characteristics of these two organizational units, building, among others, on 
international ethnographic research. A related debated issue was the establishment of the Hungarian 
forms and the meaning of the seven tribal names found in Greek transcription in Constantine’s 
work. The reading of the tribal names was uncertain for a while, especially in the case of Kér and 
Keszi, where the forms Kara and Kaza or Kazi were preferred. It was Gyula Pauler who, following 
the renowned Károly Szabó, used the tribal names in their accepted and by now entrenched forms. 
Géza Nagy was a pioneer in the research on toponyms and compared the tribal names with later 
toponyms in Hungary.72 The explanation of the tribal names was already attempted in the 19lh 
century. Following an early attempt by Dankovszky in the first half of the 19lh century, János Jerncy 
traced back the names of the tribes to Hungarian words for body parts. In his opinion, these tribes 
defended specific parts of the horn-shaped camp.73 Beside Hungarian etymologies, well-known 
representatives of Hungarian Turkology tried Turkic etymologies in explaining our tribal names.74 It 
was Ferenc Salamon, who compared the tribal name Tarján with the Kliazar and Bulghar office 
tarchan, with which he founded the basis of an etymology still valid today.75 In one of his long- 
acccpted interpretations, Gyula Pauler compared the Hungarian tribal names Jenő and Gyarmat with 
similar Bashkir tribal names.76 Géza Nagy (1855-1915) was the first who tried to identify the names 
o f the three Kabar (Kavar) tribes, and established them as Székely, Kálóz and Varsány based on 
toponyms.77 It is the incontrovertible achievement of the research of the period to have been able to 
identify the tribal names in Greek transcription, and in a few cases it was possible to discover 
possible Turkic analogues as well. An especially lively debate unfolded about Constantine’s still 
mysterious sabartoi asphaloi. Part of the reason was that Byzantine studies in Hungary became a 
separate discipline around the end of the 1 9lh century. It was marked by Vilmos Pecz’s appointment 
as professor at the university in Budapest in 1895, and one of his task was the teaching of Byzantine

68 Generally on this issue from the point of view of historiography see Mesterházy (1980) 48^49.
69 See e.g. P. Hunfalvy: A magyar föld és magyar nép [The Hungarian land and the Hungarian people]. Pest 1864, 343-344; 
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and Modern Greek Studies.78 Beside Vilmos Pccz, it was the Turkologist József Thúry, furthermore 
Károly Fiók and Gyula Gyomlay, who took part in the sabartoi asphaloi debate.79

Having sketched the main trends and issues of the period, we now introduce briefly the main 
proponents of these trends and their views. Among the scholars mentioned so far, none can be 
considered a specialist of the prehistory of Hungarians, since the majority of their research was not 
aimed at the questions Hungarian origins, but some larger research area (Byzantine Studies, Finno- 
Ugrian Studies, Turkology, history etc.). It is an interesting phenomenon that many of the historians 
(e.g. Gyula Paulcr, Henrik Marczali, Ferenc Salamon) were prominent scholars not only of the 
Middle Ages, but also of early modern (16th to 18th century) Hungarian history as well. Thus, 
scholars of the prehistory of Hungarians showed great scientific versatility and polymathy, still 
characteristic of those times.

Among the scholars of the prehistory of Hungarians we have to mention first a major 
representative of the national-romantic school, Károly Szabó (1824—1890). This diligent and 
meticulous scholar had an exquisite philological training, and started to publish a great number of 
studies on the prehistory of Hungarians very early, from the 1850s.8" Based on these, he was the first 
in Hungarian historiography to publish a monograph with exclusively the early, 9th to 10th century, 
history of Hungarians in its focus in 1869. In this groundbreaking work, Szabó created a standard 
for prehistorians still valid today: the reconstruction of the prehistory of Hungarians must be based 
‘upon the critically evaluated sources’. Szabó, who struggled both against the biased, romantic 
school of István Horvát and against the foreign, anti-Hungarian German-Austrian historiography, 
became the outstanding proponent of the national-romantic or historicist school, despite his 
undoubtedly realist aspirations. In his above-mentioned main work, A magyar vezérek kora (The 
Age o f the Hungarian Chiefs), he attempted a reconciliation between western sources and the 11th 
century anonymous notary, Anonymus, whom he held in high esteem, but giving preference to the 
latter. He accepted the Hun-Hungarian continuity, dated the exodus from the homeland around the 
Volga and the Ural Mountains to 884 based on Anonymus, and called it ‘the first historically 
ascertained date’. Szabó arranged Constantine’s report and western sources around Anonymus’ 
story as well. Following from this, in his opinion between 884 and 887 Hungarians lived in Lebedia, 
between the rivers Don and Dnepr, and were the allies of the Khazars during these three years. 
Because of the attack of the Pechenegs, most of them moved to Etelköz, between the rivers Dnepr 
and Seret, where Árpád was elected as prince. Szabó dated the Hungarian-Bulgarian war to 888, 
just like the attack of the Pechenegs in alliance with the Bulgarians. Following Regino, he put the 
date of the conquest to 889, and reconstructed its course between 889 and 895 based on Anonymus. 
He followed a similarly romantic tradition in the presentation of the period of the raids. He 
represented the Hungarian warriors as following their historical vocation: ‘they were lead to warfare 
not by the promise of booty, but by fealty, the instinct of their soul and the call of their duty’.1' 1 
Despite his diligence and indisputable knowledge, Szabó was led astray by giving preference to later 
Hungarian tradition over Byzantine and western sources that provide far more information on the 
period of conquest. At the same time, Szabó could not make use of Muslim sources yet.

Another, less well-known representative of this romantic-national school was Gyula Rohonyi 
(1852-1921), a lawyer, a politician and an amateur historian. He wrote a general review about the 
conquest on the occasion the Millennium.82 He dated the exodus of the Hungarians from their 
homeland around the Volga to 889, based on the Regino’s data. Building on the three-year report of 
Constantine, he put the settlement of the Hungarians in Lebedia (between the rivers Dnepr and Bug) 
between 889 and 892, where they had been the neighbours and allies of the Khazars. From there they

78 On the beginnings of Hungarian Byzantine Studies see Olajos (1985) 381-399, esp. 384.
19 On the debate see Olajos (1985) 384-385.
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82 Gy. Rohonyi: A honfoglalás története [The history of the Conquest]. Budapest 1896.
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moved to Etelköz between the Dnestr (identified with the Etel) and the Lower Danube due to the 
surprise attack of the Kangar-Pechenegs, where the Kabars joined them. Rohonyi obviously had a 
view on chronology and the location of the settlement areas of the Hungarians that differed from those 
of other researchers. He followed the traditional view regarding the alliance with the Khazars and the 
election of Árpád as prince, which he dated to 893. He accepted Anonymus’ story about the passing 
near Kiev and the siege of the city. According to traditional terminology, he called the tribes ‘clans’, 
and followed an older tradition with regard to their names as well. Concerning the names of the chiefs, 
he considered Anonymus’ list earlier than that of the chronicles. Rohonyi identified the attack of the 
Pechenegs in Etelköz in 895 as the reason of the conquest, but reconstructed the process dated 
between 896 and 899 based on Anonymus, whom he considered most authentic. In his opinion, the 
Hungarians managed to occupy their new homeland due to their successful wars against the Bulghar 
chiefs (Salán, Marót, Glád) and the Moravians. He portrayed the settlement of the Hungarian chiefs 
based on the description of the anonymous notary as well. Despite its few interesting personal 
observations, Rohonyi’s work was fundamentally a conservative effort showing the characteristics of 
the romantic-national school.

We may regard Gyula Pauler (1841-1903), the son of the legal historian Ákos Pauler, the most 
prominent representative of the positivist school. The head archivist of the Hungarian National 
Archives was not only an expert in the prehistory of the Hungarians and the following early Hungarian 
history of the Árpád Period, but was an outstanding researcher of 17th century Hungarian history as 
well (he published a still indispensable, two-volume monograph on the Wesselényi movement). 
Among his works on the prehistory of the Hungarians, his study on the localization of the settlement in 
Levedia and Etelköz and the Conquest,83 and a fundamental, very thoroughly annotated monograph84 
covering the Hungarian history of the 9th and 10th centuries should be highlighted. We have to 
emphasize that, after the work of Károly Szabó, this was the second attempt at a concise analysis of 
these two centuries. Characteristically for his period and positivist historiography, Pauler examined 
Hungarian history only from the phase when certain written sources were already available; thus, he 
did not touch upon pre-9th century prehistory. In his opinion, the stock-breeding, nomadic Bashkirian 
Hungarians, who counted not more than sixty thousand and were divided into seven tribes, moved to 
their new home, Lebcdia, between the rivers Don and Dnepr, around 830, where they were joined by 
the Kabars. Pauler followed the general view of contemporary historiography when postulated an 
alliance between the Khazars and the Hungarians. According to him, the Pechenegs, who had been 
driven out by the Uz and the Khazars, attacked the Hungarians, who then settled down in Etelköz (in 
his interpretation: Vízköz [Interfluve]), between the Dnepr and the Lower Danube. Here, on Khazar 
initiative, Árpád was elected as prince above the more powerful gyula, who also had judicial authority, 
and the kende, who was leading the army. Pauler described the conquest as the result of the attack of 
the Bulgarians and the Pechenegs, and dated its beginning to 895, its completion to 900. He described 
both the raids and the internal relations of the Hungarians until Stephen I ’s rule more realistically than 
contemporary historiography. Pauler’s synthesis is superior to Károly Szabó’s similar, earlier work, 
since it was based on contemporary foreign sources closer to the events, and handled later Hungarian 
sources (Anonymus, the chronicles) with more criticism. The bias for later Hungarian sources 
characteristic generally for the national-romantic school did not prevail in his use of the sources.

Gyula Pauler’s younger, renowned colleague, Henrik Marczali (1856-1940), who far outlived him, 
was also famous representative of the positivist school. Similarly to Pauler, he was also a prominent 
researcher of later periods, among others of the 18th century (e. g. he wrote a monograph on Maria 
Theresa). In the light of Pauler’s authority, it is surprising that it was not him, but Marczali, who was 
assigned the honourable duty to write the chapter on the prehistory of the Hungarians and the 
Conquest in the first volume of the representative ten-volume A Magyar Nemzet Története (History o f

83 Gy. Pauler. Lcbedia, Etelköz, Millenárium [Lebedia, Etelköz, Millennium], Századok 1880, 1-21,98-115.
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the Hungarian Nation), edited by Sándor Szilágyi on the occasion of the Millennium.85 Marczali 
undertook a most challenging task, since there were numerous conflicting theories concerning the 
origins of the Hungarians, and there were disputes between the different schools and their proponents 
regarding the questions of later, 9th century history and the Conquest as well. Marczali solved the 
problem well. According to his compromise, Hungarians were a mixed people, since Turkic 
conquerors subjugated the Ugrians. In agreement with the generally accepted view of his period, he 
considered Magna Hungária, the region around the river Ural, the homeland of the Hungarians. 
Following Pauler, he located their homeland during the migration, Lcbedia, between the Don and the 
Dnepr, in the plain around the Sea of Azov. As a consequence, he placed the Etelköz settlement area 
between the Dnepr and the Scrct. With regard to political organization, he identified Lebed (Levedi) 
provisionally as kende, who was, after the move to Etelköz, followed by Árpád as prince on Khazar 
initiative. Marczali counted with an early alliance with the Khazars, and full independence in Etelköz. 
As for the cause of the conquest, he mentioned the attack of the Pecheneg-Bulghar alliance; he 
connected its completion with the raids in Italy in 899. In connection with the occupation of, and 
settlement in, the Carpathian Basin, he reviewed the Hungarian tradition as preserved in Anonymus’ 
work and the chronicle, but did not handle themt as authentic sources. He put forward an interesting 
proposition, one that was to be formulated again later on: he connected the Aba clan with the Kabars 
and located their settlement area around the Mátra Mountains. Marczali gave a comprehensive, if not 
complete, review of the 10th century as well, which he called the period of raids, a term that was soon 
to be entrenched.

We have to touch upon the question, to what extent foreign research knew the prehistory of the 
Hungarians, and how much they were interested in it. It was mainly the prominent foreign scholars of 
the then emerging fields of Byzantine and Oriental Studies who knew the prehistory of the Hungarians 
because of their sources, and touched upon some of its events in their works. We can meet references 
to the prehistory of the Hungarians primarily in the works of German scholars. Among them we have 
to emphasize the role of the renowned orientalist J. Marquart, who drew important conclusions 
relevant to the prehistory of the Hungarians in his fundamental work in 1903, mainly in connection 
with Muslim sources.86 Thus, by identifying GardTzfs mysterious river, the D.b, with the Kuban, he 
laid the foundations of the theory of the Caucasian homeland. He connected Ibn Rusta’s report about 
the Khazars preparing for defence against the Hungarians with the building of Sarkéi of the Byzantine 
sources. All in all, foreign historiography showed little interest in the prehistory of the Hungarians, 
and within that it was not the conquest, but more the frequent raids, affecting medieval Europe to a 
much greater extent, that drew the attention of contemporary historians.87

If we want to sum up briefly the main characteristics and results of 19th century research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians, we may establish the following. Due to the development of national and 
international linguistic fields, the (Finno-)Ugrian origin of the Hungarian language and people moved 
to the forefront, it was, however, debated by certain scholars and part of the public opinion for reasons 
of politics and prestige. Among the “Zeitgeist” and the ideological movements of the period in 
Hungary we may find, among others, the conservative national-romantic (historicist) school of thought 
and the cosmopolitan positivism, building on the primacy of facts and the conclusions that may be 
drawn from them, but perceived as foreign by public opinion and represented by foreign researchers, 
especially in linguistics (Budenz). We may also reckon with the mixture of these two approaches. The 
politically supported national-romantic school (e.g. Károly Szabó, Gyula Rohonyi, Ármin Vámbéry 
etc.), focusing on national grandeur and finding it in the glorious past, jousted for the theory of Turkic 
origins, stressed the importance of the conquest in connection with the 1000th anniversary, and 
followed mainly the Hungarian tradition (Anonymus) in its reconstruction, although they did make use 
of contemporary foreign sources as well. The prominent representatives of the positivist school (e.g.

85 S. Szilágyi (1895).
86 J. Marquart: Osteuropäische und ostasiatische Streifzüge. Leipzig 1903.
87 See e.g. R. Lüttich'. Ungarnzüge in Europa im 10. Jahrhundert. Berlin 1910.
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Gyula Pauler, Henrik Marczali etc.) analyzed the events of the prehistory of the Hungarians primarily 
on the basis of contemporary foreign sources, used the later Hungarian tradition with strong criticism, 
and reviewed the texts of Anonymus and the chronicles rather sceptically. An important scientific 
result of the period was the publication of the sourcebook entitled A Magyar Honfoglalás Kútfői 
(Sources of the Hungarian Conquest) in 1900 and the monographs prepared for the Millennium, the 
first volume of the Magyar Nemzet Története (History o f the Hungarian Nation); the representative 
volume edited by Dezső Csánki called Árpád és az Árpádok (Árpád and the Árpád Dynasty),88 the 
monographs of Pauler and others on the occasion of the Millennium,88 89 and other studies and debate 
articles. While we can hardly talk about a consensus in the questions of origins, language and the 
conquest, some form of agreement regarding the issues of political history was reached in the literature 
of the period. Among these were that Árpád was the first prince, that before him it was the kende and 
the gyula who were leading the seven Hungarian tribes, and that the Hungarians were the allies of the 
Khazars. The joining of the Kabars was dated late and located in Etelköz. The cause of the conquest 
was identified in the attack of the Pechenegs, and the move from the homeland around the Ural 
Mountains (Magna Hungária) to Lebedia was explained by an earlier attack of the Pechenegs as well. 
In terms of the political organization of the Hungarian tribal alliance, most scholars reckoned with 
tribes and clans after long debates. By the turn of the century, more or less uniform forms of the tribal 
names became accepted, but their complex etymological interpretation was yet to be accomplished.

3. Research on the prehistory o f  Hungarians between the two World Wars 
(1918-1945): the period of the dominance ofphenomenology

In the 20th century history of Hungary, the lost World War I played a very important role. As a 
consequence of this defeat, the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy disintegrated, which, while brought 
about the complete political independency of Hungary, led to an economic recession. Hungarian 
society was shaken by the 1918-19 revolution and a short Communist rule, after the fall of which a 
right wing government came to power: the so-called counterrevolution system, hallmarked by the 
name of the governor Miklós Horthy. The greatest convulsion for Hungarian society was caused by 
the peace treaty ending World War I: with the Treaty of Trianon in 1920, Hungary lost two third of its 
pre-war territory. The lost areas inhabited by a large Hungarian minority were annexed to 
neighbouring countries.

The shock of the peace treaty of Trianon affected Hungarian society as a whole, and the 
intellectual-scientific sphere was not an exception either. The cultural policy of the Horthy era, whose 
main proponent was Count Kuno Klebelsberg, a supporter of the so-called ‘cultural supremacy 
concept’, can be regarded as a reply to Trianon. As part of this positive cultural policy, numerous 
schools were established and scientific research and higher education received greater support. To 
make up for the loss of the university in Kolozsvár (Cluj), and with the relocation of its excellent 
lecturers, the university of Szeged was founded in 1923 and gained an important role in Hungarian 
academic life. Although Budapest preserved its central role, intellectual life started to become 
multipolar due to universities outside Budapest. As far as research on the prehistory of the Hungarians 
was concerned, this meant that beside, from time to time in opposition to, the researchers of the 
capital, the ‘Budapest school’, there emerged a ‘Szeged school’ from the 1930s on. It is difficult to 
explain why it was Szeged from among the other provincial universities, where research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians started to unfold, and is still flourishing. Maybe one of the reasons was 
that the university of Szeged was an heir to the university of Kolozsvár, and after Trianon there was an 
increased interest, both in the motherland and among the Hungarian minorities living in neighbouring

88 D. Csánki (ed.): Árpád és az Árpádok [Árpád and the Árpád Dynasty], Budapest 1907.
89 See also S. Borovszky. A honfoglalás története [The histoiy of the Conquest], Budapest 1894.
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countries, in the prehistory of the Hungarians as a symbol of roots, which could counterbalance, for 
example in Romania, the ideologies propagated by the majority nation (the theory of Daco-Romanian 
continuity). Of course, another explanation might be that there were always researchers at the 
university of Szeged who were involved in a field that was both popular and politically supported 
between the two World Wars. We have to emphasize, however, that neither the Budapest, nor the 
Szeged ‘school’ can be considered uniform, both had prominent personalities and opinion leaders, 
there were even personal contacts and relationships between them. Among the excellent scholars of 
the ‘Budapest school’ we may list Bálint Hóman, Count István Zichy, Gyula Németh and Lajos Ligeti, 
while among those of the ‘Szeged school’ Gyula Mészáros and Elemér Moór should be mentioned.

Research on the prehistory of the Hungarians between the two World Wars can be characterized 
better by schools of thought than by location, although these show some mixing this time as well. On 
the one hand, the positivist school from before World War I still had some influence, although to a 
decreasing extent, and its proponents who were still alive (e.g. Henrik Marczali) were pushed to the 
background. The official position considered positivism sometimes an out-of-date, at other times 
liberal or Marxist, approach, and it was strongly criticised by the representatives of the now 
widespread Hungarian phenomenological school. There were some scholars whose work can be 
considered as part of the national-romantic (historicist) school of the previous period (e.g. János 
Karácsonyi). The most popular, preferred and officially supported school of thought of the period was 
phenomenology (e.g. Gyula Székfű, Bálint Hóman, József Dcér etc.). The genesis of this trend can be 
traced back to German historicism in the second half of the 19th century (Ranke, Dilthey etc.), its 
Hungarian predecessors can be found in pre-positivist Hungarian historiography. In the foreword of 
the first volume of the representative synthesis of the period, the Magyar Történet (.Hungarian 
History) by Bálint Hóman and Gyula Székfű, the authors characterized the ‘in the real sense of the 
word cultural-historical or, as it is today also called, phenomenological’ approach or method the 
following way: ‘This method does not divide national history into political, economic, social and 
cultural processes’, but ‘conceives of history as one organic process. The movers of human history do 
not work in isolation; they all make their impact together and simultaneously, and among them it is the 
intangible, spiritual ones that — being the prime movers -  govern, and establish the measure of, 
everything. Human history is nothing but the history of the human spirit. Hungarian history is nothing 
but the history of the Hungarian spirit, the description of those forms which it has taken for thousand 
years.’90 It is clear from this quote that the phenomenological school focused on the research of 
spiritual and personal factors, and economic, social, political etc. aspects were regarded as 
subordinate. In this approach, the national and the individual came to the front. This school may be 
considered the up-to-date, modernized version of the national-romantic approach. Finally, we have to 
pay attention to scholars who did not belong to any of these schools, but expounded their opinion as 
representatives of a special field (Byzantine Studies, Turkology, linguistics etc.) (e.g. Gyula 
Moravcsik, Gyula Németh, Lajos Ligeti, Elemér Moór). We also have to mention that by the end of 
the period the prehistory of the Hungarians was connected to a number of radical, mystical concepts as 
well: in connection with the theory of Turkic origin, the ‘Turanian notion’ gained emphasis, and in 
politics concepts borrowed from prehistory served to express radical right wing ideologies (e.g. 
Etelköz Alliance etc.).

Despite its shortness, this quarter century can be regarded as quite significant in the research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians. Although this time there were no outstanding anniversaries like the 
Millennium at the end of the previous century, important debates on certain questions were still going 
on, major monographs (synthesis), books and studies were published. This time, the debates took place 
not only between scholars, but also between trends and schools of thoughts. The probably most import 
issue concerned the origin of the Hungarians and was basically the continuation of the ‘Ugrian—Turkic 
War’ of the end of the 19lh century, although it did have effects on the research on Hungarian

90 Hóman-Szekfü (1928) 6 7.
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homelands as well. In the words of Elemér Moór, the ‘second Ugrian-Turkic war’ was started.91 In 
reality, this debate was just as important within Turkology like in historiography.

The starting point of the debate was provided by the works and findings of the outstanding 
Turkologist and linguist Zoltán Gombocz (1877-1935) in the first decade of the 20th century. He 
tackled the issue of early or pre-Conquest Turkic loanwords in Hungarian in numerous works.92 He 
explained most of them as Bulghar Turkic, on the other hand he categorized Khazar as Common 
Turkic. According to Gombocz, the Hungarians living in the area of the Volga and Kama rivers 
borrowed their Bulghar-Turkic loanwords from the Volga Bulghars between 600 and 800. Following 
Gombocz’s theory, Gyula Németh categorized as Bulghar-Turkic those Turkic tribal alliances as well 
in whose names the element ‘Ogur’ could be reconstructed, like the Onogurs.93 Later Gombocz 
changed his view due to István Zichy’s method of linguistic palaeontology, dated the contact earlier, 
between 463 and 600, and located it in the south, around the river Kuban, where the Hungarians would 
arrive because of the Turkic migrations in 463. Gyula Németh agreed with this view as well. The 
above theories were important with regard to the place of the borrowing of the Turkic loanwords and 
the location of the settlement area and homeland of the Hungarians.

While these theories examined the Turkic loanwords, many theories went further and assigned a 
fundamental role to Turkic populations in Hungarian ethnogenesis. István Zichy identified the 200- 
300 Turkic loanwords in Hungarian as part of the original Hungarian vocabulary and not as 
loanwords. In a previous work he suggested that the historical Hungarians emerged through the 
unification of Hun and Bulghar elements near the Caucasus.94 In a later work, he located the mixing of 
Ugrian and Turkic elements more to the north and dated it earlier. He supposed that before the 5th 
century, the predecessors of the hunter-gatherer Obi-Ugrians and the agriculturalist Onogurs came into 
contact, the latter subjugated the former, but after a transitional bilingual period they took up their 
Finno-Ugrian language. Around the migrations of the 460s, some of Onogurs moved to the Caucasus 
region with the Finno-Ugrian Hungarians, while a smaller part of them stayed in their original 
homeland.95 This theory basically counted with elements of Ugrian and Hun-Bulghar or Onogur origin 
in Hungarian ethnogenesis. Similarly to István Zichy Hóman also raised the possibility that before the 
5lh century AD, the Proto-Hungarians of Ugrian origin mixed with the Onogurs who subjugated 
them.96 Beside this Bulghar-Turkic linguistic influence and the mixing with the Ogurs-Onogurs, some 
researchers, called ‘Neo-Vámbérists’ by their opponents, increasingly supported the theory of a 
southern homeland near the river Kuban. In accordance with Gombocz and Zichy, Gyula Németh also 
located the homeland of the Hungarians between 463 and 800 here, where Hungarians lived, in his 
opinion, in the large Turkic-speaking nomadic empires. He considered some of the ethnonyms 
referring to Hungarians (Turk, Onogur, Sabir) as proof of this. Furthermore, he explained most of the 
tribal names from Turkic. His etymological attempts were most certainly ground-breaking, even if 
they were criticized with good reason already in his life, and some of them were revoked by the author 
himself later on. Németh, however, thought that not only the tribal names, but the tribes themselves 
were of Turkic origin, and were organized into a nation, ‘hétmagyar' (‘Seven Hungarians’) by the 
Ugrian Megyei.97 Thus, the ‘Turkic’ theories worked out by the Turkologists and historians of the 
‘Budapest school’ drew conclusions from Turkic loanwords in Hungarian not only on the possible 
locations of the Hungarian-Turkic contact, but also suggested the participation of Hungarians in 
nomadic empires, and even a strong mixing between the Ugrian Hungarians and the Bulghar-Turkic

91 Moór (1943) 7-8.
92 Z. Gombocz: Die bulgarisch-türkischen Lehnwörter in der ungarischen Sprache. Helsinki 1912; idem (L. Ligeti ed.):

Honfoglalás előtti bolgár török jövevényszavaink [Our pre-Conquest Bulghar-Turkic loanwords]. Budapest 1960.
93 Németh: On ogur, hét ogur és Dentümegyor [On ogur, seven Hungarian, Dentumoger], Magyar Nyelv 17 (1921) 205-207;
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94 Zichy (1925) 64-65.
95 Cf. Zichy ( \939).
96 Hóman-Szekfű (1928) 25 27.
97 Compare Németh (1930).
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Onogurs before the 5th century AD around the river Kama, or later, between the 5th and 8th centuries, in 
the southern, Caucasian homeland. The supposed Turkic etymology of many of the tribal names 
provided support for such mixing as well. There was a disagreement between the Budapest and Szeged 
‘schools’ regarding the lifestyle of early Hungarians as well: the representatives of the former 
considered the Hungarians semi-nomadic, referring to the existence of agriculture, the latter, however, 
held them fully nomadic."

It was primarily the above-mentioned ‘Szeged school’ that stepped up against the ‘Turkic’ theory, 
especially the linguist Elemér Moór (1891-1974) and the Turkologist Gyula Mészáros." The latter 
questioned Gyula Németh’s etymologies of the ethnonyms and tribal names mainly from a 
Turkological point of view. Elemér Moór similarly debated Németh’s explanations for the tribal 
names, in certain cases (e.g. Nyék) he ruled out a Turkic origin completely. He also expressed his 
doubts concerning the ethnonyms and pointed out that the Turkic ethnonyms used to describe 
Hungarians demonstrate again the importance of the connections with the Khazars. He argued against 
a homeland near the Kuban as well. In his opinion, the Hungarians moved to the Don (Levedia) 
around the middle of the 7th century and here they became subjects of the Khazar Empire. It was due to 
the connections with the agriculturalist Bulghars from the Don, the Kabars joining the Hungarians, and 
the Khazars themselves, that the Turkic loanwords were taken up into Hungarian language."10 It is 
much harder to evaluate the results of the ‘second Ugrian-Turkic war’ than of the first. One of the 
main proponents of the ‘Ugrian school’, Elemér Moór talked about the victory of the ‘countryside’ and 
thought to observe the break-up of the ‘Turkicizing Pest school’ in connection with the publication of 
the studies in the volume A magyarság őstörténete (The prehistory o f the Hungarians), edited by Lajos 
Ligeti, which represented a different view.101 In reality, we may say that the ‘Turkic theory’ dominated 
Hungarian historiography of the prehistory of the Hungarians between the two World Wars, and was a 
much more popular and politically more supported view. At the same time, representatives of the 
‘Turkic theory’ were themselves arguing about the location of the Turkic linguistic contact and the 
Hungarian homeland. It was also debated, to what extent the Ugrian Hungarians mixed with Turkic 
population and with which ones. The Turkic school advocated a peculiar contradiction when they 
basically excluded the Khazars from the group of possible linguistic donors, because they regarded 
them people speaking Common Turkic language, although the earlier Hungarians were beyond doubt 
in contact with them.

Below the works and views of the outstanding scholars of the period between the two World Wars 
are going to be reviewed. First, we have to list the outstanding proponent of the phenomenological 
school, the most representative scholar of the era, Bálint Hóman (1885-1951). Hóman, as an excellent 
scholar of the Middle Ages, wrote significant monographs and studies on numerous issues (on 
monetary history, St. Stephen I etc.). He took part in political life and worked as Minister of Culture. 
The young Hóman wrote an important study on the eastern sources of the prehistory of the 
Hungarians,102 reviewed the settlement of the conquering Hungarian tribes,103 and then wrote a book at 
the beginning of the 1920s on the Hungarian Conquest and settlement.104 He wrote his most important

9,s For semi- or partial nomadism see Zichy (1923) 73-74; Zichy (1939) 13 14; for semi-nomadic lifestyle se J. Deér (1943) 
145; for nomadic lifestyle see K. Cs. Sebestyén: A honfoglaló magyarok fóldmívelése [The agriculture of the conquering 
Hungarians], Magyar Nyelv 11 (1915) 63-74; Moór (1943) 14-17.

99 For his relevant prc-1920 work see Gy. Mészáros: Magna Ungaria (A baskir-magyar kérdés) [Magna Ungaria (The 
Bashkirian-Hungarian question)]. Budapest 1910.

100 Moór (1943) 50-53, 83-84.
101 Moór (1943) 85.
102 B. Hóman'. A magyar őstörténet keleti forrásai [The eastern sources of the prehistory of the Hungarians], Századok (1908) 
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synopsis on origins in the first volume of the Magyar Történet (Hungarian History), on the prehistory 
and early history of the Hungarians, partly based on this latter book. Roman described in detail the 
Finno-Ugrian origin of the Hungarians, touched on the deep-seated connections with Turkic peoples 
(mixing with the Onogurs before the 5th century), and sketched the steppe background of Hungarian 
history from the Huns up till the Khazars. According to Hóman, the Proto-Hungarians were subjugated 
by the Khazars at the end of the 7th century, and appeared in Levedia, the area between the Kuban and 
the Dnepr, around the middle of the 9lh century. In his opinion, at that time the Hungarian tribal 
alliance was led by kende Előd, the vizier looked out by the kagan, and gyula Almos, who had 
juridical authority. Between 885 and 890, the attack of the Pechenegs, who had been driven out by the 
Uz-Khazar alliance, forced the Hungarians to move on. Hóman located Etelköz (“interfluve”) between 
the Dnepr and the Lower Danube, where Árpád was elected as prince through the ritual of blood 
covenant or contract and raising on a shield by the tribal leaders, and through this the Hungarians were 
freed from Khazar supremacy. He considered the 892 Moravian and 894 Pannonian raids as 
preparations for the conquest. Although Hóman supported the theory of conscious conquest, he did 
hold the second attack of the Pechenegs in 895 partly responsible. He was the one who came up with 
the hypothesis of the wave of migrations of people started by the action of Ismä’Tl ibn Ahmad in 893 
that set off the Hungarian Conquest as well. Another long lasting theory of his concerned the 
settlement of the conquering tribes and clans and was based Anonymus and the chronicles. He 
assumed that the ruling tribe of the prince located in the centre was surrounded in a ring-like fashion 
by the other six tribes; three in the west (the tribes of Lél, the horkas and Botond), three in the east 
(the tribes of the gyula, Ond and Kende), and on the north there were the three Kabar tribes led by the 
Aba clan. Hóman did not regard the post-Conquest raids ‘capricious military adventures or looting 
enterprises’, in his opinion, ‘a system based on political interests and consciousness can be recognized 
in the 10th century campaigns and alliances of the Hungarians’.105 His significance is shown by the fact 
that his theories had an effect not only in his era, but remained influential later on as well.

Another important scholar of the period was the 10 year older Count István Zichy (1879-1951), 
who was almost exclusively engaged in the prehistory of the Hungarians. In his first significant 
synthesis he originated the Hungarian language from the Finno-Ugrian family, and examined 
thoroughly the stagnating, backward Finno-Ugrian peoples in light of the ethnographic and linguistic 
data. Fie called one branch of the Ugrians Hungarian-Ugrian. In the second part of his work, he educed 
a major transformation and development of the Hungarians and their culture from the study of 
Bulghar-Turkic loanwords in Hungarian. In his opinion, the Ugrian-Hungarians mixed with Hun- 
Bulghar elements and moved to the vicinity of the Caucasus. For three hundred years, when living in 
Levedia on the Lower Don, the Hungarians were part of the Khazar Empire, and from there they 
moved to Etelköz, located between the Dnepr and the Serct. According to him, Levcdi was the kündü, 
while Árpád was first the gyula, and became later the prince.106 107 After the study on the pre-Conquest 
settlement history, his second major, although short, synopsis was published in 1939. In this work he 
expressed again his doubts about the linear Finno-Ugrian descent of the Hungarians, and expounded 
that ‘we cannot accept as self-evident fact the identity of the language and the ethnic origin of the 
Hungarians’. 07 He located the mixing of the Ugrians with the Onogurs in the north, around the river 
Kama, and dated it before the 5th century BC. In his opinion the Hungarians, who moved to the vicinity 
of the Caucasus, belonged first to Kubrat’s empire, later formed the majority of Bajan’s population 
surrendering to the Khazars. Zichy estimated the duration of Khazar rule around two hundred years, 
and assumed that the Hungarians moved to Levedia, between the Don and the Dnepr, at the beginning 
of the 9th century. Contrary to Gyula Németh, he identified Árpád’s tribe, Megyer, as Turkic as well, 
and excluded Turkic origin only in the case of the Nyék tribe.

105 Hóman-Szekfű (1928) 155.
106 Zichy (1923).
107 Zichy (1939) 5.
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Homan’s disciple, József Deér (1905-1972), should also be regarded as a significant scholar of 
Hungarian origins of the period. He was a lecturer first at the Szeged University, later, in Budapest, 
and finally, after his emigration, at the university in Bern. He was a proponent of the 
phenomenological school, and followed in many cases Homan’s views, thus, despite his professorship 
at Szeged, he cannot be regarded as a devoted representative of the Szeged school. The young Deér 
wrote first a book about early Hungarian foreign policy,108 later he synthesized his views on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians in a phenomenological monograph on pagan and Christian Hungarians.109 
Deér regarded the Hungarians a steppe population and in the first chapter of his book he reviewed the 
general characteristics of these people. He assumed that the amorphous steppe drove is organized from 
above, ‘it becomes a people when it receives an organizer, a ruler and a dynasty’.110 Deér reckoned 
that the mounted Hungarian warriors, after having left the Ugrian homeland, joined a Bulghar-Turkic 
population before the 5lh century. Afterwards they were subjects of the Onogur, Savir, Turkic and 
Khazar empires following each other. In Deér’s opinion, kiindii Leved was the representative of 
Khazar rule, and during the 9lh century, following the deterioration of Khazar supremacy, his power 
weakened and the main authority was delegated to gyula Almos. The election of Árpád took place in 
the last decades of the 9th century, in Etelköz, the new home between the Dnepr and the Dnestr. 
Through the ritual of blood contract, the Hungarians and the Kabar tribes formed a new people, the 
íhétmagyar,(iSeven Hungarians’). Thus, the new element of Deér’s concept is that in his opinion the 
Hungarian nation was formed shortly before the Conquest, through the creation of the principality and 
under the leadership of the Árpád Dynasty. Beside the prince he mentioned two other offices, the 
judicial authority of the gyula and the horka. In his opinion, this duality of major offices beside the 
prince is also a proof of Turkic type political organisation. Another significant, but short study on the 
conquering Hungarians by Deér appeared in 1943, in the volume edited by Lajos Ligeti.111 According 
to Deér, after the Pctcheneg attack, some of the Hungarian tribes moved from Etelköz into the 
Carpathian Basin through the pass of Vereckc, while the tribes living in the south-western part of 
Etelköz and Levente’s (Liuntika) army, which had just been defeated by the Bulgarians, moved in 
through the Transylvanian passes in 896, and occupied Transdanubia after the raid in Italy in 900. He 
assumed that the Hungarians, counting around 200-300 thousand, settled down in the lowlands and the 
hilly areas, while the Slav minorities lived in the forested mountain areas. In this work, Deér too 
emphasized the importance of the election of Árpád, through which the previously loosely 
collaborating tribes were transformed into a nation, the ‘hétmagyar’ (Seven Hungarians). Deér 
published an important study in 1945, in which, contrary to his previous views, he distinguished two 
chronological layers in Constantine’s story: he dated the story of Levedi and the savartoi asphaloi to 
the earlier, 7th century layer and that of Álmos and Árpád to the later, 9th century layer.112

János Karácsonyi (1858-1929), whom we may regard a representative of the earlier, national- 
romantic school, summarised the prehistory of the Hungarians in two volumes. First he reviewed the 
history of the period up till the Conquest,113 then that of the period till the foundation of the Hungarian 
state.114 Karácsonyi was an excellent medievalist, his most enduring work was written about 
Hungarian clans. Karácsonyi mentioned a Finno-Hungarian proto-language, located the most ancient 
Hungarian homeland between the rivers Don, Volga and Manich during the period between the 3rd
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Century BC and the 3rd century AD. He denied the consanguinity with the Huns or the Turks. In his 
opinion, the Hungarians were subjugated by the Turkic Onogurs between 453 and 600 and got their 
name Ungri because of this. Because of the attack of the Khazars, the Onogurs moved to Onoguria 
between the Don and the Dnepr, where the Hungarians lived with them between 600 and 863. He 
assumed that, in accordance with the 10 tribes of the Onogurs, the Hungarians had ten tribes as well, 
but we know only the names of the seven tribes that remained after the break-up. He suggested that the 
Khazars conquered Onoguria around 710 and the Hungarians, mixed with the Onogurs, lived under 
their supremacy for 150 years. The Khagan (Kajan) ordered the kiindii, who had military and judicial 
authority (Lcvedi between 850 and 863), to support him with twenty thousand mounted warriors in 
case of a military campaign. In his opinion, in the winter of 862-863, the Pechcncgs attacked the 
Hungarians during the 862 western raid. The seven tribes living on the Dnepr fled towards the west, 
the three tribes living on the Lower Don fled towards the southeast. Karácsonyi assumed that the 
Hungarians lived between the Danube and Dnestr, called Etelköz (Atilköz) after the Dnestr, between 
863 and 896, where they elected Árpád as prince on Khazar initiative. In his opinion, it was the 895- 
896 raid against Bulgaria, which led to the conquest. After the serious defeat Levente had suffered, 
Árpád decided to evade the expected counterattack of the Bulgarians and the Pechenegs, and moved to 
the Carpathian Basin with his people in the summer of 896. Karácsonyi denied that the occupation of 
the sparsely populated, politically divided new homeland would have been the result of warfare, and in 
accordance with this he used the word ‘foundation’ instead of ‘Conquest’ in the title of his second 
book. In this latter work, he made an interesting attempt at reconstructing the location of the tribes in 
their new home. The basis of this was the lack of the name of a tribe in the place names of a given 
area. In his two books, Karácsonyi offered a significantly different reconstruction of the early history 
of the Hungarians regarding both chronology and the history of events, and the writing of ethnonyms, 
tribal and personal names.

After the historians of the period, we also have to mention the Turkologists. Especially important 
place is taken up by Zoltán Gombocz and Gyula Nemeth, but we should also list those then younger 
researchers (Lajos Ligeti, Tibor Halasi-Kun, Károly Czeglcdy), who started their scientific careers at 
the end of this period. Gyula Németh (1890-1975) was one of the most influential researchers of the 
period, and published significant studies already at a young age."7 As mentioned above, he followed 
in most of his statements the well-respected and acclaimed Zoltán Gombocz. One of the most 
significant works on the prehistory of the Hungarians of the period is most certainly Németh’s 
monograph published in 1930.'16 In this work Nemeth as a Turkologist undertook the task of 
demonstrating ‘beside the ancient Finno-Ugrian element, what role Turks had in the formation of the 
conquering Hungarians’.115 * 117 In the first part of his work, he reviewed the organization ofTurkic tribes 
and peoples, their transformations, the meaning of their ethnonyms, and the history of Bulghar-Turkic 
peoples and Huns, who had contacts with the Hungarians. He assumed that the Hungarians lived in the 
south, in the so-called Caucasian homeland, on the river Kuban between 465 and 800, in Levedia 
between the Don and the Dnepr between 830 and 889, then west of the Dnepr, in the area of the five 
rivers between 889 and 895. He considered Turkic loanwords and ethnonyms (Ungri, Sabir, Turk) as 
proof of the southern homeland, and suggested that the Hungarians were vassals of the Onogur- 
Bulghar, Sabir, Turk and Khazar Empires. The most important part of his book was devoted to the 
linguistic examination of the names of the Hungarian tribes, in which he tried to work out a coherent 
system. In his opinion, two tribes and their names were Finno-Ugrian, the others were of Turkic 
origin. He suggested that the Finno-Ugrian Nyék and Megycr tribes and the Turkic Kürt and Gyarmat 
tribes formed the earlier layer of the tribal system, and were joined again and again by Turkic tribes in

115 See e.g. Gy. Németh: Bolgár-török jövevényszavainkhoz [On our Bulghar-Turkic loanwords], Magyar Nyelv 11 (1915) 
316-318; idem: On ogur, hét magyar, Dentümogyer [On ogur, seven Hungarian, Dentumoger], In: Gy. Németh (ed.): 
Körösi Csorna Archívum I. Budapest 1921-1925, 148-155.

" 6 Németh (\930).
117 Németh (1930) 3.
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later periods. The largest Finno-Ugrian Megyer (and Nyék) tribe merged with the Turkic tribes in 
several steps. His explanations of the tribal names were important and influential as well. According to 
him, Kabar means ‘rebel’, Nyék means ‘watch-post’, Megyer means ‘Mansi person’, Kürt means 
‘avalanche, snowdrift’, Gyarmat is ‘tireless’, Tarján is ‘viceroy’, Jenő is ‘confidant, advisor’, Kér is 
‘giant’, and Keszi is ‘part, piece’. In connection with the language of the conquering Hungarians, he 
suggested that the ruling clan spoke Hungarian, but the Turkic-type officials prove the Turkic culture 
of the Hungarians. In this influential work, Németh tried to demonstrate the mixed composition of the 
Hungarians from a linguistic point of view, and suggested that the mergence of the two larger Finno- 
Ugrian and the numerous smaller Turkic tribes resulted in a new, basically Finno-Ugrian people under 
Finno-Ugrian leadership, but with a Turkic culture. Although his concept and his explanations of the 
tribal names were already criticized in his life, his theory has had ever since a great influence on the 
research on the prehistory of the Hungarians. In the next, post-1945 era, Németh modified his views in 
two respects. First, he located the Hungarian-Bulghar-Turkic contact again in the north, in Magna 
Hungária (Bashkiria), and thought to recognize the tribal names in local Bashkirian toponyms.115 
Second, he tried to provide new etymologies for the tribal names, although he upheld his views 
regarding their Turkic origin. He kept on working on the revised edition of his opus until the end of his 
life, but it remained in manuscript. The difficult task of its edition fell on Árpád Berta, who published 
the second, revised edition more than six decades after the first, in 1991.'118 19 Its effect obviously lagged 
behind that of the first, since by this time, Németh’s theory became a bit obsolete.

Beside historians and Turkologists, representatives of other fields also had an important role in the 
research of the period. Among linguists, János Mclich (1872-1963) investigated Conquest Period 
Hungary in an influential work.120 Dezső Pais (1886-1973) carried out significant research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians as well, both in this period and after 1945. He published studies on 
ancient Hungarian office names, personal names and early Hungarian religion.121 The linguist Miklós 
Zsirai (1892-1955) examined Obi-Ugrian languages and published parts of Reguly’s Ostyák 
collection. His main work was written about the issues of Finno-Ugrian affinity.122 Among experts of 
Byzantine studies, we have to mention Jenő Darkó (1880-1940), whose main area of interest was the 
analysis of Leo VI the Wise’s Tactics, and wrote in connection with it a book on ancient Hungarian 
warfare.123 Gyula Moravcsik (1892-1972) also made a significant contribution with the philological 
analysis and critical edition of Byzantine sources pertaining to the prehistory of the Hungarians. In this 
period he published an important study on the history of the Onogurs,124 edited a volume on the 
Byzantine sources of Hungarian history,125 and a fundamental reference work about Byzantine sources 
on Turkic peoples, which was later revised and published again. This volume also included the sources 
on Hungarians, called Turks by the Byzantines.126 Later, after 1945, he earned enduring merits both in

118 Kg. Németh (1966) 35-50.
119 Gy. Németh: A honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása [The formation of the conquering Hungarians], (Á. Berta 2nd rev. ed.) 

Budapest 1991.
120 J. Metich: A honfoglaláskori Magyarország [Conquest period Hungary], A Magyar Nyelvtudomány Kézikönyve 1:6. 

Budapest 1925-1929.
121 D. Pais: A  gyula és ktindüh [The gyula and the kiindüh]. Magyar Nyelv XXVII (1930) 170-176; idem: A  karcha biró [The 

karcha judge]. In: Körösi Csorna Archívum II. Budapest 1930, 357-365; idem: Régi személyneveink jelentéstana 
[Semantics of our personal names], MNyTK 115. Budapest 1966; idem: A magyar ősvallás nyelvi emlékei [The linguistic 
remains of ancient Hungarian religion], Budapest 1937.

122 M. Zsirai: Finnugor rokonságunk [Our Finno-Ugrian affinity], Budapest 1937.
123 See J. Darkó: Bölcs Leó taktikájának hitelessége magyar történeti szempontból [The authenticity of Leo the Wise’s 

Tactics from the perspective of Hungarian history]. Értekezés a nyelv- és széptudományok köréből XXIII. 4. Budapest 
1915; idem: Az ősmagyar hadművészet fejlődése és hatása Nyugat-Európára [The development of early Hungarian 
warfare and its effects on western Europe]. Budapest 1934.

124 Gy. Moravcsik: Az onogurok történetéhez [On the history of the Onogurs]. Magyar Nyelv 26 (1930) 4—18, 89-109; idem: 
Zur Geschichte der Onoguren. Ural-Altaische Jahrbücher 10 (1930) 53-90.

125 Gy. Moravcsik: A magyar történet bizánci forrásai [The Byzantine sources of Hungarian history]. Budapest 1934.
126 Gy. Moravcsik: Bizantinoturcica I II. Berlin 1938 (19582).
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Byzantine Studies and the research on Hungarian origins with the edition and commentary of 
Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus’ On the Administration of the Empire.127 Mátyás Gyóni (1913— 
1955), who deceased at a very young age, published a reference work on Hungarian words in 
Byzantine sources and an interesting study on the Kabars, whom he thought to be related to the Kaliz 
of the Árpád period.128 Among archaeologists we most certainly have to mention Géza Fehér (1890- 
1955), who reached significant conclusions concerning Hungarian-Bulghar-Turkic relationships and 
carried out important research in connection with both pre-Conquest and new settlement areas of the 
Hungarians.129 The most prominent archaeologist of the period was Nándor Fettich (1900-1971), who 
published significant studies on, among others, the conquering Hungarians as well.130 Gyula László 
(1910-2000) appeared with his fundamental methodological innovations around the end of this period, 
and tried to reconstruct the life of the conquering Hungarians based on archaeological, ethnographic, 
historical and linguistic data.131

When examining the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians between the two World Wars, 
we have to highlight the only work that attempted at the presentation and, to some extent, synthesis of 
the main results of historiography, Turkology, linguistics, archaeology and ethnography. This 
synthesis is the volume of studies by eleven authors edited by Lajos Ligeti and published in 1943.132 It 
was through this volume that a complex method emerged in the research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians: in this book, it is not a single scholar who expounds her or his views on the whole, or a 
part, of the prehistory of the Hungarians, but many scholars sum up the results of their own disciplines 
and their own views. The Hungarians’ Finno-Ugrian origin, their homeland around the Ural 
Mountains and the Volga, their culture and its development in the Ugrian Period were reviewed in the 
study by Miklós Zsirai. The history of Hungarians, now separate from the Ugrians and changing over 
to a mounted nomadic lifestyle in the Uralic homeland, until the 5th century migrations was assessed 
by Lajos Ligeti. The Caucasian Period of the history of the Hungarians between the 5th century and 
800 or 830 was analyzed by Tibor Halasi-Kun (1914-1991) who, following Gyula Németh, suggested 
on the basis of Turkic loanwords and ethnonyms that the Hungarians were part of the Onogur-Bulghar, 
Sabir, Turkic and Khazar empires. The 9th century history of the Hungarians was reviewed by Károly 
Czcglédy, who included an analysis of Muslim sources as well. In his opinion, the Hungarians lived 
east of the Don in Levedia, then west of the Don in Etelköz. In 889, due to the attack of the Pcchenegs, 
they moved to the area of ‘the five rivers’, then in 895 another attack by the Pechenegs, triggered by a 
wave of migrations, forced the Hungarians to penetrate into the Carpathian Basin. József Dcér 
described the settlement, political and social organization, economy and culture of the conquering 
Hungarians. Károly Czcglédy investigated the problem of the two Hungarian diasporas left in the east 
(in Magna Hungária and the Savards) in a separate article. The more important questions of linguistics 
and prehistory, Finno-Ugrian affinity, groups and layers of Turkic loanwords were reviewed by the 
outstanding Slavist, István Kniczsa (1898-1965). Gyula László sketched the main questions of the

127 Greek text translated by Moravcsik (1950); Greek text edited by Moravcsik (1967) with English translation by R. J. H. 
Jenkins.

I2S M. Gyóni: A magyar nyelv görög feljegyzéses szórványemlékei [Hungarian linguistic remains in Greek sources]. 
Budapest 1943; idem: Kalizok, kazárok, kabarok, magyarok [Kaliz, Khazars, Kabars, Hungarians]. Magyar Nyelv 34 
(1938) 86-96, 159-168.

129 G. Fehér: Bulgarisch-ungarische Beziehungen in den V-XI. Jahrhundert. Budapest 1921; idem: A bolgár-törökök szerepe 
és műveltsége [The role and culture of Bulghar-Turks], Budapest 1940; idem: Atelkuzu területe és neve [La situation et le 
nőm d‘Atelkuzu], Századok 47 (1913) 577-590, 670-685; idem: Magyarország területe a X. század közepén 
Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos De administrando imperioja alapján [The area of Hungary in the middle of 10lh century 
according to Constantine Porphyroginus’ De administrando imperio]. Századok 55-56 (1921-1922) 351-380.

130 N. Fettich: A honfoglaló magyarság fémművessége. Die Metallkunst der landnehmenden Ungarn I—II. Archaeologica 
Hungarica XXI. Budapest 1937; idem: A levediai magyarság a régészet megvilágításában [The Hungarians of Levedia in 
the light of archaeology]. Századok 87 (1933) 250 276, 369 399.

131 Gy. László: A honfoglaló magyar nép élete [The life of the conquering Hungarians]. Budapest 1944.
132 Ligeti (1943).
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archaeology of the prehistory of the Hungarians. In a shorter study, Béla Gunda expounded his 
opinion on the relationship between ethnography and prehistory, while János Nemeskéri reviewed the 
relevance of physical anthropology for prehistory. One study was devoted to the various sources of the 
prehistory of the Hungarians. Finally, Miklós Zsirai compiled an entertaining summary of the amateur 
attempts at the classification of the Hungarian language under the title ‘Prehistoric Oddballs’.

Among the foreign scholars of the interwar era we have to mention the British medievalist, C. A. 
Macartney, who wrote a monograph on 9th century Hungarian history in 1930. Having analyzed 
Constantine’s work, he discerned two sources for the thirty-eighth chapter, and located both Levedia 
and Etelköz around the Don.133 H. Grégoirc devoted a number of interesting articles to the questions of 
Hungarian origins. Similarly to Macartney, he assumed that the Byzantine Emperor used two reports 
on the Hungarians in the thirty-eighth chapter.134

Among the interwar schools of thoughts in the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians, we 
have to emphasize the increasing importance of phenomenology, which opposed positivism and tried 
to make use of Hungarian sources (Anonymus, the chronicles) in addition to contemporary foreign 
sources. Due to the strengthening of Turkology, Turkic relationships gained more importance within 
research, the interpretation of the Hungarians as a Turkic—Finno-Ugrian mixed population and most of 
the tribes as Turkic gained momentum again. A new ‘Ugrian-Turkic war’ unfolded between the 
historians and Turkologists of the ‘Budapest school’ and the linguists of the ‘Szeged school’. No 
consensus could be reached due to the fundamental differences, but it was the scholars of the 
‘Budapest school’ who shaped the new model of prehistory. According to this, the Finno-Ugrian 
Hungarians, having left the Ugrian homeland, became subjects of the Bulghar-Turks either in the 
north, on the Kama river, or in the south, around the Caucasus, where they were vassals of larger 
Turkic empires between 463 and 800. Afterwards, they moved to Levedia, between the Don and the 
Dnepr, then, after 889, to Etelköz, west of the Dnepr. From here, as a consequence of a wave of 
migrations, they were lead to the Carpathian Basin by Árpád.

3. Research on the prehistory o f the Hungarians during socialism (1945-1990) 
and the period of regime change (1990-2005): Marxist and realist trends

The counterrevolutionary Hungarian government striving for the revision of the Trianon Treaty 
participated in World War II on the defeated German side. At the end of the war, Hungary became part 
of the Soviet zone, and this situation profoundly determined its economic, social and intellectual life 
until 1990. After an initially pluralist political system, communist dictatorship started in 1948. The so- 
called Rákosi-systcm, practicing a voluntaristic economic policy and terroristic oppression, was 
terminated by the 1956 revolution, which was, however, defeated by Soviet troops. After the 
retaliations and a transitional period, the so-called Kádár-system implemented a milder version of 
dictatorship, and even economic reforms were introduced from the second half of the 1960s. The 
system of socialism reached full-blown economic crisis by the 1980s. In 1990, a peaceful political 
transformation took place in Hungary and a pluralist democratic system was established.

The socialist system brought about significant changes in intellectual-cultural life as well. 
Especially during the Rákosi-era, but to a certain extent also during the first decade of the Kádár-cra, 
Marxism-Leninism was elevated to the status of state ideology and dominated universities and 
research institutes. After 1945 and 1956, prosecutions and persecution (e.g. Bálint Hóman was 
imprisoned) lead to emigration (c.g. József Dcér) affecting intellectual life as well. Beside these, 
Hungarian historiography suffered serious losses due to the temporaiy, or sometimes complete, 
removal or exclusion of those scholars from universities and research institutes, who did not accept

133 C. A. Macartney: The Magyars in the Ninth century. Cambridge 1930.
134 E.g. H. Grégoire: Le nom et Torigine des Hongrois. ZDMG 91 (1937) 630-642.

69



Marxist ideology (e.g. Péter Váczy). This ideology dominated research on the prehistory of 
Hungarians as well during the first period of socialism, until the 1960s. As opposed to 
phenomenology, the Marxist approach emphasized the primacy of the socio-economic base, and 
deduced everything (politics, culture) from this as superstructure. It counted with a sequence of modes 
of production and considered development a result of the struggle of classes with conflicting interests. 
For Marxist theory, the prehistory of the Hungarians meant the period of the disintegration of 
primitive communism, through which social classes with conflicting interests were formed and class 
society and the feudal state emerged. According to this rigid historical school of thought, which 
preferred abstractions, the prehistory of the Hungarians became a model governed by rules of general 
applicability. In this model, the unique characteristics of the prehistory of the Hungarians were lost, 
less attention was paid to political history; the period in general was degraded into a boring, dry 
formula. At the same time, prchistoiy, together with the Middle Ages, became a neglected period of 
history. This was partly due to the ‘suspicious’ popularity of research on origins during the 
counterrevolutionary system and its occasional relationship to right wing ideologies. Furthermore, 
prehistory provided much less opportunity for ideological actualization than 20lh century history or the 
most favoured issue, the history of the labour movement.

Based on its internal developments, the socialist period between 1945 and 1990 can be roughly 
divided into two periods: the first between 1945 and the 1960s, the second between 1965-70 and 1990. 
Marxism was more influential in the first; its most important proponent was Erik Molnár. Other 
representatives of the Marxist school were József Percnyi (1915-1981),13:1 Antal Bartha and György 
Székely. The latter wrote the chapter on the prehistory of the Hungarians in the first volume of the five- 
volume Marxist university textbook titled Magyarország története (History o f Hungary), while Emma 
Lederer reviewed the histoiy of the conquest and the raids of the 10th century.135 136 It was also him, who 
wrote the chapters on the prehistory and early history of the Hungarians in the first volume of the 
popular two-volume Magyarország története (History o f Hungary) edited by Erik Molnár in 1967.137 138 
Beside the dominant Marxist school, well-known representatives of various fields of the trend called 
‘bourgeois historiography’ in Marxist terminology were at work in already in the first phase. In 
Byzantine Studies the role of Gyula Moravcsik must be emphasized, whose above-mentioned source 
editions were mainly published in this period. In Turkology, the research of Gyula Németh, Lajos Ligeti 
and Károly Czeglédy were of great significance. The linguists Elemér Moór, Dezső Pais, Miklós Zsirai, 
György Lakó and the archaeologist Gyula László continued their work in this period as well. Due to the 
above-mentioned reason, it was mainly the pre-1945 generation of historians that was decimated: they 
were represented by the then young György Györffy in this era. Two important works of his appeared 
around this time: in 1948 he published a monograph on the relevance of Hungarian chronicles 
concerning prehistory, and in 1959 he published two of his articles on the antecedents of the Hungarian 
state in a book. Beside these, he edited a sourcebook on the prehistory of the Hungarians in 1958, 
followed by two later editions. The so-called ‘bourgeois historiography’ had arguments with the 
representatives of the Marxist school, as demonstrated by the debate surrounding Erik Molnár’s 1953 
book, the proceedings of which were published two years later. In this, the representatives of various 
fields, but mainly linguists, criticized strongly some of Molnár’s assertions and theses.136 On the whole, 
the period between 1945 and 1965-1970 meant a decline in the research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians despite the aforementioned significant researchers and certain results.

135 See e.g. J. Perényi: A magyarok és a keleti szlávok kapcsolatai a honfoglalás előtt [Contact between the Hungarians and 
the eastern Slavs before the Conquest], In: E. Kovács (ed.): Magyar-orosz történelmi kapcsolatok [Hungarian-Russian 
historical relations], Budapest 1956, 5-34.

136 L. Elekes-E. Lederer—Gy. Székely. Magyarország története. Az őskortól 1526-ig [The history of Hungary. From prchistoiy 
to 1526]. Budapest 1958 (19652).

137 E. Molnár (ed.): Magyarország története I II [The histoiy of Hungary]. Budapest 1967 (197L).
138 K. Czeglédy-D. Szabó (eds): A magyar őstörténet kérdései [Questions of the prehistory of the Hungarians], 

Nyelvtudományi értekezések 5. Budapest 1955.
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It was characteristic for this and the next period that scholars investigating the prehistory of the 
Hungarians formally accepted the main tenets of Marxism and quoted the ‘classic’ Marxist 
philosophers (Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin etc.). Beyond this superficial ‘Marxicizing’, however, it is 
very’ hard to decide to what extent certain disciplines, schools and their representatives accepted the 
doctrine of Marxism, its materialist views, the determining role of the economic base. While before 
the political transformation, especially during the first decades of socialism, Marxist historiography 
was considered progressive and bourgeois historiography was criticized, after 1990 this position 
changed fundamentally: Marxism attained a negative, bourgeois historiography a positive, value. 
Exact classification of historians is complicated by the fact that historians have not properly 
examined the socialist era yet. All in all it is probable that, similarly to previous periods, few 
scholars committed themselves unequivocally to the prominent -  Marxist -  trend of the era. It is 
also probable that we cannot speak of the straightforward continuation of ‘bourgeois’ trends in 
historiography cither, since Marxist ideology influenced, directly or indirectly, most of the scholars. 
Thus, beside the Marxist school, we may count with a mixed group made up of superficially 
‘Marxicizing’ scholars coming from various disciplines and schools, which may be termed the 
‘realist’ or ‘eclectic’ school. This trend was represented by some of the previously mentioned 
scholars of ‘bourgeois' historiography, active already before 1945, and some representatives of the 
new generation emerging during the socialist era. The adjective ‘realist’ implies that these scholars 
researched the questions of the prehistory of the Hungarians using the methods of their disciplines, 
and ideology, usually the fonnál acceptance of Marxism, was secondary for them. The adjective 
‘eclectic’ is used, since Marxist, contemporary foreign and pre-1945 ‘bourgeois’ schools of thought 
were mixed in the research on prehistory.

In this second phase, between 1965-70 and 1990, besides differentiating between ‘Marxist' and 
‘realist’ or ‘eclectic' trends, between the various disciplines involved in the research on the prehistory 
of Hungarians, we have to discern two schools as well: the Budapest and the Szeged schools. The 
Budapest school cannot be considered homogeneous in this phase either, its prominent, sometimes 
rival, representatives can be categorized according to various trends and disciplines. Among 
historians, Antal Bartha's and György Székcly’s basically Marxist work, and György Györffy’s and, 
in connection with him, Jenő Szűcs’ work from the ‘realist’ school must be highlighted. Beside them 
we should mention the research of the young Iván Uhrmann1 and the Japanese Senga Tom1411 in the 
1980s and 1990s. Among linguists we have to refer to the works on Hungarian origins first by Miklós 
Zsirai, György Lakó, Dezső Pais, later by Peter Hajdú, Loránd Bcnkő. Among scholars of Byzantine 
Studies, it was Gyula Moravcsik, later, to a certain extent, István Kapitánfíy (1932-1997), whose 
work had relevance to the prehistory of the Hungarians. It was the latter who published a bilingual 
edition of, and commented on, the Byzantine sources relevant to the prehistory of the Hungarians from 
the collection of the late Gyula Moravcsik in 1984.139 * 141 In Oriental Studies Károly Czeglédy, while in 
Turkology first Gyula Németh and Lajos Ligeti, later István Vásáry played an important role. From 
these scholars, we have already reviewed the work of Gyula Németh. Károly Czeglédy (1914-1996) 
published many significant studies concerning Hungarian prehistory’ as well that were brought together 
in one volume; beside these, he published a book on the history of the steppe.142 Lajos Ligeti (1902- 
1987) was a prominent personality of Turkology after 1943. One of his great achievements was the 
recognition of the previously denied possibility of linguistic contacts with Khazar and Kabar-Khazar.

1391. Uhrmann: Az ősmagyar fejedelemség kérdéséhez [A Contribution to the problem of the old Hungarian double 
principality]. TSz 30(1987-1988) 206-226.

40 S. Torn: Moravia bukása és a honfoglaló magyarok (La chute de la Moravie et L’arrivée des Hongrois dans le Bassin des 
Carpates). Századok 117 (1983) 307-345; idem: A besenyőka 8. században (The Pechenegs in the 8th century). Századok 
126(1992)503-516.

141 Gy. Moravcsik (ed.): Az Árpád-kori magyar történet bizánci forrásai [The Byzantine sources of the Hungarian history of 
tlíe Árpád Period], Budapest 1984 (19 8 82).

142 K. Czeglédy. Nomád népek vándorlása Napkelettől Napnyugatig [Nomadic migrations from Orient to Occident], Budapest 
1969; Czeglédy (1985).
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He published a series of important studies on the Turkic contacts of the Hungarian language (tribal 
names, names of offices, personal names etc.). His studies were collected in one volume at the end 
of his life.143 István Vásáry, after his studies on Hungarian origins written in the 1970s, published a 
major review of the history of Central Asia in 1993, in which he touched upon the prehistory of the 
Hungarians as well.144 In archaeology, the works of the previously mentioned Nándor Fettich and 
Gyula László, later that of Csanád Bálint, István Bóna, István Dienes, István Erdélyi, István Fodor. 
Károly Mestcrházy and Gábor Vékony must be underlined. Csanád Bálint examined the material 
culture of the period of Conquest, the Hungarian connections of various archaeological cultures and 
the issues of the conquest and the campaigns in numerous articles. He published a concise review in 
German on the archaeological culture of the steppe peoples of the 6lh to 10th centuries.145 István Bóna 
(1930-2001) specialized in the history of the peoples of the migration period and the pre-Conquest 
era o f the Carpathian Basin. In the 1990s, he published a number of studies on the conquest, and in 
2001 he wrote a monograph on 9th-10th century Hungarians.14'’ Following the publication of 
numerous articles, István Dienes (1929-1995), a prominent archaeologist of this period, who 
followed György Györffy’s theories regarding historical aspects, wrote a popular book on the 
conquering Hungarians, that was republished many times, in English and German as well.147 István 
Erdélyi wrote, beside numerous important studies, a popular monograph and a university textbook 
on the prehistory o f the Hungarians.148 István Fodor, a university lecturer and professor at Szeged 
since the 1980s and later head director of the Hungarian National Museum, wrote a concise review 
in 1975 (published in English and Gennan as well) and an important popular book in 1992, in which 
he combined archaeological, historical and other sources.149 Károly Mesterházy published many 
articles and a review of fundamental importance on the social organisation of the Hungarians.1 " 
Besides interesting articles Gábor Vékony (1944-2004) summed up his research in a book published 
in 2002.151 In terms of ethnographic research, the work of Vilmos Diószegi (1923-1972) must be 
highlighted.152

143 See e.g. L. Ligeti: A magyar nyelv török kapcsolatai és ami körülöttük van [The Turkic contacts of Hungarian and what 
surrounds it]. Magyar Nyelv 72 (1976) 11-27, 129-136; idem: Régi török eredetű neveink I [Our ancient personal names 
of Turkic origin I], Magyar Nyelv 74 (1978) 257-274; idem: Régi török eredetű neveink II-IV [Our ancient personal 
names of Turkic origin II-IV]. Magyar Nyelv 75 (1979) 26M2, 129-141, 259, 273; idem: A magyar nyelv török 
kapcsolatai a honfoglalás előtt és az Árpád-korban [Hungarian-Turkic linguistic contacts before the Conquest and during 
the Árpád Period], Budapest 1986.

144 Vásáry (1993).
145 Cs. Bálin!: A honfoglaláskori lótemetkezések [Les tombes á ensevelissement de cheval chez les Hongrois du IXe-X ü 

siécles], MFME 1971/2, 85-108; idem: A  szaltovo-majaki kultúra avar és magyar kapcsolatai (On the Avar and 
Hungarian relations of the Saltovo-Mayak Culture). ArchÉrt 102 (1975) 52-63; idem: A  kalandozások néhány kérdéséhez 
[On some questions of the Hungarian campaigns]. In: F. Tökei (ed.): Nomád társadalmak és államalakulatok [Nomadic 
societies and states], Budapest 1983, 349-364; idem: Die Archäologie der Steppe. Steppenvölker zwischen Volga und 
Donau vom 6. bis 10. Jahrhundert. Wien-Köln 1989; idem: A  kora középkori steppe régészete és a 9-10. századi 
magyarok (The Archaeology of the Early Central European Steppe and the Hungarians of the 9th and 10th centuries). 
Magyar Tudomány 1996/8, 937-947; idem: A  honfoglaló magyarok és Európa (Hungarians conquering the Carpathian 
basin and Europe). Magyar Szemle 3 (1994) 787-811.

Mo I. Bóna (ed.): Hunok -  gepidák -  langobárdok [Huns -  Gepids -  Langobards], MŐK 6. Szeged 1993; Bóna (2000).
17 I. Dienes: A honfoglaló magyarok [The conquering Hungarians], Budapest 1972 (19742; 19783); idem: The Hungarians 

Cross the Carpathians. 1 tudapest 1972; idem: Die Ungarn um die Zeit der Landnahme. Budapest 1972.
148 Sec e.g. I. Erdélyi: “Boisaja Vengrija”. ActaArcliHung 13 (1961) 307-319; idem: A  magyar honfoglalás előzményei [The 

precursors of the Hungarian Conquest]. Budapest 1986; idem: Magyar őstörténet [The prehistory of the Hungarians], 
Miskolci Panthenon-tanulmányok 9. Miskolc 1993; for a revised edition see idem: Bevezetés a magyar őstörténetbe 
[Introduction to the prehistory of the Hungarians]. Budapest 1994.

149 Fodor (1975); idem: In Search of a New Homeland. The Prehistory of the Hungarian People and the Conquest. Budapest 
1982; idem: Die große Wanderung der Ungarn vom Ural nach Pannonien. Budapest \982, Fodor (1992).

150 Mesterházy (1980).
151 Vékony (2002).
152 See e.g. V. Diószegi: A  pogány magyarok hitvilága [The religion of pagan Hungarians], Budapest 1967 (19782).
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After 1945, the ‘Szeged school’ was represented only by the linguist Elemér Moór.153 154 After the 
1970s, the ‘Szeged school’ was rcinvigorated, and the representatives of many disciplines, teaching 
mainly at the University of Szeged, formed a new research community, made up of various 
workshops. They established the Szegedi Őstörténeti Munkaközösség (Szeged Research Group o f the 
Prehistory o f the Hungarians), which published in a series of volumes the handbook of the prehistory 
of the Hungarians.1 4 Renowned scholars reviewed the most important information and sources 
available in the various disciplines connected to prehistory and compiled concise bibliographies. 
Besides supplying this long-felt deficiency, the members of the research community at Szeged 
published articles, volumes already in the 1970s and 1980s. A leading role was taken up by the 
prominent medievalist Gyula Kristó, around whom the Szeged Medievalist Workshop (Szegedi 
Középkorász Műhely) was organized in the 1980s. In 1980 Kristó summed up 9th— 10th century 
Hungarian history in a good monograph, based primarily on written sources,155 edited a number of 
sourcebooks, and published books and articles on these issues in the 1990s. The Byzantologist- 
medievalist Ferenc Makk should also be mentioned in connection with the research on Hungarian 
origins, his related studies have been published during the 1990s and later. His synthesis of early 
medieval Hungarian foreign policy is of great importance, its first chapter is dedicated to 10th century 
Hungarian foreign policy.156 He also published a few studies on the prehistory of the Hungarians in a 
collection of his articles.157 The Medievalist László Szegfű carried out research mainly concerning 
ancient Hungarian religion and the pre-Conquest history of the Carpathian Basin.158 The author of this 
present review on historiography, Sándor László Tóth, a disciple of Gyula Kristó, published a series of 
articles primarily on political history (Kabars, White-Black Hungarians, questions of settlement areas, 
Hungarian-Pecheneg war in Etelköz, Conquest etc.) since the 1980s, his doctoral thesis was published 
in a revised form in 1998 as a monograph.159 In Byzantine Studies, important role was played by Samu 
Szádeczky-Kardoss (1918-2004),160 an internationally renowned scholar of antiquity and the Avars, 
and Terézia Olajos,161 an expert of the Avar Period. We may also mention the study of Greek and 
Latin sources by Jenő Ungváry, who was only loosely connected to the Szeged school.162 András 
Róna-Tas, the head of the Department of Altaic Studies, played an outstanding role in the foundation 
of the Szeged Workshop. Beside his linguistic research, he published many important studies 
(especially important is his research on the ethnonym of the Khazars) and later, in the 1990s, a few

153 See e.g. E. Moór: A  nyelvtudomány mint az ős- és néptörténet forrástudománya [Linguistics as a source of pre- and 
ethnohistory], Budapest 1963.

154 P. Hajdú-Gy. Kristá-A. Róna-Tas (eds): Bevezetés a magyar őstörténet kutatásainak forrásaiba I-IV [Introduction to the 
sources of the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians]. Budapest 1976-1982.

155 Kristó (1980).
156 F. Makk: Magyar külpolitika (896-1196) [Hungarian foreign policy (896-1196]. Szegedi Középkortörténeti Könyvtár 2. 

Szeged 1993 (19962).
157 F. Makk: A turulmadártól a kettőskeresztig. Tanulmányok a magyarság régebbi történelméről [From the Tumi bird to the 

double cross. Studies on early Hungarian history]. Szeged 1998.
158 See e.g. L. Szegfű: Ősi szellemi örökségünk I. (Gondolatok az ősi magyar hitvilágról) [Our ancient spiritual heritage I. 

(Thoughts on ancient Hungarian religion]. Belvedere Kiskönyvtár 10. Szeged 1996.
159 See Tóth (1998) with reference to earlier studies; recently see e. g. S. L. Tóth: The Territories of the Hungarian Tribal 

Federation around 950 (Some Observations on Constantine VII s Tourkia). In: G. Prinzing-M. Salamon (hrsg.): Byzanz 
und Ostmitteleuropa 950-1453. Beiträge zu einer table-ronde während des XIX. International Congress of Byzantine 
Studies, Copenhagen 1996. Wiesbaden 1999, 23-34; idem: Princes and dignitaries in the ninth-tenth century Magyar 
tribal federation. Chronica 3 (2003) 21-36.

160 E.g. S. Szádeczky-Kardoss: A magyar őstörténet görög és latin forrásainak néhány problémájáról [On some problems of 
Greek and Latin sources of the prehistory of the Hungarians]. AntTan 22 (1975) 148-154; idem: Adalék a szavárd 
magyarság problematikájához [Notes on the problem of the Savard Hungarians], In: A. Bartha-K. Czeglédy-A. Róna-Tas 
(eds): Magyar őstörténeti tanulmányok [Studies on the prehistory of the Hungarians]. Budapest 1977, 277-282..

161 See e.g. Olajos (1969); idem: Néhány nyelvi észrevétel a “De administrando imperio” magyar vonatkozású részleteihez 
[Linguistic notes on the parts o f ‘De administrando imperio’ relevant to the Hungarians], Magyar Nyelv 91 (1995) 44-52.

162 See e. g. J. Ungváry: “...qui ungri vocantur”. Magyar Nyelv 92 (1997) 441—446.
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monographs on the prehistory of the Hungarians.163 Around the Turkologist-prehistorian Róna-Tas 
evolved a research group, among the members of which we have to mention Árpád Berta and István 
Zimonyi. Árpád Berta worked on the above-mentioned second edition of Gyula Németh’s work. His 
research on tribal names, its coherent and logical etymological system, is also important. According to 
him, our tribal names can be traced back to Turkic names referring to military deployment and body 
parts.164 It was István Zimonyi who edited Mihály Kmoskó’s manuscript and the series Magyar 
Őstörténeti Könyvtár (Library o f the Prehistory o f the Hungarians) in the 1990s. His dissertation, 
written on the Volga Bulghars, was published in 1990 as a monograph. Beside these, he published 
important studies on the steppe connections of the prehistory of the Hungarians and a basic 
monograph recently.165 Among the youngest researchers one may mention his disciples (László 
Balogh, Szabolcs Polgár etc.). We should regard the Slavist Imre H. Tóth as member of this 
workgroup as well. Among his works the one on Constantine-Cyrill and Methodius is the most 
significant of his contribution regarding the prehistory of the Hungarians.166

After the 1970s, we may talk about an upsurge in the research the prehistory of the Hungarians, 
reflected in the increasing number and higher standard of published monographs, studies and debates. 
It can also be established that the number of participants in this research grew larger than in the 
preceding period. We should highlight among the achievements of the period the volume of studies 
published in 1977, which, following the complex approach of the similar 1943 volume, contained 21 
studies from various disciplines and ‘schools’. Loránd Benkő examined the prehistory of the 
Hungarians from the point of view of Hungarian historical linguistics, István Fodor studied Bulghar- 
Turkic loanwords in the light of archaeological results, András Róna-Tas reviewed Hungarian- 
Bulghar-Turkic relations from the angle of Turkology. The great Iranist scholar dealing with 
Hungarian prehistory as well, János Harmatta (1917-2004) reviewed Iranian connections. Among 
historical studies we should mention György Györffy’s on the issues of the conquest, the settlement 
and the campaigns, Gyula Kristó’s analysis of the tribes and tribal toponyms, Samu Szádeczky- 
Kardoss’ writing on Savard Hungarians and Gyula László’s work on the sons of Khagan Kuvrat. 
These selected issues demonstrate well the versatility of the volume, in which, beside works on 
history, linguistics and archaeology, also sociology and musicology were included.167 Similar, 
although smaller, collections of studies were published in 1980 and 1990 as well, containing the 
material of two conferences on the prehistory of the Hungarians organized by HAS.168 Among the 
larger achievements we should list the unfinished ten-volume series Magyarország története (History 
o f Hungary), modelled on the millennial Magyar nemzet története (History o f the Hungarian Nation), 
which was supposed to become the synthesis of Marxist historiography. The first half-volume of the 
series, published from the 1980s on, which covered history until 1077, contains the historical 
geography and the prehistory of the Carpathian Basin until the Hungarian Conquest (István Bóna), the

163 His studies published until 1994 were collected in a volume^. Róna-Tas (1995); for his monograph see Róna-Tas (1996); 
for its English version Cf. Róna-Tas (1999).

164 See e.g. Á. Berta: Új vélemény török eredetű törzsneveinkről [A new opinion on our tribal names of Turkic origin], 
Keletkutatás 1989 (spring), 3-17; idem: Ungarische Stammesnamen türkischen Ursprung. UAJb 9 (1990) 31-37; idem: 
Magyarok a steppe országútján (törzsek és törzsnevek) [Hungarians on the steppe road (tribes and tribal names)]. In: 
Kristó—Makk (1996) 31 41.

165 See e.g. I. Zimonyi: The Origins of the Volga Bulghars. Studia Uralo-Altaica 32. Szeged 1990; Zimonyi (1996); idem: The 
Concept of Nomadic Polity in the Hungarian Chapter of Constantine Pophyrogcnitus, de administrando imperio. In: A. 
Berta (ed.): Historical and Linguistic Interaction between Inner-Asia and Europe. Proceedings of the 39lh Permanent 
International Altaistic Conference Szeged, Hungary: June 16-21, 1996. Studia Uralo-Altaica 39. Szeged 1997, 459-471; 
Zimonyi (2005).

166 See e.g. /. H. Tóth: Konstantin-Cirill és Metód élete és működése [The life and work of Constantine-Cyrill and 
Methodius]. Budapest 1981.

167 MÖT.
168 A magyar őstörténet több tudományág szemszögéből [The prehistory of the Hungarians -  from many perspectives], 

Magyar Tudomány 1980/5, 321-413; A magyar őstörténetkutatás fél évszázada [Half a century of research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians], Magyar Tudomány 1990/3, 241-312.
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prehistory of the Hungarians (Antal Bartha) and the history of the conquest and of the 10th century 
Hungarian tribal alliance (György Györffy). Among the relevant chapters, the one on the prehistory of 
the Hungarians was written from a Marxist point of view, while the one on the history of the conquest 
and the campaigns was written with a realist theoretical background; the latter undoubtedly 
represented a higher standard. All things considered, the synthesis of early Hungarian history was 
rather uneven and lagged behind the more balanced standard of the earlier large syntheses, that 
represented more appropriately the scholarship of their times. 169

The regime change starting in 1990 not only brought about a transition to market economy and 
pluralistic democracy, but also triggered a change in intellectual life. Within historiography, this 
caused the almost complete disappearance of the Marxist school, and the realist or eclectic trend, 
which had already been dominant in the 1970s and 1980s, became exclusive. A certain continuity 
might be felt between the 1980s and the last decade of the century, since the researchers of the 
prehistory of the Hungarians, besides a few losses and a few young scholars, remained the same. This 
short period can boast greater achievements than the otherwise fairly productive research of the 70s 
and 80s. The main reason for this was the Milleccntcnary of the conquest, which induced a boost of 
publications. Among the jubilee publications we have to highlight the already mentioned two 
sourcebooks by the Szeged school: first the sourcebook of the Conquest period edited by Gyula Kristó, 
which gave a fuller selection of the sources for the period between 830 and 955 in Hungarian. We may 
regard the other volume as a sequel to this, published on the anniversary of the foundation of the 
Hungarian state, containing a selection of the sources of the second half of the 10th century. The 
preparation of the Hungarian historical lexicon of the 9th to 14th centuries is also connected to the 
Szeged school. The encyclopaedia, which started in the 1980s as an international project covering the 
medieval history of a number of countries, was not accomplished, neither was its Hungarian 
substitution covering the history and archaeology of the 5th to 14th centuries. At the same time, this 
huge lexicon, unparalleled in Hungarian historiography, contains lot of entries concerning the 
prehistory of the Hungarians.170 We have to mention that unfortunately the Magyar őstörténeti lexikon 
(Lexicon of the Prehistory o f the Hungarians), edited by György Hazai, Antal Bartha and István 
Erdélyi and authored mostly by scholars of the Budapest school, has not been published yet, although 
the entries were prepared by the contributors. In connection with the Szeged school, we have to 
mention the Workgroup of the Prehistory of the Hungarians (Magyar Őstörténeti Kutatócsoport) 
organized by András Róna-Tas at the university of Szeged in 1990, which, while providing a special 
program for the education of Hungarian origins, focused research on the Turkic connections of 
Hungarian and the written sources of the prehistory of the Hungarians. With regard to the latter, the 
Workgroup publishes sources (e.g. Mihály Kmoskó’s manuscripts), conference proceedings and other 
relevant work in the series Magyar Őstörténeti Könyvtár (Library o f the Prehistory o f the Hungarians, 
ed. by I. Zimonyi), in which twenty-two volumes appeared between 1990 and 2005. We also have to 
refer to the collection of articles on history, archaeology and physical anthropology published by the 
Department of Physical Anthropology in Szeged, furthermore the proceedings of the conference held 
at the Gyula Juhász College.171 Among the projects of the Budapest school, the international 
conferences organized by the Board of the Prehistory of the Hungarians of the HAS and the Hungarian 
National Museum between 1992 and 1996 were very successful, their proceedings were published in 
the four volumes of the series A honfoglalásról sok szemmel (The Conquest through Many Eyes)

169 Gy. Székely (ed. in chief)-/). Bartha (ed.): Magyarország története tíz kötetben. 1/1. Előzmények és magyar történet 1242- 
ig [The history of Hungary in ten volumes. 1/1. Precursors and Hungarian history till 1242], Budapest 1984.

170 Gy. Kristó (ed. in chief)~F. Makk P. Engel (eds): Korai magyar történeti lexikon (9-14. század) [Companion 
encyclopedia to early Hungarian history (9lh 14th centuries)]. Budapest 1994.

171 Gy. Pálfi-L. Gy. Farkas-E. Molnár (eds): Honfoglaló magyarság -  Árpád-kori magyarság. Antropológia -  régészet 
történelem [Conquering Hungarians -  Hungarians of the Árpád Period. Biological anthropology -  archaeology -  history]. 
Szeged 1996; Cs. Jancsák-K. Kása T. Nagy-A. Nyutassy (eds): Honfoglalási emléknapok [Conquest memorial days]. 
Belvedere Kiskönyvtár 9. Szeged 1996.
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edited by György Györffy.172 Many other volumes were published as a tribute to the anniversary of the 
conquest, we may highlight the one published by the Zrinyi Press, containing articles mostly on 
military and political history.173 The journal Magyar Tudomány (Hungarian Science) devoted a whole 
issue with seventeen studies to the Conquest.174 Among similar volumes published abroad we may 
mention the Milleccntennial works published in Vojvodina and Ruthenia.175

We also have to refer to the larger monographs published on the occasion of the Millecentennary. 
The contribution of the Szeged school is larger in this respect. Gyula Kristó published a synthesis of 
9th century Hungarian history in English, he wrote a smaller monograph about Árpád and Kurszán, 
also published in a volume containing three of his larger studies, and a popular book about the 
Conquest.176 Gyula Kristó and Ferenc Makk reviewed the history of the 9th and 10th centuries in a 
volume of a popular series.177 178 Sándor László Tóth collected his studies on the Hungarian history of the 
9th century in the already mentioned volume.176 András Róna-Tas summarized the history of the 
conquering Hungarians in a voluminous work.179 The number of scholars from the Budapest school, 
who published a synthesis in this period, is smaller. In 1993, a work by György Györffy from 1943 
was republished, complemented by a new study.180 A collection of articles by Péter Váczy (1904- 
1994), a distinguished medievalist, containing a few studies on the prehistory of the Hungarians as 
well, is also worth mentioning.181 Primarily we may cite works by archaeologists. István Fodor’s 
synthesis was published as the first volume of the popular series Magyarország krónikája (Chronicle 
o f Hungary) in 1992.182 The young László Révész, well-known for his excavations at Karos, published 
the results in a monograph, and later wrote a popular book as well.183 István Bóna’s mainly 
archaeological synthesis about the relationship between the Hungarians and Europe in the 9th and 10th 
centuries was already published on the occasion of the anniversary of the foundation of the Hungarian 
state.184 Gábor Vékony published his above-mentioned, original, thought-provoking, although 
sometimes controversial theses about Hungarian origins in 2002.185

We have to review briefly the most important results of international scholarship between 1945 and 
2002 concerning the prehistory of the Flungarians. Among these scholars we can find both foreigners 
and emigrant Hungarians. To proceed in chronological order, we mention first a book on the 
campaigns of the Hungarians by the Italian Gina Fasoli.186 We also have to refer to the monograph on

172 L. Kovács (ed.): Honfoglalás és régészet [Conquest and archaeology], A honfoglalásról sok szemmel I. Budapest 1994; L. 
Kovács-L. Veszprémy (eds): A honfoglaláskor írott forrásai [The written sources of the Conquest Period]. A 
honfoglalásról sok szemmel II. Budapest 1996; L. Kovács-L. Veszprémy (eds): Honfoglalás és nyelvészet [Conquest and 
linguistics], A honfoglalásról sok szemmel III. Budapest 1997; L. Kovács~A. Paládi Kovács (eds): Honfoglalás és néprajz 
[Conquest and ethnography], A honfoglalásról sok szemmel IV. Budapest 1997.

173 L. Veszprémy (ed.): Honfoglaló őseink [Our conquering ancestors]. Budapest 1996.
174 Honfoglalás és Millenium. A tudományos kutatás a honfoglalásról [Conquest and Millennium. Scientific research on the 

Conquest]. Magyar Tudomány 1996/8.
175 J. Makkay-J. Kobály (eds): Honfoglalás és Árpád-kor [Conquest and Árpád Period], Ungvár (Uzgorod) 1997; Rokay 

1997.
176 Kristó (1996); Kristó (1993); idem: Honfoglalás és társadalom [Conquest and society], Budapest 1996; idem'. Magyar 

honfoglalás, honfoglaló magyarok [Hungarian Conquest, conquering Hungarians], Budapest 1996.
177 Gy. Kristó-F. Makk: A kilencedik és tizedik század története [The history of the 9lh and 10th centuries]. Budapest 2001.
178 Tóth (1998).
179 Róna-Tas (1996); idem: The Hungarians and Europe in the Early Middle Ages. An Introduction to Early Hungarian 

History. Budapest 1999.
180 Gy. Györffy: Krónikáink és a magyar őstörténet. Régi kérdések -  új válaszok [Our chronicles and early Hungarian history. 

Old questions new answers], Budapest 1993.
181 P. Váczy: A magyar történelem korai századaiból [From the early centuries of Hungarian history], Budapest 1994.
1821. Fodor (1992).
IS3 L. Révész: A karosi honfoglalás kori temető. Régészeti adatok a Fclső-Tisza-vidék X. századi történetéhez [The Conquest 

period cemetery of Karos. Archaeological data on the 10th century history of the Upper Tisza region], Miskolc 1996.
184 Bóna (2000).
185 Vékony (2002).
186 G. Fasoli: Le incursioni ungare in Europe nel secolo X. Firenze 1945.
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the battle of Augsburg by the eminent medievalist Tamás Bogyay.187 The Russian Vernadsky co- 
authored a book on the prehistory of the Hungarians with the Hungarian Mihály Ferdinándy, a 
member of the phenomenological school, in 1957; its first part focused on Levedi and Lcvedia, the 
second on the person of Almos, who was regarded a sacral prince.188 189 190 Imre Boba, a Polish-Hungarian 
historian living in the United States, devoted a number of articles and two books to two issues related 
to the prehistory of the Hungarians: 9th century Eastern Europe and Great Moravia, which was 
conquered by the Hungarians.187 The great medievalist Szabolcs Vajay, who lived in Switzerland, 
examined the period of the Hungarian campaigns between 862 and 933 in a thorough work.11,(1 The 
German Hansgerd Göckenjan wrote a synthesis on the military auxiliary peoples and border patrols of 
medieval Hungary, in which he touched upon the history of the Kabars.191 The Italian Carlo Cave 
reviewed the prehistory and conquest of the Hungarians, building not only on the written sources, but 
also on secondary Hungarian literature.192 Finally, the Hungarian medievalist ewing in the USA Zoltán
J. Kosztolnyik reviewed early Hungarian history between 890 and 1063 in his latest monograph on 
Hungarian history. The larger part of his book is made up by the analysis of the prehistory and 10th 
century history of the Hungarians.193 Keeping in mind that here we can only review the larger and 
more important monographs written exclusively about Hungary, we may conclude that foreign interest 
in the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians has grown in recent times, although this is at least 
partly due to Hungarian emigrants after 1945 and 1956. The better understanding of the prehistory of 
the Hungarians is promoted by the translation of Hungarian books, like those by Antal Bartha, István 
Fodor, Gyula Kristó and András Róna-Tas. If we also take into consideration the articles written in 
foreign languages, but not cited here, we may diagnose a positive tendency during the last decades. 
Despite this, the situation is far from satisfactory, since in spite of the listed examples, the prehistory 
of the Hungarians is not a well-known historical issue in international research.

Having reviewed the schools and trends, we may now turn to the most important issues that 
generated a debate during the socialist and post-socialist period. Among these, the question of the 
origin and composition of early Hungarians remained the most important. Certain scholars evaluated 
the evidence as the outside influence of neighbouring Turkic peoples on the Finno-Ugrian Hungarians. 
Others presumed a mixing of Finno-Ugrian Hungarian and Turkic tribes or groups during centuries- 
long or shorter cohabitation. An original and influential explanation for the mixture of Ugrian and 
Turkic elements was given by Gyula László in his theory of ‘double Conquest’. According to his 
hypothesis worked out fully by 1970, groups speaking a Finno-Ugrian dialect and called Onogurs (the 
people of Kuber) in the sources, moved into the Carpathian Basin around 670. More than 200 years 
later, in 895, this first conquest was followed by the second conquest of a Turkic group lead by Árpád. 
Gyula László’s theory, which he upheld until the end of his life, was primarily based on archaeological 
observations about settlement patterns. He proposed that the archaeological material of the Onogurs, 
characterized by the so-called griffon-and-tendril style, and that of the Hungarians complement each 
other. Beside these, he built on data in historical sources emphasizing this duality (double Conquest of 
the Huns and Hungarians, ‘white’ and ‘black’ Hungarians etc.).194 The undoubtedly original argument

187 T. Bogyay. Lechfeld. Ende und Anfang. Ein ungarischer Beitrag zur Tausendjahrfeier des Sieges am Lechfeld. München 
1955.

188 G. Vernadsky-M. Ferdinandy: Studien zur ungarischen Frühgeschichte I. Lebedia II. Álmos. München 1957.
189 I. Boba: Nomads, Northmen and Slavs. Eastern Europe in the Ninth century. The Hague -Wiesbaden 1967; idem:
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of Gyula László did not convince, only divide, research; some accepted his theory and tried to confirm 
it,195 others considered it a dubious hypothesis and rejected it.196 It is the undeniable merit of László’s 
theory that it made the Onogur migration into the Avar Empire in 670 unquestionable and focused 
attention on the underresearched problem of the ethnic composition and size of the population found 
in the Carpathian Basin by Árpád’s Hungarians.

A next disputed question is that of the homelands of the Hungarians. Regarding earlier homelands, 
the Caucasian theory dominated for a while after 1945, but since 1960 the theory of the northern 
homeland (Magna Hungária) has become more accepted among Turkologists, linguists and 
archaeologists alike.197 Despite this decrease in popularity, the theory of the southern homeland stayed 
alive: it was mostly some Turkologists, who suggested that the Hungarians moved south to the river 
Kuban.198 On the whole, however, no consensus was reached in this issue during the 1990s either. 
There were disputes concerning the later homelands mentioned by Constantine as well. In the middle 
of the 1980s, even a workshop was organized on the issue, and the views of the participating scholars 
were published in a volume.199 Beside the traditional concept (Levedia between the Dnepr and the 
Don, Etelköz between the Dnepr and the Seret) other opinions exist as well.200 According to one, 
Levedia was a tribal settlement area in the central part of the larger territory of the tribal alliance 
between the Don and the Lower Danube.201 According to another view gaining popularity during the 
1990s, both Levedia and Etelköz were part of the settlement area of the tribal alliance during the 
nomadic migration and were described by a river.202

The interpretation of the nature of the Khazar connection was a subject of debate as well. In this 
period, beside the hypothesis of long vassalage under the Khazars and later independence (around 800 
or 830),203 we may encounter the suggestion of Khazar supremacy only during the 9th century and later 
Hungarian independence,204 or the view that Hungarians were under Khazar rule until the Conquest.205 
Thus, the duration of Khazar rule and the exact time of the beginning of Hungarian independence are 
still debated issues, and consensus exists only about the fact that there was some form of Khazar 
supremacy over the Hungarians before the Conquest. A new polemic unfolded itself after 1945 
concerning the organization of the political leadership of the Hungarians. Most scholars deduced from 
the Muslim sources the existence of a dual kingship modelled on Khazar political organization. 
According to this, a sacral (kündií) and an actual, military leader (gyula) led the tribal alliance.206 
Although some believed in a triple leadership (kündii, gyula, horka) as well,207 the hypothesis of dual
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chiefdom gained morc popularity in the literature of the last decades. The main difference between the 
proponents was that while some, counting with the full implementation of the Khazar model, 
suggested a sacral kingdom,208 others assumed an only partial adoption due to the allegedly lower 
socio-economic complexity of the Hungarians or to the lack of time for socio-political development. 114

Another debate revolved around the persons holding the offices of the kiindii and the gyula. 
According to the influential ‘ kiindii Kurszán’-theory of György Györffy, first Levedi held the office of 
the kiindii and Álmos that of the gyula, later Levedi’s son, Kurszán became kündü and Álmos’s son 
became gyula. When Kurszán died in 904, Árpád merged the two offices as prince, and delegated the 
office of the gyula with reduced power to one of the tribal leaders.210 This view was very popular for 
quite a while, but later it was questioned by many, mainly due to the participation of Kurszán in the 
campaigns, which is not characteristic for a sacral leader. As a consequence, many thought he held the 
office of the gyula or the horka.2M A new hypothesis was the interpretation of Álmos’ role as sacral 
prince, put forward by many from József Dccr to Gyula Kristó based on the Turul-legend, his murder 
in Transylvania and a few later sources.212 All in all, after 1945 there were two hypotheses (the 
Kurszán- and Álmos-thcories), which questioned the temporal primacy of Árpád’s principality, 
although certain scholars still supported the traditional view, which was based on Constantine’s 
report.213

The interpretation of some issues of the conquest was controversial as well. Certain scholars, 
following the pre-1945 view, considered the conquest a prepared, planned campaign disturbed by the 
Pechenegs, who were displaced by a wave of migrations, and by the Bulgarians, who launched a 
counterattack.214 Others rejected the notion of planned conquest and explained it with the attack of the 
Pechenegs and the Bulgarians.215 We can find various views concerning the periods and date of the 
conquest as well: some reckon with initial settlement already in 892 or 894, the main phase is usually 
dated to 895 or 896, 900 is usually considered the end of the conquest, but some assume the conquest 
continued in 902 as well, and regard the 907 battle at Braslavespruch (Pozsony/Bratislava) as its 
conclusion.216 Thus, no consensus has been reached in this respect in the literature of the last decades.

Finally, we have to mention the discussion about the life-style, that is, economy and society, of the 
conquerors. According to the view that became widespread after 1945, the conquering Hungarians 
were not nomads, but semi-nomads; they practiced agriculture and had permanent winter camps. As a 
consequence, society was divided into semi-nomadic and pastoral commons (ínség [derth]), a 
permanent military retinue participating in the campaigns (jobbágyság [serfdom]) and a nomadic elite 
(bőség [plenty]).217 According to another, similarly old, view, the Hungarians were nomads, did not 
have permanent winter camps, agriculture was carried out by conquered, subjugated servants. This 
view was built primarily on written sources (the Gayham-tradition, Leo the Wise, Regino, MascüdT, 
Ibn Hayyän, Constantine). According to Gyula Kristó, the majority of the society of the conquering 
Hungarians was made up by free nomads, who were warriors at the same time. Although there was an 
elite, and the formation of the retinue had already started, in his opinion we cannot talk about a 20
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tripartite division of society.218 219 It is worth mentioning that this issue created a schism between the 
Budapest and Szeged schools already before 1945, which seems to be repeated in the 1990s. The semi- 
nomadic vs. nomadic debate has not been settled yet, although the latter is undoubtedly supported 
more by the written sources.

Now we introduce the works and views of some of the prominent researchers of the post-war period.
A well-known representative of the Marxist school was Erik Molnár (orig. Lajos Szentmiklóssy 1894..
1966), who had a political position in the new socialist system and played an influential role both as a 
historian and a politician. He was a professed Marxist already before 1945 and wrote his earlier works as 
well from such a point of view. He published a book on the formation of feudalism in 1942,210 then 
reviewed the history of Hungarian society from prehistory until the Árpád Period,220 finally he published 
a synthesis on the prehistory of the Hungarians in 195 3.221 In his works, he criticized bourgeois 
historiography, especially linguistics. He accepted the Finno-Ugrian origin and located the Ugrian 
homeland in west Siberia. He refused the theory of the Kuban or Caucasian homeland, and located the 
settlement area of the Hungarians in Bashkiria. Employing a Marxist terminology, he wrote about 
primitive communist pastoral society and military democracy, and characterized the incursions as 
marauding campaigns. He interpreted the Hungarian campaigns against the Slavs rather peculiarly, when 
in the case of the Vyatich and the Sevcryan he assumed a Hungarian military superiority, while in the 
case of the Polyan, the founders of the Kiev Rus, he counted with Polyan superiority: an obviously 
politically biased interpretation. Within the tribal alliance he reckoned with the significant contribution 
of elements of Turkic origin based on the physical anthropological remains, but assumed their linguistic 
assimilation. Following the traditional concept, he located Levedia between the Don and the Dnepr, and 
Etelköz west of the Dnepr, and dated the attack of the Pechenegs and the migration to Etelköz around 
890. Molnár assumed that the social organization of the tribal alliance was forced on the Hungarians by 
the Khazars and the two leaders (kende and gyula) were appointed by them as well. In his opinion, 
Árpád, who was elected in Etelköz, was only the military leader of the tribal alliance and the leadership 
was complemented by two judicial officials. Molnár’s works were built on the categories of Marxist 
theory and were dominated by the analysis of the disintegration of primitive communism; he payed little 
attention to the research of political history.

The next, more significant representative of the Maixist school was Antal Bartha (1927-1998). His 
special field was the prehistory of the Hungarians, had no connection with other areas of research, which, 
to a certain extent, limited his work. After a number of studies, his first book was published in 1968. 
Although its title promised an examination of 9th— 10th century Hungarian society, in reality he gave a 
comprehensive, but rather general, picture of contemporary Eastern Europe and 9th— 10th century 
Hungary’s role within it.222 As we have already mentioned, he wrote the chapter on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians up to the Conquest in the ten-volume History of Hungary. His next work, a popular book on 
the Hungarian Conquest, was published in 1987; partly as a consequence of its genre, its line of 
argument is clearer than in Bartha’s other works.223 Finally, in 1988 he published a comprehensive, but 
rather compact and not easy-to-read review on the prehistory of the Hungarians.224 Bartha supported the 
traditional Finno-Ugrian theory and located the homeland of the Hungarians in Bashkiria, in the Volga 
and Kama region. In his earlier works, he identified the earlier settlement area on the Don as Levedia, 
and the area west of the Don as Etelköz; most recently he located the later in the area between the Lower 
Danube and the Don. He assumed a longer Khazar supremacy over the Hungarians, which ended around
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810-830, and was related to the construction of the new Khazar system of fortifications, among them that 
of Sarkéi. In his later works, he was sceptical about the reliability of Constantine’s report; he considered 
the story of Lcvcdi, Almos and Árpád a legend containing historical contradictions. He was similarly 
critical about the institution of dual chicfdom and sacral kingship. Bartha’s research was more of a 
synthesizing nature, and he did not really come up with a theory of his own.

An outstanding representative of the ‘realist’ school was György Györffy (1917-2000), the renowned 
medievalist, the son of the great ethnographer István Györffy. He published a study on the Pechenegs 
already at a young age, in 1939, and after 1945 he wrote important books and articles on Hungarian 
history in the Árpád Period as well (c.g. a monograph on King Stephen I, the historical geography of the 
Árpád Period in more volumes etc.). In 1948 and 1959 he published two important works, already 
mentioned above: one of them examined the tradition of the Hungarian chronicles, the other contained 
two studies about the foundation of the Hungarian state. The first of these traced back the formation of the 
medieval county system to the settlement areas of the clans; the second laid the foundation for a peculiar 
theory of dual chicfdom, according to which Kurszán held the office of kündü.215 Due to these books, 
Györffy became a prominent figure of the research on the origins of the Hungarians. Curiously, 
afterwards -  except for the chapter on the conquering Hungarians and their campaigns in the History o f 
Hungary -  he never summed up his views on the prehistory of the Hungarians in a monograph, his view 
can only be reconstructed based on his articles and the forewords in the sourcebooks edited by him. His 
articles written on the eastern peoples, who joined the Hungarians and settled down in the Árpád Period, 
were collected in a volume and also published important articles.2“*’ In his opinion, the Finno-Ugrian 
Hungarians lived in Bashkiria after leaving the Ugrian homeland, were certainly subjects of the Khazars 
and became independent in the 830s. He located their settlement area in Etelköz, between the Don and the 
Lower Danube, the centre of which he believed to be Levedia. According to his above-mentioned theoiy, 
between 870 and 893 the tribal alliance was lead by kündü Levedi and gyula Álmos. In 893, the 
Pechenegs, displaced by a wave of migrations, attacked the Hungarians. After sacrificing Levedi and 
relieving Álmos, Kurszán became kündü and Árpád became gyula. The Hungarians planned the 
occupation of the Carpathian Basin and set off in 894-895, but a new Pcchencg-Bulgarian attack disturbed 
the process and the people of the seven tribes had to escape from Etelköz. Györffy tried to reconstruct the 
process of the settlement on the basis of onomastic data (place, tribal and personal names) and an analogy 
with the Mongol Period; he described the nomadic movements along rivers (summer and winter camps) 
of Árpád and his sons and other leaders in the Carpathian Basin. Fie examined separately the settlement of 
the Kabars, whom he placed under the heir prince, identified with Black Hungarians, and located in the 
later Nyitra and Bihar counties and around the river Temes; he traced back the origins of the later ducal 
system to this as well. He assumed that the disintegration of the tribes had started by this time and counted 
only with clans in the 10th century. With regard to life-style, he accepted semi-nomadism and assumed a 
tripartite Hungarian society {bőség, jobbágyság, ínség). He thought to discover Árpád’s heir not among 
his sons, but in Szabolcs, whom he regarded Árpád’s relative. Györffy was an outstanding scholar of the 
prehistory of the Hungarians, who worked out significant concepts. His hypotheses were criticized by 
Károly Czeglédy and Gyula Kristó. These debates, despite their often sharp tone, contributed to research, 
since they highlighted the weak points of the various theories and sometimes lead to new results.

The views of the other prominent person of the ‘Budapest school’, Jenő Szűcs (1928-1988), were 
close to Györffy’s. He was a specialist in medieval Hungarian histoiy and published numerous studies 
and books on various topics.225 226 227 Szűcs, whose writings are characterized by a tendency towards the
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formation of abstract models and a complicated periodic style, was especially fond of the history of 
ideas and was an outstanding scholar of medieval national identity. His doctoral thesis, defended in 
1970, was related both to the prehistory of the Hungarians and to medieval national identity, since he 
examined ‘barbarian’ ethnic identity in general and within the framework of the prehistory of the 
Hungarians. Only a draft of this work was published in his life, the full text appeared posthumously.22* 
It was István Zimonyi, who edited this ambitious manuscript together with another, unfinished study 
of his on the prehistory of the Hungarians in 1992.228 229 Szűcs regarded the Hunor-Magor story (the 
legend of the magical deer) the origin myth of the Hungarians. According to his model, one of the 
conditions of the formation of a people was permanent political structure, which enables the formation 
of a characteristic culture, including language and ethnic identity (a sense of ‘We’) as well. In the case 
of the Hungarians, Szűcs accepted the view that they had lived under Khazar supremacy for two 
centuries and left the Khaganate around the 830. Following Györffy’s research, he regarded Levedi 
and Kurszán the kiindii and thought that this office indicates the Khazar organization of the 
Hungarians. Accepting Nemeth’s etymologies of the tribal names, he suggested that the assimilation 
of Turkic components took a longer time, between the 6th and 8th centuries. He dated the joining of the 
three tribal fragments of the Kabars to the 860s. He also agreed with Györffy that due to the Pechencg 
attack and during the Conquest, the tribal system began to disintegrate and the society of the 
conquerors was held together by a system of clans. All in all, Szűcs accepted Györffy’s vision of the 
conquest and reinterpreted it from the aspect of the history of ideas.

The most significant representative of the ‘Szeged school’, Gyula Kristó (1939-2004), became the 
leading figure of the research of the prehistory of the Hungarians by the 1990s. He started publishing 
in the 1960s and, similarly to Györffy and Szűcs, approached the question of origins from a 
medievalist point of view. As a versatile scholar of medieval Hungarian history, he wrote numerous 
articles and books on various issues. Among others, he published a monograph on St. Stephen I, the 
formation of the early county system, 11th century principality, feudal disintegration, the wars of the 
Árpád and the Anjou Periods. As the editor of the Anjou-kori okmánytár (Register o f the Records o f 
the Anjou Period), he published many volumes of regesta. Beside this, he was the editor of the series 
Szegedi Középkortörténeti Könyvtár (Szeged Library o f Medieval History). As we have already 
mentioned, he was a member of the Szeged Research Group of the Prehistory of the Hungarians 
(Szegedi Őstörténeti Munkaközösség) and published one of his groundbreaking synthesis on 9th— 10th 
century Hungarian history in 19 80.230 A considerably revised version of this book was published in 
English in 1996. In the same year, he wrote a popular review on the Conquest and a collection of his 
studies was also published.231 Wc have already mentioned the two sourcebooks he edited. Beside these 
major works on the prehistory of the Hungarians, he wrote numerous important articles as well. In his 
opinion, the Hungarian tribal alliance was formed from two components in Levcdia, in the 830s. One 
of them came from Bashkiria, the homeland on the Volga, and contained dominantly Finno-Ugrian 
elements (the tribes Nyék and Megy er) and smaller Turkic tribal fragments (Gyarmat). The other 
component, made up mostly by Turkic tribes (Tarján, Jenő, Kér, Keszi), originated in Khazaria. 
According to his hypothesis, the narrower Levcdia, named after Levedi, was on the river Bug, while 
the settlement area of the tribal alliance was much larger and spread to the Don in the east. He 
assumed that the Khazars subjugated Levedi’s Hungarians in the 840s and resettled them as a military 
auxiliary people around the Volga. From here they were displaced by the Pechcnegs around the 
beginning of the 850s and moved to Etelköz with the Kabars who had risen against the Khazars. 
Previously, Kristó located Etelköz between the Dnepr and the Seret. According to his more recent
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views, the narrower tribal settlement area was located around the Prut, while he placed the larger area 
of the tribal alliance between the Don and the Lower Danube. He suggested that the election of a 
prince took part in the 850s on Khazar initiative and Almos was elected as kiindii. First, Almos was a 
sacral ruler and was the vassal of the Khagan, but by the 870s he achieved independence and formed 
his own nomadic empire. According to Kristó, the political organization of the early Hungarians was a 
Khazar-type dual kingship. The Conquest of 895 was a consequence of the aligned attack of the 
Pechenegs and the Bulgars; he reckoned with conscious planning at most in connection with the 
occupation of Transdanubia in 900. In his opinion, Almos was followed by Árpád, the latter in turn by 
Liuntika, as prince. The office of the gyula was held by Kurszán (Kusál), who led the campaigns. He 
regarded the Hungarians equivocally nomads and estimated their number lower than that of the natives 
of the Carpathian Basin. He analyzed in detail the campaigns and incursions as well and considered 
them mere raids, and not conscious political actions.

The Turkologist András Róna-Tas approached the research on Hungarian origins from the aspect of 
the research of Turkic languages. Following the footsteps of Lajos Ligeti and Gyula Németh, he 
investigated the Turkic loanwords in Hungarian. One of his most important results concerned the 
origin of the Khazar ethnonym: he showed that it was not Common Turkic. In 1995, his writings on 
the prehistory of the Hungarians were collected in a volume,232 233 in the following year his ambitious 
review on the topic was published as well.“ ’3 In the first part of his work, he reviewed the data related 
to the prehistory of the Hungarians: the auxiliary and related disciplines, the Finno-Ugrian linguistic 
relatives of Hungarian and the Turkic peoples Hungarians had come into contact with. This refcrence- 
book-likc part was built on the university textbook published in 1970. In the second half, Róna-Tas 
explicated his views on the prehistory of the Hungarians. He examined in detail the foreign ethnonyms 
used to denote Hungarians and their own ethnonym. He is of the opinion that while the former were 
vested on them by their neighbours, their self-denomination suggests the merging of two Ugrian 
groups (Manys and Er). He dated the formation of the Hungarians to the 8th-5 th century BC and placed 
it in the region of the Volga and Ural. From here, he had them migrate to the southern Urals, where 
they took up a nomadic lifestyle. In his opinion, the Hungarians moved to the Fore-Caucasus around 
AD 600 and stayed there until ca. 670. Afterwards they moved to Etelköz (which Levedia was part of), 
west of the Don, between the Dnepr and the Lower Danube, where they lived until the Conquest. He 
supposed that the settlement area of the kende, who was loyal to the Khazars, was in the east, and that 
of the military leader gyula was in the west. He suggested that Constantine’s story about Levcdi’s 
resignation was only a myth legitimating the Árpád Dynasty, and in reality Levcdi was dispossessed 
and in his placc Álmos elected Árpád as prince, which the Khazars accepted. As for the conquest, he 
separated the phases between 895-898, 899-900 and 900-902. According to his interpretation, the 
tribal alliance was led by the prince, who was the head of the tribe of Megyer, the military chief gyula 
and the karha, head of the joined foreign groups (three Kavar tribal fragments). With regard to the 
economy of the conquering Hungarians, he suggested that beside nomadism, we should reckon with 
agriculture and transitional forms as well.

We should now sum up this long period of research on the prehistory of the Hungarians between 
1945 and 1990 and between 1990 and 2005. Around the beginning of the socialist period (until 1965- 
70), research on Hungarian origins declined, although most of the scholars of the previous period 
continued their work and the publication of sources remained significant. Beside the representatives of 
the Marxist school, those of the realist school carried out significant research as well, formally 
accepting Marxism. The second part of the socialist period (from 1965-70) witnessed an upsurge in 
the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians. The Marxist school lost ground, while the 
representatives of the realist school published significant studies and monographs both in 
historiography, and other related disciplines. Research was further facilitated by the reappearance of

232 Róna-Tas {1995).
233 Róna-Tas (1996) and its English version Róna-Tas (1999).

83



the ‘Szeged school’ beside that of Budapest, and certain questions generated debates between their 
representatives. After the regime change in 1989-90, this positive tendency continued. The 
Millecentenary, just like the Millennium before, had an inspiring effect on research: new sourcebooks, 
monographs, conference proceedings were published. Thus, the general balance of the period is 
positive, although most questions of the prehistory of the Hungarians are still debated, especially by 
the different disciplines, schools and their representatives, and no consensus has been reached yet.

As a final assessment, we may establish that research on the prehistory of the Hungarians between 
1850 and 2002 may be divided into three periods and shows a slow development: more and more 
details are cleared, but new and new questions are raised as well. Progress has been made due to newly 
discovered sources and the critical editions of already known sources (Constantine, Muslim sources). 
Historiography also owes a lot to developments in related disciplines (Finno-Ugrian Studies, 
Turkology, archaeology, ethnography, physical anthropology etc.). It can also be observed that the 
historiographic methods of each period have an effect on the research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians: they either restrain or promote it. While the positivist theory of the 19th century 
contributed to research, the national-romantic school led it sometimes astray. The phenomenological 
school of the interwar period mostly helped it with its new approaches, but the post-war Marxist 
school definitely held it back with its proliferating terminology. The more professional realist method 
could come up with new results, even though certain issues are still debated by the representatives. 
Further development probably depends on the discovery of new sources, as well as the introduction of 
new methods.
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THE STATE OF THE RESEARCH ON THE PREHISTORY 
OF THE HUNGARIANS. HISTORIOGRAPHY 

(ORIENTAL SOURCES, HISTORY OF THE STEPPE)

István Zimonyi

I. Foundations and results

Historiography examines the past based primarily on written sources. The early history of the 
Hungarians has a special status in this respect, since the first records concerning the Hungarians are 
available only from the 9th century on. At the same time, the context of the ethnogenesis of the 
conquering Hungarians is provided by the history of the Eastern European steppe, consequently its 
research subsequent to the 4th century AD is an unavoidable task of historiography.

Reliable data on the 4th to 10th century history of the nomads, among them the Hungarians, of 
Eastern Europe is offered by neighbouring settled civilizations.

The Byzantine Empire played a particularly important role among them, which, due to its territories 
and alliances in the Balkans, the Crimea and the Caucasus, always had authentic information on the 
region. Unfortunately in the 8th and 9th centuries, during the war about iconoclasm, many works were 
lost and only a few sources were handed down to us in the extracts of later authors, which may be used 
to reconstruct the events.

The Latin West was mainly interested in the Carpathian Basin and its immediate surroundings, the 
areas east of the Don were hardly known before the Mongol Period (13th—15th century). Among the 
nomadic peoples creating empires in the Carpathian Basin, it was the history of the Huns that was of 
greater significance. The Huns played a decisive role in the fall of the Western Roman Empire. The 
attention of western authors was brought to the Avar Khaganate due to Charlemagne’s alleged role in 
its defeat and the fact that from then on the control of his Empire extended over the Avar groups as 
well. Finally, the European significance of the Hungarian incursions is demonstrated by the birth of 
the Holy Roman Empire. The Carpathian Basin became part of Europe when the wave of 
Christianisation reached the Hungarians around the millennium. This may be interpreted as the second 
phase of the formation of medieval Europe.1 First, the core of medieval Europe was formed on the 
basis of the Germanic-Roman synthesis; Central, Northern and Eastern Europe joined when the rulers 
of the local peoples took up Christianity.

Muslim civilization had access to information about Eastern Europe through three channels: around 
the end of the 9th century, the Samim id Dynasty ruling Transoxania and Khurasan established trade 
relations with Eastern Europe and contemporaneously started the conversion of the peoples of the 
Kazakh steppe and Eastern Europe to Islam. Their first success may be dated to 922, when the Volga 
Bulghars living around the Volga and Kama rivers took up Islam. The compiler of the most important 
source for the early Hungarians of the south Russian steppe, al-GayhanT, governed in the place of the 
minor ruler in the Sämänid court. The other key area was the Muslim province of Azerbaijan and the 
Eastern Caucasus, which had been conquered by the Arab in the 640s and was the headquarters of 
their campaigns against the areas north of the Caucasus. In the first half of the 8th century the Khazars 
and the Arabs fought grave battles against each other, but after 750 a new era began and trade between 
Eastern Europe and the Islamic world started to flourish. In the 9th century, the main trade route 
between the two areas led through the Caucasus, as shown by many data preserved in Muslim

1 /. Zimonyi: The nomadic factor in medieval European history. ActaOrientHung 58 (2005) 33-40.
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geographical literature and historiography. Finally, the third channel transmitting information was 
Andalusia, where the Caliphate of Cordova took a lively interest in Eastern Europe, partly due to the 
Hungarian incursion of 942, partly due to slave trade form there.

The analysis of the sources includes the reconstmction of historical events and also the questions of 
ethnogenesis, social and political organization, economy and culture. This obviously requires 
cooperation with other disciplines.

1. Oriental sources

Under this label I am going to review the Muslim (Arabic, New-Persian and Turkic in Arabic script), 
Armenian, Hebrew and runic Turkic sources of early Hungarian history. Since Syriac,2 Tibetan, 
Chinese3 and Indian sources contain information on peoples influencing the early history of the 
Hungarians, here they are omitted. Beside Greek and Latin, only Muslim sources provide information 
on 9th—10th century Hungarian history. Research on Armenian and Hebrew documents is expected to 
yield new, important results. Knowledge of runic Turkic inscriptions is fundamental, since they 
provide insights into the political, social and cultural life of a nomadic empire, the successor-state of 
which, the Khazar Khaganate, was to be connected to a crucial phase of the history of the Hungarians.

The interpretational possibilities of oriental sources are largely determined by the historian’s 
knowledge of the inner structure of the given culture and its fdtering mechanisms, otherwise these 
texts might be completely misunderstood; furthermore, topoi of nomadic people are just as common 
among eastern authors as among their western contemporaries. This requires knowledge of the 
historical characteristics of steppe populations, since in its absence research on these sources might 
only recognize the stereotypes of the authors.

a. Muslim sources:

Both geographical and historical literature preserved data on the early Hungarians. The most detailed 
report of the geographical literature is the Hungarian chapter of the Gayhanl-tradition, which was 
preserved by Ibn Rusta, GardTzI, al-Marwazi, al-BakrT and in the Hudüd al-cAlam. The report was 
probably compiled based on data collected from merchants most of which may be dated to the second 
half of the 9lh century, but it also contains later interpolations. The BalhT-tradition was preserved in the 
works of al-Istahrl, Ibn Hawqal and al-MuqaddasI. This work is made up of commentaries on maps 
from the early 10th century. Al-MascüdT, who travelled the known world of his time, reported about the 
background of the Hungarian Conquest and the incursions of the Hungarians in his works dated to the 
first half of the 10th century. Ibn Fadián, a member of the delegation sent from Baghdad through 
Bukhara to the Volga Bulghars in 922, also documented his experiences. Ibn Hayyän, a prominent of 
Andalusian historiography, worked in the 11th century; in the entry of 942 he reports in detail about the 
Andalusian campaign of the Hungarians. Al-BakrT, also from Andalusia, not only preserved the 
Gayhanl-tradition, but also the Jewish Ibrahim ibn Yacqüb’s data on the Hungarians of the second half 
of the 10th century.4 Al-BakrT quoted another source from the same period, it reports about the 
Hungarians in its chapter titled Unqulus.5

2 The Syriac sources on the medieval nomads were collected and translated by Kmoskó (2004).
3 Csongor compiled a sourcebook on the Juan-juan from Chinese works, B. Csongor: Kínai források az ázsiai avarokról 

[Chinese sources on Asian Avars]. Történelem és kultúra 9. Budapest 1993.
4 For the editions and Hungarian translations of the works of the above-mentioned authors by G. Kuun see MHK 141-196 (Ibn 

Rusta, GardTzI, al-BakrT), 197-220 (Ibd Fadian), 221 246 (IstahrT, Ibn Hawqal), 247- 284 (al-Mascüdí). For updated Hungarian 
translations by K. Czcglédy see MEH 84 94 (Ibn Rusta and GardTzi), 95 96 (al-Balhi), 96-99 (Ibn Fadlän), 100- 102 (al- 
MasTidT); HKÍF 19 20 (Ibn Hurdädbih), 21-23 (Interpreter Salläm), 24-26 (GardTzi), 27-28 (Härön ibn Yahyä), 29 48 
(GayhänT-tradition), 49 51 (BalhT-tradition), 52 59 (al-MascüdT), 60 (al-Tabari), 61 66 (Ibn Hayyän), 67 (al-MaqdisT), 68 (Al- 
cUdri), 69-74 (Yäqüt). M. Kmoskó not only translated, but provided detailed comments to parts of the works of Muslim

88



b. Armenian sources

The study of the Armenian sources on the nomads of the north Caucasus is still in its infancy. This 
group of sources may contain new information on the early history of the Hungarians and of other 
peoples that played an influential role in Hungarian ethnogenesis.5 6

c. Hebrew sources

During the 9th century, the Khazar ruler took up Jewish religion, which drew the attention of Jewish 
communities living in the Islamic world, Europe and the Byzantine Empire. The correspondence of 
Hasdäy ihn Saprüt and Joseph, the Khazar ruler, has been known for a long time now, but a letter by 
an anonymous Khazar Jew to Hasdäy also contains important data concerning early Hungarian history. 
The Kievan Jewish letter also has bearings on the Hungarians. Thus, the inclusion of Hebrew sources 
is promising as well.7

authors related to Eastern Europe and Eurasian steppe. See Kmoskó (1997) on Ibn Hurdädbih, al-HamadanT, Qudäma and Ibn 
Rusta, Kmoskó (2000) on al-Istahri, Ibn Hawqal, al-MuqaddasT, al-MascüdT and al-Bakn. A good review of the literature on 
Muslim authors can be found in SzOM  1:2, 211-240 by T. Iványi, see also I. Ju. Krackovskij: Arabskaja geograficeskaja 
literatúrai Izbrannye socinenija IV. Moskva-Leningrad 1957; A. Miquel: La géographie humaine du monde musulman jusq'au 
milieu du 1 1° siede. Vol. \H. Paris-La-Haye 1973, 1975, 1980, 1988.
Critical edition of the Arabic geographical literature, M de Goeje (ed.): BGA I-VIII. Lugduni Batavorum 1870- 
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Jakűbí; Pars 8: al-Masüdi (1894); A. P. Van Leeuwen~A. Ferre: Kitäb al-Masälik wa-1-Mamälik d'Abu Ubayd al-Bakn. 
Qartäg 1992. (edition critique avec introduction et indices); V. Minorsky (ed.): Sharaf al-Zamän Tahir MarvazI on 
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5 I. Zimonyi: Egy új muszlim forrás a Kárpát-medencében élő magyarokról. Nomád népvándorlások, magyar honfoglalás [A 
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6 A comprehensive review of Armenian sources on the history of the steppe was given by Ö. Schütz, SzŐM 1:2, 260-273. For 
the study of an important Armenian source see A. Paulik: “A világ bemutatása”. Egy 7. századi örmény földrajz a steppe 
népeiről [‘The presentation of the world’. An Armenian geography of the peoples of the steppe from the 7lh century]. In: 
Róna-Tas (2001) 28-68; Cf. R. H. Hewsen: The Geography of Ananias of Sirak (Asxarhac’oyc’). The Long and Short 
Recensions. Introduction, Translation and Commentary.Wiesbaden 1992.

7 For the first edition of Hebrew sources see S. Kohn: Héber kútforrások és adatok Magyarország történetéhez [Hebrew 
Sources Relating to the History of Hungary], Budapest 1881 (reprinted in 1990). For a definitive edition of the Khazar
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d. Turkic runic inscriptions

The great runic Turkic inscriptions were carved into stone in the 8th century and they are the earliest 
reliable sources on the Turkic and Uyghur Khaganatcs, naturally from the point of view of the rulers 
and their retinue. Hungarian historians have used these sources numerous times as analogies, which is 
the main reason for preparing a new critical edition and Hungarian translation.* 8

2. Theories on ethnogenesis

One of the most complicated problems of the early history of the Hungarians is how to establish the 
date from when we may talk about Hungarians at all and what historical formation we mean under this 
term. Theories on the origin of the Hungarians can be divided into three categories.

1. Hungarian language was formed between 1000 and 500 BC, which is identical with the 
formation of the Hungarian people.

2. Árpád, the founder of the dynasty, organized the Hungarians into a people from various ethnic 
elements.

3. The formation of the Hungarians was a longer process, which took placc between the AD 5lh and 
9th centuries.

According to the most widespread view today, the formation of the Hungarian language coincided 
with that of the Hungarian people. Consequently, most historians assume that Hungarian language and 
Hungarian people are coeval. At the same time, most linguists emphasize that the history of a language 
and the history of a people are two different conceptual categories and their identification is 
methodologically questionable. It is debated in historical linguistics, whether the reconstructed 
protolanguage is a real language or a scientific system of symbols. Without taking sides in the debate, 
I would like to remark that the reconstructed protolanguage is a model, which should be close to a real 
linguistic system, but their identification is methodologically untenable.9 A further serious problem is 
posed by the confusion of the terminologies of various scientific fields. Probably the most frequent 
one is when a linguistic category takes the placc of an ethnic one. According to the German 
ethnologist Mühlmann, it is the linguists’ fault that they talk about Indo-European ‘peoples’, not Indo- 
European ‘languages’. To put it another way, what we call a linguistic community, is by no means a 
community in an ethno-sociological sense, only a group of speakers of the same language, a statistical 
set. This is valid not only for general concepts like Indo-Europeans, but also for subcategories like

correspondence see P. K. Kokovtsov. Evreisko-khazarskaia perepiska v X veke. Leningrad 1932. For another basic text see 
N. Golb-O. Pritsak: Khazarian Hebrew documents of the 10lh century. Ithaca-London 1982. Also compare A. Róna-Tas: A 
keleti magyarok egy kairói geniza-levélben [Eastern Hungarians in a Geniza letter from Cairo], A Magyar Izraeliták 
Országos Szövetsége Évkönyv 1983- 84, 293-296; L. Hunyadi: A Schechter-féle szöveg: egy névtelen kazár zsidó levele 
Haszdai ibn Sapruthoz [The Schechter-text: the letter of an anonymous Jew to Hasdäy ibn Saprüt], In: Róna-Tas (2001), 
162-175. Significant progress has been made in this field due to a recent publication, S. J. Spitzer-G. Komoróczy: Héber 
kútforrások Magyarország és a magyarországi zsidóság történetéhez a kezdetektől 1868-ig. (Hebrew Sources Relating to 
the History of Hungary and Hungarian Jewry in the Middle Ages from the Beginnings until 1868). Budapest 2003.

8 From the runic Turkic inscriptions those of Kül Tegin and Tonjukuk are available in Zs. Kakuk’s Hungarian translation, 
MEH 57-75. A. Berta has prepared the critical edition and new translation of the great Turkic and Uyghur inscriptions, 
Berta A: Szavaimat jól halljátok... -  A türk és ujgúr rovásírásos emlékek kritikai kiadása [Hear my words... A critical 
edition of Turkic and Uyghur runic inscriptions]. Szeged 2004; Cf. T. Tekin: A Grammar of Orkhon Turkic. The Hague 
1968; P. Aalto (hrsg.): Materialen zu den alttürkischen Inschriften der Mongolei. Gesammelt von G. J. Ramstedt-J. G. 
Granö-P. Aalto. Journal de la Societe Finno-Ougrienne 60 (1958) 3-61; V. Rybatzki: Die Tonuquq-Inschrift. Studia Uralo- 
Altaica 40. Szeged 1997; S. G. Kljastornyj: The Tes Inscription of the Uighur Bögü Qaghan. ActaOrientHung 39 (1985) 
137-156; S. G. Kljastornyj: The Terkhin Inscription. ActaOrientHung 36 (1983) 335-366; T. Tekin: The Tariat (Terkhin) 
Inscription. ActaOrientHung 37 (1983) 43-68; G. J. Ramstedt: Zwei uigurische Runeninschriften in der Nord-Mongolei. 
JSFOu 30 (1913) 10-37.

9 A. Róna-Tas: A nyelvrokonság. Kalandozások a történeti nyelvtudományban [Linguistic affinity. Adventures in historical 
linguistics], Budapest 1978, 298-302.
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Germans, Celts, Slavs etc. ‘We have to expel the concept of people from the research on origins. 
Terminology is not indifferent, since incorrect terminology leads unawares to incorrect thoughts. The 
mix-up and blending of linguistic and ethnic categories is as a scientific impossibility, just like the 
thimblerigging with linguistic and physical anthropological terminology used to be.’10 11 We may add 
furthermore, that while linguistic affinity is a conceptually well-defined and well-founded term, the 
affinity of peoples is a concept difficult to interpret historically, since under people we mean a larger 
group whose cohesion is ensured by a commonly accepted fiction. This means that while in the case of 
smaller, face-to-face, consanguineous communities, kinship can be verified, in the case of larger out
groups, tribal alliances, kinship is an obvious fiction within the community (imagined community)." 
Thus, in case of the affinity of peoples, we create a ‘kinship’ between two fictions, which is obviously 
a conceptual impossibility. In this sense, we cannot talk about the affinity of peoples, only about 
peoples speaking related languages. With regard to Hungarian origins this means that Hungarians arc 
not a Finno-Ugrian people, but a people speaking a Finno-Ugrian language, since the term ‘Finno- 
Ugrian peoples’ is an erroneous derivative of the term ‘peoples speaking Finno-Ugrian languages’. 
Despite this, the old notion survives, and we can meet its traces still today. According to András Róna- 
Tas’ recent synthesis, the concept of ethnos or people is made up of component parts and formative 
elements. Formative elements include common a semiotic system, a we-consciousness, and a 
permanent self-denomination. Róna-Tas is of the view that within the semiotic system, the most 
important one is language, but the whole of culture as constituted by dressing, burial customs, 
greetings etc. also belongs here.12 Afterwards he notes that this definition is important in order to 
differentiate between languages and peoples. His methodologically correct statement, however, does 
not prevail in practice, since the first chapter of his book is titled ‘The Relatives: The Uralic languages 
and peoples’, while the next chapter is titled ‘The Neighbours: Early Indo-European languages and 
peoples, The early Turkic peoples, The Slavonic peoples’. Thus, the aspects of historical linguistics 
and ethnohistory are blended again.

József Dcér’s views are in sharp contrast with the theories of linguists: he took the model of nomadic 
empires as starting point. Starting from the ethnic concept reflected in the Orkhon Inscription, according 
to which a group becomes a true people only if it has its own ruler, whose power ensues directly from the 
Sky God, Tengri. Such a concept can indeed be read into the inscription: a bodun ‘people’ ideally has a 
khagan, a sovereign, and his inseparable el, that is, autonomous power, empire.13 Such was, for example, 
Mao-tun, the founder of the Hsiung-nu Empire, and the Turkic and Uyghur khagans. With regard to 
Eastern Europe, we have sources on the khagans of the Huns, Avars, Khazars and Danube Bulghars. In 
contrast, the other peoples {bodun) of the Turkic Khaganate, with their peculiar system of tribal alliances, 
their own political organizations and ethnic compositions, are the subjects of the Turkic khagan 
according to the Turkic inscriptions. In Deer’s opinion, the ethnogcncsis of the Hungarians took place 
undoubtedly through Árpád’s election as duke, and the unity of the dynasty and the people ensured 
survival.14 Although the Árpád Dynasty certainly secured the political framework for the survival of the 
Hungarians, Constantine Porphyrogcnitus, when describing the history of the coming to power of the 
dynasty, emphasized -  based on Hungarian tradition -  that Árpád had been elected as duke by the order 
of the Kliazar khagan and according to Khazar customary law. This cannot in any way be reconciled 
with the way Turkic or Uyghur khagans came to power. On the other hand, the title of khagan is missing 
from Hungarian tradition, and according to Muslim sources, the office of künde, the main ruler of the 
Hungarians, is third in rank in Khazar hierarchy. In any case, the hypothesis that the election of Árpád as 
duke was the starting point of Hungarian ethnogcncsis, is hard to demonstrate.

10 W. E. Mühlmann: Ethnogonie und Ethnogenese. Theoretisch-ethnologische und ideologiekritische Studie. In: Studien zur 
Ethnogenese. Bd. I. Opladen 1985, 15-16.

11 B. Anderson: Imagined Communities: Reflection on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism. London 1983.
12 Róna-Tas (1996) 20; idem (1999) 6-7.
13 On these terms /. Zimonyi: Bodun und El im Frühmittelalter. ActaOrientHung 56 (2003) 57-79.
14 J. Deér: Pogány magyarság, keresztény magyarság [Pagan Hungarians, Christian Hungarians]. Budapest 1938, 5-77.
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It was Jenő Szűcs, who -  starting from a rebuttal of Deer’s view -  came up with a new historical 
hypothesis, emphasizing the process of Hungarian ethnogenesis. In his opinion, the linguistic historical 
category of ‘Proto-Hungarian’ cannot be defined from an ethno-sociological point of view, thus we 
cannot define the group this tcnn denotes. According to Szűcs’ model, there are inseparable conditions 
of the formation of a larger community, tribal alliance or people: a permanent political framework and 
ethnic and social factors. The long existence of a tribal alliance enables the origin myth of the dominant 
group to spread to the whole community, so that from the various traditions a new culture would form, 
characteristic for only that people, hi the end, language, the means of conveying ethnic homogenization, 
becomes part of the process as well, hi addition, despite the strong ducal power, the majority of the given 
people is made up by freemen of a community with common origin and shared legal customs, whose wc- 
consciousness organically combines loyalty for the duke, ethnic identity and free status. In the case of the 
Hungarians, Szűcs suggested that the lasting political framework was provided by the Kliazar 
Khaganate, while the origin myth was preserved m the story of Hunor and Magor. Thus, this new theory 
assumes that the fonnation of the Hungarian people was a longer process, and its period accessible for 
historically analysis falls between the 4th-5 th and 9th centuries.15 16

3. Migration theories about the early Hungarians

Since written sources on the Hungarians appear only from the 9th century, the location of the 
Hungarians in the 5th to 8th centuries has been reconstructed based on the historical testimony of 
Turkic loanwords in Hungarian and the data on Eastern European history know so-far.

Gombocz traced the majority of pre-Conquest Turkic loanwords in Hungarian to the Bulghar-Turkic 
branch. This term came into existence, when Asmarin considered the language of the Bulghars the 
predecessor of Chuvash. His opinion was based on glosses in Muslim and Russian sources and Volga 
Bulghar inscriptions from the 13th—14th century, after the fall of the state of the Volga Bulghars. He also 
concluded that the language of other peoples carrying the Bulghar name -  the Bulghars north of the Black 
Sea from the 5th to 7lh centuries and the conquering Danube Bulghars from the end of the 7th century -  
should also be included in the same linguistic group as the Volga Bulghars, and termed them Bulghar- 
Turkic as opposed to the label Common Turkic, which included the other Turkic languages. Németh 
included among the Bulghar-Turkic speaking peoples all those Turkic tribal alliances, whose ethnonym 
contained the element ogur. He regarded it as the Bulghar-Turkic equivalent of the Common Turkic 
ethnonym oguz. Thus, he categorized the Ogurs, Onogurs, Utigurs and Kutigurs as Bulghar-Turkic.

Based on the ethnonym Khazar and the Kliazar toponym Sarigsin, Gombocz categorized Khazar as 
Common Turkic. Németh accepted this view and supported it with further arguments.

Gombocz worked out his first concept of the prehistory of the Hungarians accordingly, and 
suggested that the Hungarians living around the Volga and Kama rivers received the Bulghar-Turkic 
loanwords from the Volga Bulghars between 600 and 800. The first date is the appearance of the 
Bulghars in the Volga region, while the second is the date of the move of the Hungarians to the south. 
Later, under the influence ofZichy’s palaeontological method (called ‘biogeography’), he changed his 
opinion and dated the contact between 463 and 600. He suggested that the Hungarians moved from the 
Volga-Kama region to the pre-Caucasus due to the Onogur, Ogur and Saragur migration of 463, and 
the contact with Bulghar-Turkic speaking peoples was terminated around 600 by the migration of the 
Volga Bulghars to the north. First, Németh accepted Gombocz's second opinion, but later he returned 
to Gombocz’s earlier version11’.

15 ./. Szűcs: A magyar nemzeti tudat kialakulása. Két tanulmány a kérdés előtörténetéből [The formation of Hungarian 
national identity. Two preliminary studies on the issue], Budapest 1997; Cf. idem: Nation und Geschichte. Studien. 
Budapest 1981.

16 The history of the theory was reviewed by K. Czeglédy: Magyar őstörténeti tanulmányok [Studies on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians], Budapest 1985, 156-163; Cf. Z  Gombocz: Die bulgarisch-türkischen Lehnwörter in der ungarischen Sprache.
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The collection of Khazar linguistic remains from various sources was carried out by Golden.* 17 It 
was, however, Róna-Tas, who demonstrated that the Common Turkic etymology of the ethnonym 
Khazar was based on a non-existent verb *qaz- ‘migrate’.Is The Common Turkic categorization of 
Khazar language was based on this. Ligeti, when examining Khazar glosses, included Khazar titles 
preserved in Hungarian, and took into consideration the runic attestation of the Kievan Khazar letter.11 19 
He concluded that Khazar belonged to the Bulghar-Turkic branch as well. As a consequence, the term 
Bulghar-Turkic lost its meaning, since it had been created as an opposition to Khazar. Ligeti 
resurrected an old terminology and reintroduced the term ‘Chuvash-type languages’. Thus, the 
pressure to look for the source of pre-Conquest Chuvash-type loanwords in Hungarian outside the 
Khazar Khaganate was terminated. Ligeti, however, cautiously left open the possibility of Hungarian 
contact with the Volga Bulghars in the 6th century in the Volga region, but considered its significance 
much smaller than that of later Khazar contact.

In his book published in 1986, Ligeti suggested that the Hungarians moved to the pre-Caucasus 
around the middle of the 7lh century, they crossed the Don around 830 and settled down west of the 
Dnepr around 870.20

Róna-Tas reconstructed Hungarian history of the 5th to 9th centuries the following way: at the end 
of the 6th century Hungarians, moving south from the Urals region, took the place of the Bulghars on 
the river Kuban, where they became part of the Khazar Khaganate. In the 670s Kuvrat’s empire was 
overthrown by the Khazars, as a consequence of which some of the peoples of Kuvrat’s Onogundur 
Empire moved away and the Hungarians seized the areas west of the Dnepr. Thus, Ligeti and Róna- 
Tas -  with slight modifications -  returned to the classic notion of the Caucasian homeland.21

The number of pre-Conquest Turkic loanwords was estimated around 250-300. According to the 
Történeti Etimológiai Szótár (Historical Etymological Dictionary),22 42 words have Chuvash-type 
elements and 191 words of Turkic origin fulfil neither Common Turkic, nor Chuvas-type criteria.2' 
Since these latter words may have come from both Turkic branches, and there are no pre-Conquest 
Turkic loanwords that can be demonstrated to have a Common Turkic origin, it is safe to assume that 
words without any criteria might have come from Chuvash-type languages.24 Still, the possibility that 
they were taken over from Common Turkic cannot be excluded, even more since many Common 
Turkic elements can be found in the onomastic material. It is also possible that loanwords of Common 
Turkic origin arc missing, because they were mistakenly referred to a later, Pctchencg-Cuman layer. It 
is namely known from historical sources that the Petchencgs and the Cumans joined the Hungarians in 
larger numbers during the 11th to 14th centuries.

In any case, the traditional historical concept explaining the borrowing of pre-Conquest Turkic 
loanwords has been found untenable, and, as a consequence, we need new methods to locate the 
settlement area of the Hungarians before the 9,h century. The following choices may come to mind as 
5,h-9 th century settlement areas: the northern shores of the Black Sea, the pre-Caucasus and the Volga- 
Kama region.

Helsinki 1912; Gy. Németh: A honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása [The formation of the conquering Hungarians], Budapest 
1930; idem: Ungarische Stammesnamen bei den Baschkiren. Acta Linguistica 16 (1966) 1-21.

17 P. B. Golden: Khazar Studies. An Historico-philological Inquiry into the Origins of the Khazars I I I .  Budapest 1980.
18 A. Róna-Tas: A kazár népnévről. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 84 (1982) 349-380; idem: Újabb adatok a kazár 

népnévről. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 85 (1983) 126-133.
19 L. Ligeti: The Khazarian Letter from Kiev and its Attestation in Runiform Script. ActaOrientHung 31 (1981) 5-18.
20 Ligeti expounded his views in his work on the Turkic loanwords in Hungarian Ligeti (1986). On his concept of prehistory 

see also I. Zimonyi: Ligeti Lajos magyar őstörténet koncepciója [Lajos Ligeti’s concept of the prehistory of the 
Hungarians], Századok 122 (1988) 216 221.

21 Róna-Tas (1996) 248; idem (1999) 322.
22 L. Benkö (ed.): A Magyar nyelv történeti-etimológiai szótára I-IV. [Hungarian Historical Etymological Dictionary]. 

Budapest 1967-1984; L. Benkö (hrsg.): Etymologisches Wörterbuch des Ungarischen I III. Budapest 1992-1995.
23 Ligeti (1986) 11-12.
24 A. Róna-Tas and Á. Berta will publish a new etymological dictionary of Hungarian words of Turkic origin Á .  Berta-A. 

Róna-Tas: Old Turkic loan words in Hungarian. ActaOrientHung 55 (2002) 43-67.

93



II. Analysis of research

The periodization of research

The prehistory of the Hungarians -  correctly, the early history of the Hungarians -  or Hungarian 
cthnogenesis is an important part of modern national identity; as a consequence, the course of 19th-20th 
century Hungarian history had its influence on its research.

Research on prehistory in the second half of the 19th century was determined by the disputes of the 
Ugrian-Turkic war. The conflict, hallmarked by the names Vámbéry and Budenz, had many layers. The 
Ugrian side was successful in proving that Hungarian belonged to a branch of the Finno-Ugrian language 
family. In contrast, Vámbéry did not argue about linguistic origins, but for the Turkic character of the 
Hungarian people. The exact interpretation of this is still hotly debated, since contemporary Muslim and 
Byzantine authors did place Hungarians among Turkic peoples. The apparent reason is that the 
Hungarian tribal alliance was formed within the framework of nomadic peoples and empires, whose 
dominant linguistic element was Turkic, thus the adjective ‘Turkic’ referred to a certain political 
organization and lifestyle: it was a synonym for ‘nomadic’. The opposition between the Ugrian and the 
Turkic point of view was obviously irresolvable, since the two systems, language and lifestyle, have no 
direct connection. At the same time, this dispute had an ideological overtone as well. The medieval Hun- 
Hungarian theory of origin was accepted by the nobility, and it could be transferred without difficulty to 
the theory of Turkic origin, thus was closer to their mentality. In contrast, the theory of Finno-Ugrian 
origin was connected to proponents of capitalist development, who were -  due to a peculiar Hungarian 
course of history -  mainly foreigners.25

The Millennium at the end of the 19th century brought about significant changes in the research on 
the prehistory of the Hungarians, since the issue received great public attention. Among the 
publications, Paulcr’s still one and only bilingual sourcebook and his historical monograph were the 
most outstanding.26 The Peace Treaty of Trianon had double consequences: on the one hand, due to its 
effect on national identity, it promoted exaggerated, extreme views (Turanism); on the other hand, 
scientific interest in the period increased. The responsibility of Western European states in the 
dismemberment of the country affected the orientation of Hungarian intellectual life fundamentally, 
and effected a disappointment in Western values. Hungarian public life turned gradually towards the 
East and this trend played a central role not only in the concepts of the traditional right wing, but also 
in that of the so-called ‘populist/rural movement’.27 The interwar period brought about significant 
progress. Two fundamental works on Latin sources were published. Szentpétery prepared the critical 
edition of Latin narrative sources from Hungary,28 while Gombos published foreign Latin and other 
sources in three volumes.29 With regard to Byzantine sources, Moravcsik’s work A magyar történet 
bizánci forrásai (The Byzantine Sources o f Hungarian History) is of fundamental importance, its 
revised and expanded German edition is still one of the most important reference books of Byzantine

25 For a review of the debate see J. Pusztay: Az “ugor-török háború” után. Fejezetek a nyelvhasonlítás történetéből [In the 
wake of the Ugrian-Turkic war. Chapters from the history of comparative linguistics], Budapest 1977. More recently see B. 
Sinkovics: Vámbéry és a magyar-török rokonság [Vámbéry and Ffungarian-Turkic affinity], Acta Universitatis 
Szcgediensis. Acta Historica 1 12 (2002) 89 97.

26 MHK\ Gy. Paulen A magyar nemzet története Szent Istvánig [The history of the Hungarian nation till St. Stephen], 
Budapest 1900.

27 For a review of the period see É. Kineses Nagy (ed.): Őstörténet és nemzettudat 1919-1931 [Prehistory and national 
identity 1919-1931], Szeged 1991.

2S Scriptores Rerum Hungaricarum tempore ducum regumque stirpis Arpadianae gestarum. Edendo operi praefuit Emericus 
Szentpétery. I—II. Budapest 1937-1938 (reprinted in 1999 with revisions and a new epilogue by K. Szovák and L. 
Veszprémy).

29 A. F: Gombos: Catalogus fontium históriáé Hungaricae I—III. Budapest 1937-1938. A volume of registers was published 
by Cs. Csapody in 1943.
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studies.30 Kmoskó, who died in 1931, carried out groundbreaking research on Syriac and Muslim 
sources, the results of which have only recently been published.31 Beside these source editions, a 
monograph and a volume of articles are also of great importance. The first is Gyula Németh’s 
revolutionary A honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása (The Formation o f the conquering Hungarians) 
from 1930, which served as a guideline for research until the 70s.32 The other one is a collection of 
articles edited by Lajos Ligeti, which contained contributions by renowned representatives of various 
disciplines.33

Between 1945 and the 1960s, ideological voluntarism had a strong impact on the research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians, represented mainly by the work of Erik Molnár. His theories were 
discussed at a workshop in 1953, the proceedings of which were published.34 Beside the ideological 
debates, important scientific results were reached as well: in 1949, Gyula Moravcsik published a 
bilingual edition of one of the most important Greek sources of the prehistory of the Hungarians, 
Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ De Administrando Imperio.35 György Györffy reviewed the references 
on the prehistory of the Hungarians in the Latin chronicles of the Hungarian kingdom in his book of 
1948.36 In his following larger work he reviewed the predecessors of the Hungarian state.37 Beside 
these, he was the editor of the second sourcebook on early Hungarians after MHK in 1958, which had 
later many revised editions.38

By the 1970s, this expert work started to yield results. By this time, the dominant political ideology 
was not involved in scientific questions any more, or at least did not influence research at the expense 
of a formal acknowledgement of Marxism. The archaeologist István Fodor reviewed the results of the 
research on early Hungarian history in a popular, but highly scholarly book.39 Szűcs’ fundamental 
work has already been touched upon in connection with theories on ethnogenesis. His doctoral 
dissertation was completed by 1970, but was published only posthumously in 1992. Around the 
beginning of the 1970s the Szeged Research Group of the Prehistory of the Hungarians of the 
University of Szeged was founded on András Róna-Tas’ initiative, aimed at the publication of a 
handbook on Hungarian origins and early histoiy. Its five volumes were published under the title 
Bevezetés a magyar őstörténet kutatásainak forrásaiba (Introduction to the Sources o f the Research 
on the Prehistory o f the Hungarians) and all disciplines involved in the field (archaeology, 
ethnography, linguistics, written sources, writing systems, chronology, scientific analyses) were

30 Gy. Moravcsik: A magyar történet bizánci forrásai [The Byzantine sources of Hungarian history], Budapest 1934; idem: 
Byzantinoturcica I. Die byzantinische Quellen der Geschichte der Türkvölker. II. Sprachreste der Türkvölker in den 
byzantinischen Quellen. Berlin 1942 -1943 (19582).

31 Kmoskó (1997); Kmoskó (2000); Kmoskó (2004).
32 Gy. Németh: A honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása [The formation of the conquering Hungarians], Budapest 1930. Németh 

worked on a revised edition till the end of his life, the manuscript was edited by A. Berta and published in 1991.
33 L. Ligeti (ed.): A magyarság őstörténete [The prehistory of the Hungarians], Budapest 1943 (reprinted in 1986).
34 K. Czeglédy-D. Szabó (eds): A magyar őstörténet kérdései [Questions of the prehistory of the Hungarians], 

Nyelvtudományi értekezések 5. Budapest 1955.
35 For Hungarian translations and comments see Gy. Moravcsik (ed.): Bíborbanszületett Konstantin, A birodalom kor

mányzása (De administrando imperio). Budapest 1950. The second edition appeared in 2003 with a foreword by T. Olajos. 
Cf. Gy. Moravcsik (ed.): Constantine Poiphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio. English tamsl. by R. J. H. Jenkins. 
Washington 1967.

36 Gy. Györffy: Krónikáink és a magyar őstörténet [Our chronicles and early Hungarian history], Budapest 1948. Its revised 
and expanded edition was published in 1993.

37 Gy. Györffy: Tanulmányok a magyar állam eredetéről. A törzstől az országig, a nemzetségtől a vármegyéig. Kurszán és 
Kurszán vára [Studies on the origins of the Hungarian state. From tribe to country, from clan to county. Kurszán and 
Kurszán’s castle], Budapest 1959.

3S MEH (1958; 19752; 19863). The most recent revised edition was published in 2002.
391. Fodor: Verecke híres útján. A magyar nép őstörténete és a honfoglalás [Through the famous pass of Verecke. The 

prehistory of the Hungarian people and the Conquest], Budapest 1975. The book has German and English translations (see 
below) and a completely revised edition, I. Fodor: A magyarság születése. Magyarország krónikája 1 [The birth of the 
Hungarians. The chronicle of Hungary 1], Budapest 1991.
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represented.40 A comprehensive, representative collection of articles reviewing the results of the 60s 
and 70s titled Magyar őstörténeti tanulmányok (Studies on the Prehistory o f the Hungarians) was 
published in 1977.41 This tradition was continued by the publication of the proceedings of the two 
similar conferences organized by the Hungarian Academy of Sciences (HAS).42 Among the works of 
the 80s, Kristó’s review of the 9th—10th century history of the Hungarians based on written sources 
deserves greater attention.43 The first bilingual sourcebook since 1900 was published under Gyula 
Moravcsik’s name by his students, Zsigmond Ritoók and István Kapitánffy, making available an up- 
to-date critical edition of the Byzantine sources of early Hungarian history.44 An ambitious endeavour 
of Hungarian historiography was the preparation of a ten-volumes review of Hungarian history. The 
first volume was published in 1984, its chief editor was György Székely, its editor Antal Bartha. The 
latter also wrote the chapter on the prehistory of the Hungarians.45 The value of the Marxist Bartha’s 
work was determined by the fact that he was not a specialist of any discipline involved in the research 
on Hungarian origins, thus his opinions on certain issues did not always reflect the then latest results 
of the relevant field. This is even more obvious if we compare Bartha’s work with the chapter written 
by István Bóna titled ‘The Migration Period and the Early Medieval History of Hungary’ preceding it, 
or György Györffy’s chapter, following the one on Hungarian origins, titled ‘Conquest and 
Settlement’ and ‘The Period of the Incursions’. The studies of Bóna and Györffy represented an 
international standard.46

After the regime change in 1990, the historical possibility arrived to shape a scientifically 
grounded, realistic view of Hungarian cthnogenesis, which received great attention again due to the 
1100th anniversary of the conquest.

Already in the 70s, an enterprise was launched with the collaboration of the then socialist countries, 
aiming at the preparation of the Eastern European counterpart of the Lexikon des Mittelalters. In 
Poland such a work was completed.47 The plan, however, failed among others because the specialists 
of each country would have written medieval histoiy with the modern borders in mind. Hungary quit 
in 1986 and a plan for a Hungarian medieval encyclopaedia using the results of the history of 5th—14th 
century historiography and archaeology started to take shape. Most of the entries were completed by 
1989, but due to the regime change and other conflicts, preparations stopped by 1992. Most of the 
entries on history were done, and, following a new concept, under the editorship of Gyula Kristó, Pál 
Engel and Ferenc Makk, the Korai magyar történeti lexikon (Lexicon o f Early Hungarian Histoiy) 
was published48 * Another volume was compiled from this material as well: István Bóna took on the job 
of completing and editing the entries on the Huns, Gcpids and Langobards.40

40 SzŐM 1:1,1:2, II, III, IV.
41 A. Bartha-K. Czeglédy-A. Róna-Tas (eds.): Magyar őstörténeti tanulmányok [Studies on the prehistory of the Hungarians], 

Budapest 1977.
42 A magyar őstörténet -  több tudományág szemszögéből szemszögéből [The prehistory of the Hungarians - from many 

perspectives]. Magyar Tudomány 1980/5, 321-413; A magyar őstörténetkutatás fél évszázada [Half a century of research 
on the prehistory of the Hungarians], Magyar Tudomány 1990, 241- 312.

43 Gy. Kristó: Levedi törzsszövetségétől Szent István államáig [From Levedi’s tribal alliance to St. Stephen’s state]. Budapest 
1980.

44 Gy. Moravcsik: Az Árpád-kori magyar történet bizánci forrásai [The Byzantine sources of the Hungarian history of the 
Árpád Period], Budapest 1984 (19882).

45 A. Bartha: A magyar nép őstörténete [The prehistory of the Hungarian people]. In: Bartha (1984) 375 -574. Also as 
separate book: A. Bartha: A magyar nép őstörténete [The prehistory of the Hungarian people], Budapest 1988.

4(1 /. Bóna: A népvándorláskor és a korai középkor története Magyarországon [The history of the Migration Period and the 
early Middle Ages in Hungary], In: Bartha (1984) 265-373; Gy. Györffy: Honfoglalás és megtelepedés. A kalandozások 
kora [Conquest and settlement. The period of incursions]. In: Bartha (1984) 576- 716.

47 IV. Kowalenko-G. Labuda- T. Lehr-Sptawihski (eds): Slownik starozytnosci slowiahskich. I—VII. Wroclaw- Warszawa 
Kraków-Gdansk 1961-1982.

4S Gy. Kristó (ed. in chief)-P. Enget -F. Makk (eds): Korai magyar történeti lexikon (9-14. század) [Companion encyclopedia 
to early Hungarian history (9lh— 14lh centuries)). Budapest 1994.

4I) I. Bóna (ed.): Hunok -  Gepidák - Langobárdok [Huns -  Gepids -  Langobards]. MŐK 6. Szeged 1993.
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Between 1992 and 1996, the Board of the Prehistory of the Hungarians of the HAS, with the 
cooperation of the Hungarian National Museum, organized international workshops, whose 
proceedings were published in the series A honfoglalásról sok szemmel (The Conquest through Many 
Eyes) edited by György Györffy. The four volumes of the series covered the fields of archaeology, 
linguistics, written sources and ethnography.50

In 1991, András Róna-Tas founded the Research Group o f the Prehistory o f the Hungarians (Ma
gyar Őstörténeti Kutatócsoport) at the József Attila University in Szeged with the aim of investigating 
partly the Turkic connections of the Hungarian language, partly the written sources of the early history 
of the Hungarians. Besids, a special course on Hungarian origins was launched at the university as 
well. The publication of the Research Group, the Magyar Őstörténeti Könyvtár (Library o f the 
Prehistory of the Hungarians), is edited by István Zimonyi and has so far twenty-two volumes.51

András Róna-Tas’ book, A honfoglaló magyar nép (The Conquering Hungarians), completed by 
the 1100th anniversary of the Hungarian Conquest, is mainly a review of the results of the Workshop at 
Szeged and his own for a wider public.52

In 1996 Gyula Kristó published the results of his research on the 9th century history of the 
Hungarians in English, which may be considered as a revised edition of his 1980 Hungarian book.53 
Furthermore, he organized the edition of a new sourcebook, in which Muslim sources were prepared 
for publication by István Zimonyi, Greek ones by Terézia Olajos, Slavic ones by Imre H. Tóth, Latin 
ones by Gyula Kristó. Beside the Hungarian translations, the book also contains detailed philological 
and historical commentary. Gyula Kristó’s student, Sándor László Tóth, reviewed 9th century history 
on the basis of written sources, modifying Kristó’s earlier views in many points.54 István Bóna’s book 
on the 9th-10th century history of the Hungarians deserves special attention, since the point of view of 
the archaeologist contributed significantly to our knowledge.55 At the same time, the proceedings of 
the celebratory workshop organized by the HAS on the occasion of the 1100th anniversary of the 
Conquest were also published.56

Finally, great importance should be assigned to works on the prehistory of the Hungarians 
published in foreign languages, since without these, Hungarian results will not become part of the 
international literature. Among the comprehensive works, István Fodor’s 1975 book was translated in 
to English and German.57 The publication of Gyula Kristó’s results in English has already been 
mentioned. Róna-Tas’ 1996 review is also available in English.58 A sketchy review of the prehistory of 
the Hungarians in French has also been prepared recently.59 60 Thus, foreign language publications are 
vital to establish our presence in international scientific life, the significance of which has already been 
recognized by foreign scholars as well.6(1

50 L. Kovács (ed.): Honfoglalás és régészet [Conquest and archaeology], A honfoglalásról sok szemmel I. Budapest 1994; L. 
Kovács—L. Veszprémy (eds): A honfoglaláskor írott forrásai [The written sources of the Conquest period], A honfoglalásról 
sok szemmel II. Budapest 1996; L. Kovács-L. Veszprémy (eds): Honfoglalás és nyelvészet [Conquest and linguistics]. A 
honfoglalásról sok szemmel III. Budapest 1997; L. Kovács-A. Paládi-Kovács (eds): Honfoglalás és néprajz [Conquest and 
ethnography], A honfoglalásról sok szemmel IV. Budapest 1997.

51 The first nine volumes were published in Szeged, the Balassi Kiadó took over publishing the volumes after the tenth.
52 Róna-Tas (1996).
53 Gy. Kristó'. Hungarian History in the Ninth Century. Szeged 1996.
54 S. L. Tóth: Levediától a Kárpát-medencéig [From Levedia to the Carpathian Basin], Szegedi Középkortörténeti Könyvtár 

14. Szeged 1998.
531. Bóna: A magyarok és Európa a 9-10. században [Hungarians and Europe in the 9th 10lh centuries]. Budapest 2000.
56 Honfoglalás és millennium [Conquest and Millennium], Magyar Tudomány 1996/8, 897-1044.
571. Fodor: In Search of a New Homeland. The Prehistory of the Hungarian People and the Conquest. Budapest 1982; idem: 

Die große Wanderung der Ungarn vom Ural nach Pannonien. Budapest 1982.
58 Róna-Tas (1999).
59 I. Zimonyi: Préhistoire hongroise: méthodes de recherche et vue d'ensemble. In: S. Csernus-K. Korompay (eds): Les 

Hongrois et l'Europe conquéte et integration. Paris-Szeged 1999, 29-43.
60 P. A. Stephenson: On the need for further studies of medieval Hungary in English. In: G. Prinzig-M. Salamon (eds): 

Byzantium and East Central Europe. Byzantina et Slavica Cracoviensia III. Cracow 2001, 99-109.
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The database

The database of historical research is constituted by written sources. Most of these sources had already 
been found by the end of the 19th century and published in 1900. New Greek and Latin sources cannot 
be expected. On the other hand, numerous new eastern sources might be found in the future. In the last 
decade, the discovery of previously unknown parts of Ibn Hayyan’s and al-BakrT’s works may give 
new stimulation to the further research on Muslim sources. The investigation of Caucasian (Armenian 
and Georgian) and Hebrew sources promises new results as well.

Thus, we may count with the expansion of the database of written sources, but this obviously 
cannot be compared to the growth of archaeological finds. The question may then be raised, how 
further we may go with the interpretation of the sources. Here we also have to mention an obvious 
methodological problem of the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians. The small number of the 
sources provides an opportunity to create various reconstructions based on the available data, that is, 
new and new theories may be constructed based on the material at our disposal without the possibility 
of verification or falsification. These new works arc founded on the world of fantasy, they do not 
contribute to our knowledge of the period, but bring sometimes significant profit to the author on the 
media market.

Prominent scholars and schools

In the fields of history, Oriental, Byzantine and Slavic Studies, research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians is a peripheral issue. The historians involved in this research are usually renowned 
medieval specialists. The still influential works of Péter Váczy, György Györffy, Jenő Szűcs or Gyula 
Kristó belong to this category. Györffy and Szűcs were colleagues of the Institute of History of the 
HAS, where there was no opportunity to establish research schools. In contrast, Gyula Kristó was a 
lecturer at the university of Szeged, had many students, among them Sándor Tóth, who wrote his 
doctoral dissertation on the prehistory of the Hungarians.

In the field of Byzantine Studies, Moravcsik created a new school that focused on the research of 
nomadic peoples. Many of his students continued his involvement in the issue and edited his work 
Az Árpád-kori magyar történet bizánci forrásai (The Byzantine sources o f Árpád Period Hungary). 
János Harmatta continued Moravcsik’s work and developed it further in the direction of Iranian 
Studies. At Szeged, it was Samu Szádeczky-Kardoss who created a workshop researching Byzantine 
sources on medieval nomads and at present his students, Ferenc Makk and Teréz Olajos continue 
this tradition/’1

Within Oriental Studies, Turkology is traditionally an important area of the research on Hungarian 
origins. Neither of the founders, Ármin Vámbéry and Gyula Gombocz, had a personality to establish 
schools. In contrast, Gyula Németh and his contemporary, Lajos Ligeti, who had a great impact on the 
research on the prehistory of the Hungarians, had many students. Németh had a significant role in 
directing Moravcsik’s and Czeglédy’s attention towards early Hungarian history. Many of Németh’s 
students arc involved in research connected to the prehistory of the Hungarians, the most important 
being the recently deceased István Mándoky-Kondur and István Vásáry. Ligeti considered himself a 
student of Németh, but his research on Turkology unfolded mostly after Németh’s death. He also 
created a research school, and many of his students are still influential. György Kara, a leading 
specialist of Mongol Studies, was the head of the Department of Inner Asian Studies in Budapest until 
recent times; Katalin Kőhalmi is an internationally known specialist of monadic religion and 
ethnography. András Róna-Tas is the founder of the Department of Altaic Studies in Szeged, he 61

61 See e.g. T. Olajos: Les études byzantines en Hongrie au XXC siécle. In: E. Follieri (ed.): Testi e Studi Bizantino Neocilenici 
VII. Vol. II. Roma 1993, 639-656; idem: A magyarországi bizantinológia a XX. században [Byzantine Studies in Hungary 
in the 20lh century]. In: L. Koszta (ed.): Kelet és nyugat között. Történeti tanulmányok Kristó Gyula tiszteletére [Between 
East and West. Historical studies in honour of Gyula Kristó], Szeged 1995, 381-399.
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created the Szeged Research Group of the Prehistory of the Hungarians and later the Research Group 
of the Prehistory of the Hungarians, and, due to his activities as a lecturer, many of his students arc 
involved in the research on the various aspects of the prehistory of the Hungarians (Árpád Berta, 
Mária Ivanics, Ádám Molnár, István Zimonyi).

The great scholars of Muslim sources, Géza Kuun, Mihály Kmoskó and Károly Czeglédy, did not 
establish research schools. The motivation behind Kmoskó’s research was mainly the shock of 
Trianon and Homan’s encouragement, while Czcglcdy’s involvement in the research was due to 
Nemeth’s influence.

In the field of Slavic Studies, Péter Király and Imre H. Tóth and their students contributed to the 
research on early Slavic-Hungarian relations and the critical edition of Slavic sources.

Politics has always tried to influence research on origins in favour of its own interests. As we have 
seen, the debates between the supporters of the various theories of becoming a nation and of capitalist 
transformation often lead to ideological fights within the research on the prehistoiy of the Hungarians 
as well. According to a popular belief, the supporters of the Finno-Ugrian theory in the 19th century 
were mostly foreign (German, Jewish) members of the middle class, while the adherents of Turkic or 
Hun affinity were the Hungarian nobility and gentry. Obviously, the scientific debates and details 
contradict this view. Trianon and its consequences also influenced the researchers of Hungarian 
origins. On the one hand, the turn towards the East and the overwhelming feeling of ‘being alone’ 
stimulated research, at the same time, however, it strengthened extreme forms of nationalism. After 
1945, Soviet policies on science burdened Hungarian research for a short while, this became, however, 
only a formality by the 60s.

Although the ‘Zeitgeist’ always determines to some degree the attitude of scholars, its role in 
philological research is minimal. At the same time, however, we have to bear in mind that research on 
questions like Hungarian-Khazar relations were always influenced by the attitude of the period 
towards Jews. The Khazar Kaghan took up Judaism in the first half of the 9th century for political and 
economic reasons. A conversion to the religions of the two neighbouring powers (Islam, Christianity) 
would have harmed the autonomic status of the Khazar Kaghan, while Jews had played a significant 
role in Eastern European trade. We have to emphasize, however, that this has nothing to do with 19th-  
20th century anti-Semitism.

Interdisciplinarity

Research on the prehistory of the Hungarians is not the task of one discipline. Furthermore, one 
scholar cannot keep up with the new results of all the involved fields, consequently results can only be 
expected through the collaboration of the representatives of various fields. At the same time, 
collaboration has its limits. We have already seen in connection with theories of ethnogenesis that the 
connection between historical linguistics and ethnohistory is problematic. Similar questions may be 
raised regarding the identification of archaeological cultures with ethnic groups. We arc in a better 
position when we have the opportunity to confront the results of more fields. Research on Hungarian 
history before the 5th century is dominated by historical linguistics and archaeology, and the historians’ 
opportunities are rather limited. We arc often faced with a situation when scholars regard the results of 
their own field primary and underrate those of others, especially when they do not support their views.

International ily -  provincialism

Research on Hungarian origins is aimed at our national past, thus it may be regarded national 
discipline. At the same time, early Hungarian history (5th to 9th centuries) is part of the history of the 
nomads of the early medieval Eurasian steppe as well. In turn, most of these nomads spoke a Turkic 
language in this period. Thus, research on the prehistory of the Hungarians is inconceivable without 
research on nomadic history. Already Gyula Németh devoted a separate chapter of his book A 
honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása (The Formation of the conquering Hungarians) to the history of
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Turkic-speaking peoples.62 Lajos Ligeti followed this tradition as well, who also reviewed the history 
of Turkic-speaking peoples in his 1986 book on the early Turkic contacts of Hungarian.63 András 
Róna-Tas’ recently published volume on the conquering Hungarians also contains a similar 
summary.64 * Hungarian scholars have an international reputation in the research on medieval nomads. 
The Cambridge History of Early Inner Asia was edited by Dénes Sinor and some of its chapters were 
written by Dénes Sinor, Samu Szádcczky-Kardoss and Peter Golden, a student of Tibor Halasi-Kun.66 
The first Hungarian review of this topic was written by István Vásáry.66 This tradition is continued at 
Szeged, where we plan to write the medieval history of the Eastern European steppe. As a preliminary 
work, we are publishing the source material on nomadic peoples. Thus, Hungarian scholarship has a 
strong presence in this field in international research. As we have already mentioned, the number of 
articles and monographs specifically on the prehistory of the Hungarians published in foreign 
languages has fortunately increased recently.

Comparison with research on the ethnogenesis o f other peoples

Prehistory plays an important role in the history of every people, since members of modern society are 
also interested in the question of origins. This has increased significance when the issue is manipulated 
according to political agendas. It should suffice to mention a few examples. The Norman-anti-Norman 
debate in Russian ethnogenesis was determined by West oriented and Slavophile trends. The Daco- 
Roman theory of Rumanian ethnogenesis is obviously an unscientific attempt at the creation of a 
grandiose national past. Bulgarian ethnogenesis raises an interesting question, since here a Turkic
speaking group created a political framework, the population of which was mostly Slavic-speaking, 
and within two-threc hundred years the Turkic conquerors were linguistically assimilated. Beside 
Bulgarian ethnogenesis, also Turkic Cumanians played an important role in the foundation of the 
second Bulgarian Tsardom. Thus, tendencies in the research on the early history of the Bulgarians are 
especially important, since they arc relevant for the politics related to the Turkish minority that moved 
there during the Ottoman occupation.

Furthermore, we may also establish that we have a serious lag compared to neighbouring nations in 
publishing sources. Rumanians, Slovaks, Bulgarians, Serbs and Croats have all already published a 
critical edition of the sources of their earliest history.67

New perspectives

Historiography may provide numerous possibilities for progress in the research on the prehistory of 
the Hungarians. The first of these is the discovery and publication of new sources on the early 
Hungarians. In this respect, especially eastern sources may prove to be useful, but western sources 
may also contain new data. Teréz Olajos found the expression uuangariorum marcha in the charter

62 The chapter titled „Török népek és nyelvek” (Turkic peoples and languages) in the new edition: Gy. Németh'. A honfoglaló 
magyarság kialakulása [The formation of the conquering Hungarians], Budapest 1991, 109-181.

63 Ligeti ( 1986) 312-418.
64 Róna-Tas (1996) 174-198.
63 D. Sinor (ed.): The Cambridge History of Early Inner Asia. Cambridge 1990.
66 /. Vásáiy: A régi Belső-Ázsia története [The ancient history of Central Asia]. MŐK 19. Budapest 2003; for a German 

translation see idem: Geschichte des frühen Innerasiens. Herne 1999.
67 Fontes Históriáé Daco-romane I—III. Bucure§ti 1964, 1970, 1975; D. Bartohková-L. Havlík-Z. Masarík- R. Vecerka (eds): 

Magnae Moraviae fontes historici - Prameny kdéjinám Veiké Moravy. I. Annales et chronicae. Pragae-Brunae 1966; D. 
Bartohková-L. HavUk- J. Ludvíkovsky-Z. Masarík R. Vecerka (eds): II. Textus biographici, hagiographici, liturgici. Brno 
1967; D. Bartohková-L. Havlík-I. Hrbek-J. Ludvikovsky-R■ Vecerka (eds): III. Diplomata, epistolae, textus historici varii. 
Brno 1969; D. Bartohková-K. Haderka-L. Havlík-J. Ludvíkovsky-J. Vasica-R. Vecerka (eds): IV. Leges-textus iuridici, 
supplemcnta. Brno 1971; L. E. Havlík (ed.): V. Indices. Brno 1972; I. Duichev (cd.): Fontes Graeci históriáé Bulgaricae I- 
X. Scrdicae 1954 1974; /. Duichev (ed.): Fontes Latini históriáé Bulgaricae I III. Serdicac 1958 1965; F. Baristic (ed.): 
Fontes Byzantini históriám populorum Jugoslaviae spectantes I-IV. Beograd 1955 -1971.
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of Louis the German, obviously related to ungar, the ethnonym of the Hungarians used by 
foreigners.68 69 Similarly, Péter Király found onomastic data related to the Hungarians in registers of 
western monasteries.66 Finally Richárd Szántó reviewed Latin sources from Spain on the Hungarian 
incursion of 942.70 The state of the analysis of Muslim, Armenian and Hebrew sources cannot be 
compared to that of Latin and Greek material, suggesting that we may expect a relatively large 
number of new sources.

Furthermore, the adoption of new historiographic methods may significantly contribute to our 
knowledge. The gentilic approach of Jenő Szűcs and his results have already been mentioned in 
connection with theories of Hungarian ethnogenesis.71 Similarly, research on history of ideas 
combined with historical linguistics may yield new results.72 73

It has already been mentioned that new results on the prehistory of the Hungarians may be reached, 
if it is viewed as embedded in the medieval history of Eastern Europe. Part of this task may be the 
examination of trade relations in Eastern Europe, the comprehensive analysis of the economic and 
cultural significance of trade routes based on written and archaeological sources and the international 
specialist literature, and their effects on the early history of the Hungarians.

On the long run, the preparation of a source-based monograph on the history of the medieval 
Eastern European steppe covering the Huns, Onogurs, Ogurs, Saragurs, Kutigurs, Utigurs, Bulghars, 
Avars, Khazars, Volga Bulghars, Petchenegs and Cumanians, is inevitable. In this respect, we have 
made significant progress in the publication of sources, since as a result of the work by Samu 
Szádeczky-Kardoss we have the full source material on the Avars and -  in a manuscript -  on the 
Bulghars before Asparuch at our disposal.77 In addition, Csaba Farkas investigated the Greek and 
Middle Latin sources on the Turks in his doctoral dissertation. With regard to Muslim sources, the 
edition and publication of Kmoskó’s heritage will bring considerable progress, since the work 
encompasses the source material of all medieval peoples of the Eurasian steppe. From the five 
volumes of this huge work, the first two have already been published,74 the third is under 
preparation. These works provide a sound basis for the comprehensive review of the history of the 
Eastern European steppe, which is needed for the creation of a framework into which the formation 
of the conquering Hungarians may be placed.

Finally, I would like to mention that significant progress has also been made in the analysis of the 
report of Ibn Hayyän and the Gayhanl-tradition. István Elter wrote a PhD dissertation about Ibn 
Hayyän’s passage on the Hungarian attack against Andalusia.75 * Based on Kmoskó’s earlier research, 
jointly with Professor Hansgerd Göckenjan, we published the chapters of the Gayhanl-tradition

68 T. Olajos: Adalék a /H/ung/a/ri/i/ népnév és a késői avar etnikum történetéhez [Notes on the (H)ung(a)ri(i) ethnonym and 
the history of the ethnic group of the Late Avar Period], AntTan 16 (1962) 87-89.

69 P. Király. A VII-IX. századi Ungarns, Hunger, Hungarius, Onger, Wanger személynevek [The 7lh to 9th century personal 
names Ungarns, Hunger, Hungarius, Onger, Wanger], Magyar Nyelv 83 (1987) 162-180, 314-331.

70 R. Szántó'. Spanyolországi források a kalandozó magyarok 942. évi hadjáratáról [Sources from Spain on the 942 campaign 
of the Hungarians], Acta Universitatis Szegediensis. Acta Historica 103 (1996) 43-49.

71 7. Zimonyi: The Concept of Nation as Interpreted by Jenő Szűcs. In: L. Löb-I. Petrovics-Gy. E. Szőnyi (eds): Forms of 
Identity. Szeged 1994, 1-8.

72 I. Zimonyi: Constantinus Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio magyar fejezetének török hátteréről. In: F. Makk-I. 
Tar-Gy. Wojtilla (eds): Studia varia: Tanulmányok Szádccky-Kardoss Samu nyolcvanadik születésnapjára [Studia varia: 
Studies in honour of Samu Szádeczky-Kardoss for his eightieth birthday], Szeged 1998, 159-166; idem: The Concept of 
Nomadic Polity in the Hungarian Chapter of Constantine Porphyrogenitus' De administrando imperio. In: A. Berta (ed.): 
Historical and Linguistic Interaction between Inner-Asia and Europe. Proceedings of the 39th Permanent International 
Altaistic Conference Szeged, Hungary: June 16-21, 1996. Studia Uralo-Altaica 39. Szeged 1997, 459—471.

73 S. Szádeczky-Kardoss: Az avar történelem forrásai [The sources of Avar history], MŐK 12. Budapest 1998; idem: A bolgár 
történelem forrásai Asparuch előtt [The sources of Bulghar history before Asparuch], Szeged 1979, 1980 (manuscript).

74 Kmoskó (1997); Kmoskó (2000).
751. Elter: Ibn Hayyän mint a magyar kalandozáskor írott forrása [Ibn Hayyän as a written source of the period of Hungarian

incursions]. Unpublished PhD dissertation. Budapest 2001.
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relevant to Eurasia with abundant historical and philological commentary.76 Besides, a new critical 
edition of the parts of the GayhänT-tradition on early Hungarians has been completed and submitted as 
a doctoral dissertation accompanied by detailed historical and philological commentary.77
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THOUGHTS ON THE PREHISTORY OF THE
HUNGARIANS

IstvánVásáry

István Zimonyi’s article ‘The State of the Research on the Prehistory of the Hungarians. 
Historiography (Oriental Sources, History of the Steppe)’ reviews thoroughly the state of research and 
the results of the last decades, and often reveals in great detail the historiographic precursors (see in 
this volume). His examination is so thorough, that I could add only a few entries to the bibliography, 
or could only slightly modify a few of his statements, but it is not my intention here. I would rather 
comment on those parts and thoughts that examine the wider context of the research on the prehistory 
of the Hungarians from a more ‘theoretical’ point of view. First, I would like to touch upon the origin 
and usefulness, furthermore the limitations, of the term ‘prehistory of the Hungarians’. Second, I will 
examine the ideological aspects of the prehistory of the Hungarians, the relationship between ideology 
and prehistory, and politics and prehistory. Finally, I would like to expound my opinion on the 
perspectives of the discipline within Hungarian scholarly life and touch upon the question of the 
possible ‘national’, ‘international’ and ‘provincial’ characters of science.

I. Early Hungarian history as ‘the prehistory of the Hungarians ’

The sun shines. The Earth rotates. History progresses. These are axioms, which are taken for granted. 
If, however, we examine closely their truths, we see immediately that they have not always been 
axioms. Instead of taken for granted concepts and truths, we find historically constructed and 
contingent concepts and truths. Whenever everyday experience coincided with scientific knowledge, 
firm axioms were formed. Such is our first example: the sun shines. If everyday experience and 
scientific knowledge clashed, sooner or later scientific truths prevailed. Such are the results of science: 
the Earth rotates. Finally, when neither everyday experience, nor science supported a thesis, the result 
is only a probability, based on public opinion. Such is our third example, not necessarily agreed to by 
everyone today: history progresses (i.e. moves forward in a linear fashion).

This short detour is only supposed to demonstrate that in the case of humanities and social sciences 
even some of the most evident concepts must be revisited and reconsidered in order to purge them 
from all the secondary meanings attached to them in the meanwhile. Such a concept is the worn-out 
and apparently self-evident ‘prehistory of the Hungarians’ as well. We do not stop any more to think 
about its content, although it is by no means certain that we all attach the same meaning to it. It seems 
to be necessary to carry out a conceptual and historical analysis of the ‘prehistory of the Hungarians’ 
again and determine the place of this concept within the framework of Hungarian history. While 
conceptual and historical analyses are inseparable, since the meaning of the concept has changed 
through time, for practical reasons it still might be worth to examine the modern concept separated 
from its antecedents. Let us start the historical review with the concept of ‘prehistory’’ (Hung. 
őstörténet). The term itself is first attested in 1835,' thus it is a typical product of the neologist 
movement, similarly to all compounds starting with ős- (pre-, ancient, ancestral), for example őshaza 
(primordial homeland- 1787), őskor (prehistory as a period -  1814), ősnyelv (proto-language -  1835),

In the sense of ‘earliest/most ancient history’ and not the period.
K. Szily. A magyar nyelvújítás szótára I II [Dictionary of Hungarian language reform], Budapest 1902, 1908.
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őslény (fossil animal -  1835), ősember (early hominid -  1842), őshely (homeland -  1851), ősvallás 
(proto-religion, prehistoric religion -  1866) ősköltészet (archaic poetry -  1872). There are dozens of 
such compounds, ős is still a functional prefix in Hungarian, and can be used in all kinds of 
compositions. We have to reckon with the influence of German compounds containing the prefix Ur
in both old and new coinages.2 In the case of the words relevant here, c.g. őstörténet (prehistory), 
őshaza (homeland) etc., direct translation from German seems to be indisputable (Urgeschichte, 
Urheimat, etc.).

Thus, the concept of prehistory emerges in Hungary in the so-called Reform Period of the 19th 
century. Of course, this does not mean that there was no research on, or interest in, the prehistory of 
the Hungarians before that, but ‘prehistory’ was not organised into a separate specialist discipline, it 
was part of general history. We should not forget that the words történet (story, histoiy) and 
történelem (history), in the sense of German ‘Geschichte’, are also products of the neologist 
movement (first data attested in 1769 and 18423). The appearance of a new term in a language always 
means that something new appeared in the society that speaks it, and is in turn reflected by it. If we 
examine the origin of Hungarian őstörténet and its German model, Urgeschichte, we may see that they 
are connected to the concepts of evolution and historicism, stemming from the Rousseaudian and 
Herderian trends of the Enlightenment. In this period, interest in the earliest phases of human societies 
and the Rousseaudian ‘natural human’ increases, just like in everything old, authentic, ancient and 
primitive. This trend of the Enlightenment raised also the issues of folk language and folk culture, and 
created the model of the ‘cultural nation’ (German Kulturnation).4 Attraction towards the ancient and 
authentic was coupled with strong emotional charge, as expressed in the style of Romanticism. 
Compounds, like őstörténet (prehistory) and őshaza (homeland) have still not lost this emotional 
charge present at their genesis, although in the 19th century, due to the work of Lamarck and Darwin, 
the notion of evolution became a much firmer scientific truth.

Let us examine now, what the notion of evolution, starting in the 18th century, then spreading in the 
19th, means with regard to prehistory. Originally, the Hungarian word ős was a kinship term,5 the 
meaning ‘old, ancient’ was a later, understandable, development, since the genetic relationship 
expressed by the word also implied temporal primacy. During the traceable history of the word, these 
two semantic elements combined: any significantly earlier state of any existent is called ős. The 
existent is connected to its ancestor (ős) through identity and difference: if they were not essentially 
identical, or were only identical, there could be no connection between them. This is important 
because, as we have seen, all meanings of ős in Hungarian are connected to the notion of evolution. 
The ancestor (ók) of any given existent is the existent in an original, primary state, when its most 
important categorical traits are already present, but these characteristics have not evolved yet 
completely, they are only present in an embryonic form, with scope for further development. Thus, the 
ancestral (ók) state is a state surrounding and following the emergence of any existent, which could, of 
course, cover various time-spans. Since all existents emerged from previous existents, an ancestral (ók) 
state is a state already qualitatively different from other existents. While the lower temporal limit of an 
ancestral (ók) state is always determinable -  at least in theory -  since the beginning of a new existent 
stars with its separation from surrounding existents (we have to emphasise, however, that this 
beginning is a process, and not an event), the upper limit of this state, also determinable in each case, 
is much harder to fix. How do we identify the point (i.c. time-span), when the characteristic traits of an 
existent are already present in a predominant form, thus we cannot talk about an ancestral (ók) state 
any more? This conceptual introduction was important, so that we can examine in this light what the

2 Gy. Király. A magyar ősköltészet [The Hungarian ancient poetry], Budapest 1921, 9; L. Benkö (ed.): A magyar nyelv 
történeti-etimológiai szótára [Hungarian Historical Etymological Dictionary], Vol. III. Budapest 1976, 41.

3 See note 1.
4 See/. Szűcs: Nemzet és történelem [Nation and history], Budapest 1974, 23-33.
5 For Finno-Ugrian equivalents see K. Rédey (ed.): A magyar szókészlet finnugor elemei [Finno-Ugric elements of the 

Hungarian word stock], Vol. III. Budapest 1978, 516-517.
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ancestral (ős) state of a social, cultural or cognitive phenomenon we are interested in may mean, 
expressed by a compound of the prefix ős and the word for that concept. Since the prefix ős combines 
two semantic elements, ancientness and ancestry, it is difficult, sometimes even impossible, to 
separate these two elements. It is easier in the case of living creatures, since the notion of evolution 
emerged exactly through their observation. Thus, in the case of ősember (early hominid), ősállat 
(fossil animal), etc., it is only natural that the meanings of ancientness and ancestry are present at the 
same time. But the notion of evolution cannot be applied directly to social and cultural phenomena, 
thus the prefix here can only be used in the sense of ‘old, ancient, earliest’, without an evolutionary 
meaning. In this case, the only meaning of őstörténet (prehistory) can be ancient, early history. The 
prefix ős- modifies the word only in a chronological sense, and nothing else, it simply fits into the 
sequence prehistory, ancient history, medieval history, modern history. It is a convention among 
historians that prehistory means the history of the earliest periods without, or with very scarce, written 
sources. The French and English terminology, préhistoire and prehistory, expresses this clearly. 
According to this concept, history starts with literacy, the period before that is pre-historic. If, 
however, prehistory has such a specific meaning, there is no point in talking about prehistory in 
connection with the development of an ethnic group, be it English, French, German etc. Thus, the term 
‘prehistory of the Hungarians’, as many of us agree, is inaccurate and unscientific. This is clearly 
shown in many publications in foreign languages, where we use the terms early Hungarian history or 
ungarische Frühgeschichte. The same expression should be used in Hungarian as well, especially 
since one of the most fundamental questions of the period is the ethnogenesis and subsequent history 
of the Hungarians. I do believe that the most important problem of the discipline traditionally called 
the prehistory of the Hungarians is, as reflected in the title of Gyula Németh’s classic work published 
in 1930 for the first time: ‘The formation of the conquering Hungarians’.6

Wc had to expound our reservations about the term the prehistory o f the Hungarians, and it is 
something we should remind ourselves from time to time. I do not see much chance to abandon the 
term, but perhaps we do not need that at all. We just have to know what we mean by it and how it 
emerged, then it cannot cause any misunderstandings. There arc two other theoretical issues in 
connection with the prehistory of the Hungarians that need to be considered here. I do not want to talk 
about its lower chronological limit, since almost everyone agrees that the conquest (896) and the 
coronation of St. Stephen (1000) were milestones of fundamental importance in Hungarian histoiy. 
Even if early Hungarian history ended with 896, and a new era started in the Carpathian Basin, from a 
certain point of view the tenth century can still be regarded as part of early Hungarian history, since 
novel elements were introduced not immediately, but during a longer time-span. However, there is no 
consensus in Hungarian historiography regarding the upper limits. In accordance with my opinion 
expounded above on the interpretation of the term ős, only the history of the population regarding 
itself Hungarian can be called the prehistory, or early histoiy, of the Hungarians. According to current 
opinion, the separate Hungarian language and the community speaking it emerged during the first half 
of the first millennium BC. Consequently, the earlier history of Ugrian-speaking communities cannot 
be the part of early Hungarian history, only a precursor to the histoiy of the Hungarian language. This 
leads us to our second theoretical issue, the question of ethnogenesis and ethnic history. With regard to 
the formation of ethnic groups, linguistic affiliation is only one side of the issue, consanguinity and 
genetic relationships are just as important. Thus, even if the final formation and separation of the 
Hungarian language from the other related, Finno-Ugrian languages happened in the first millennium 
BC, that was only the first step towards the formation of a separate ethnic group. The history of the 
community of Hungarian-speakers started, the prehistory of the Hungarians was ‘launched’, but the 
characteristic form of the Hungarian ethnic group was only taking shape during the first two millennia 
through various historical changes, mainly through contact with Iranian and Turkic ethnic groups. The 
investigation of these ethnic aspects is just as important as the unravelling of the questions of the 
Finno-Ugrian linguistic affinity.

6 Gy. Németh: A honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása [The formation of the conquering Hungarians]. Budapest 1930.
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With this, we have arrived at our last question: who is, or should be, a specialist of the prehistory of 
the Hungarians. Prehistorians are not historians in the same sense as specialists of medieval Hungarian 
history. They can approach their particular subject from many disciplines (linguistics, written sources, 
archaeology), using many different methods, but should not do one thing: regard one of these 
disciplines as absolute and elevate it above the others. Before World War II we witnessed the 
apotheosis of linguists, today it seems as if archaeologists took on a leading role. One thing is certain: 
the prehistory of the Hungarians is neither only linguistics, nor only archaeology, but their 
combination and a lot more. Certain minor issues may, of course, be solved through an exclusively 
linguistic or archaeological approach, but the job of a synthesis is that of the historian. That is the 
major difficulty of the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians: a historical synthesis can only be 
reached if one is familiar with at least one other discipline. To approach the prehistory of the 
Hungarians lacking that quality leads to charlatanry. We wanted to establish this, since unfortunately 
despite the difficulties of the subject and the requirement of fluency in multiple disciplines and a 
complex approach, many have tried in the history of research to collect bits and pieces from various 
fields, like a poor Lazarus, and became prehistorians without being a specialist in any one area of 
study. This has led to the unfortunate fact that the field of the prehistory of the Hungarians has become 
the ‘Chicago’ of Hungarian science, where beside law-abiding citizens, i.e. proper scholars, both pity 
thieves and high-calibre gangsters have found a home. Or, to put it another way, the prehistory of the 
Hungarians has become a favourite holiday resort, sometimes even permanent address, of dilettantes. 
The reasons lie not only in the above-mentioned difficulties, but also in the ideological nature of the 
subject. In the next part of my article I would like to briefly review this issue.

II. Prehistory and ideology, prehistory and politics

As a preliminary, it seems important to clear the relationship between ideology and science. Ideology 
here is understood as socially effective consciousness. Social effectiveness is independent from the 
truthfulness or falseness of this consciousness, i.e. even a consciousness demonstrated to be wrong from 
an epistemological point of view can be socially effective. It would be superfluous to illustrate this well- 
known thesis of the history of ideas with examples, it should suffice to quote a short but pertinent 
statement from György Lukács: ‘Although wc may consider Moloch and Apollo epistemological 
nonsense, in the ontology of social existence they still appear as powerful — especially ideological -  
elements.’7 (I would only like to note in parentheses, that it is no coincidence that it was Marx and his 
followers, like Lukács, who realized this and applied it when using the epistemologically indemonstrable 
socialist utopia very ‘efficiently’ to achieve their socio-political goals. Obviously, efficiency here means 
ideological efficiency, regardless of the tragic ruins and heritage of ‘accomplished socialism’.) Wc have 
to add, however, that the use of human societies and, with the development of thought, of science as 
ideology has become increasingly widespread, and it is beyond doubt that in the modem societies of our 
age, ideologies are made up, or are formed predominantly, by scientific, or seemingly scientific, notions. 
This, of course, docs not mean that the content of modem ideologies is necessarily closer to the truth 
than that of older, non-scientific ideologies; it only means that today other, non-scientific conceptions 
cannot any more overtly contradict scientific statements, since that would endanger the efficiency of that 
ideology. This is why it happens so often that non-scientific theories appear under the disguise of 
science, since this is the only way to secure their success. False scientific theories can become successful 
ideologies for shorter periods (e.g. the false theory of Dacian-Roman-Romanian continuity as one of the 
ideological underpinnings of Romanian nationalism), but on the long ran, historical development 
questions the aims themselves (in this case nationalism) these false theories are supposed to serve. 
Consequently, scholars today must feel an increased responsibility and have to realize that their results

7 Gy. Lukács: A társadalmi let ontológiájáról [About the ontology of the social existence]. Budapest 1976, 465. 
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may be used for various social aims in an ideological fashion. But a scholar cannot mix up the aspects of 
epistemological truth and ideology, since that could cause major problems. Just as much it is generally 
accepted in society that, for example, a doctor’s only aim must be healing people, and all other aims 
must be subordinated to this, so often it is forgotten that the only aim of a scientist must be revealing the 
truth. This is especially true in the case of social sciences, where often the work of scholars is influenced 
by unconscious presuppositions, questioning immediately the correctness of their results. We could 
illustrate this with many examples from the last eighty years of research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians. Lajos Szentmiklósy alias Erik Molnár wrote the following: ‘The primary aim of 
historiography is to help understand the institutions of the present through the illumination of their 
genesis, and thus promote social activism.’8 It is clear from the phrasing, that the author conceives of 
historiography, and history in general, as ideology, or as ancilla ideologiae. Thus he subordinates history 
to ideology like in medieval times, with the difference that here theology is substituted by ‘scientific’ 
ideology. Historiography, like many other contents of consciousness, can be used ideologically as well, 
but if the starting point of the historian is to look for historical facts usable for ideology, then their 
historiography is bound to be biased. Like all forms of science, and contents of consciousness in general, 
historiography has its own laws which cannot be trespassed by force. As a consequence, a historian must 
function as a historian, as regulated by the inner laws of their discipline. Of course, this does not imply 
objectivity irrespective of space and time, since the conceptual models of historians, which are 
contingent upon the society they live in, influence the results of historical analysis. However, even 
knowing that abstract objectivity is unattainable, we cannot commit the mistake to write history aligned 
to specific socio-political goals, since that would lead to looking for teleological precursors to 
contemporary social situations, and the objective process of history would become a continuously 
reinteipreted subjective process. This does not mean that a historian -  who knows the material the best -  
cannot be an ideologue as well, but -  as far as possible -  historical and ideological aspects should be 
separated in their work. As much as these two aspects are blended in Erik Molnár’s work on prehistory, 
so often does the covert ideological aspect lure and lurk in the approach of many other prehistorians.

Let us examine two theories of the prehistory of the Hungarians from this point of view. One is the 
theory of Sumerian-Hungarian affinity. If we investigate the issue from a scientific point of view, we 
see a false theory, which is not only wrong, but ignores the principles and methodological frameworks 
of linguistics and historiography worked our during the last hundred and fifty years. This entitles us to 
dismiss this theory, since it appears under the disguise of science, but the characteristics of modern 
scientific inquiry do not apply to it, it can be considered pseudo-scientific. Here we could wrap up the 
examination of the issue, but the aspect of ideology interferes. This view, namely, is not solely the 
personal theory of one or two scholars, in which case we could simply expel it from the field of 
prehistoiy, but seems to be an organic part of the Hungarian national identity of certain social groups. 
This identity regards the ancientness of a language and a people, their longest possible pedigree, its 
valuable part and believes in a direct correlation between ancientness and national importance. Such a 
national consciousness is well-known from the time of feudal societies, where ancientness was an 
important ideological power, even a source of legitimation. Thus, the Sumerian theory was called into 
being by an ideological need, in particular by social groups that have preserved this archaic, 
premodern, we could say medieval, national identity. It is no coincidence that the intellectual centres 
of this trend could be found primarily in Hungarian diasporas during the communist era, and since 
1990 they flourish in Hungary as well. In the case of the Sumerian theory, the separation of the 
scientific and ideological aspects demonstrates the futility of a scientific polemic with this, and other 
similar, ‘scientific’ concepts, since these are in fact not scientific theories, but ideologies in a scientific 
disguise. And an ideology can be challenged only by another ideology, thus the national identity of the 
proponents of the Sumerian theory should be challenged by another national identity, in which the 
worth of a nation is determined by its historical achievements. Of course, I know very well, that the 
Sumerian theory is only a national surrogate, in which eastern and central European nationalisms

8 L. Szentmiklósy. Magyar őstörténet [Prehistory of the Hungarians], Budapest 1942, 5.

107



abound. We should not cherish an illusion: it is not less innocent or better than the false origin myths 
of other nations, for example the theoiy of Dacian-Roman-Romanian continuity. Although we may 
understand the reasons for its creation and constant renewal, we cannot agree with it. This is tme, even 
if we contemplate with some distress the negative effects on Hungarian society of globalisation that 
settled on the top of the intellectual heritage of the Kádár era, the decline of national sentiment, the 
transformation of consumption and material wealth into the status of dominant ideology, and their 
consequence, the total corrosion of social solidarity.

Another theory of prehistory that gained popularity in the 70s~80s is the so-called ‘double 
Conquest’ theory. It also raises the question of the relationship between science and ideology, just like 
the Sumerian theory, with the difference that here the scientific arguments are much more substantial. 
While the other could be simply dismissed as pseudo-scientific, this one poses an important scientific 
question, expounded most vehemently on many occasions by the outstanding archaeologist Gyula 
László. This theory can be accepted (as a minority of specialists do) or rejected (as the majority of 
specialists do), but it cannot be doubted that this is a scientific debate, which has not been settled yet. 
The debate goes on, and irrespective whether Gyula László’s theory in the form he proposed it will 
prove to be true or false, it has drawn attention to an important question in need of explanation: in the 
670s, a new archaeological culture emerged in the Carpathian Basin, clearly recognizable through the 
so-called Rinceau-Griffon Style belt mountings. So far, this would remain within the realm of 
prehistory, but this concept -  although it was not called into being by ideological reasons, like the 
Sumerian theory, but by a certain group of data, that is internal scientific motives -  can be used as a 
same kind of ideology as the Sumerian theory. If it could be demonstrated that the Hungarians 
occupied the Carpathian Basin 200 years before the 896 Conquest, they would have more ‘historical 
right’ to live in this area than any other people. The mechanism is the same as with the Sumerian 
theory: ancientness is considered to be a source of rights.

The two above examples demonstrate how science and ideology may be connected, sometimes 
very closely, in the case of the prehistory of the Hungarians. Both science and Hungarian national 
identity would benefit from the loosening of this tie. Research on the prehistory of the Hungarians 
should be governed by the internal rules of historiography and not political considerations. National 
history, including prehistory, can become ideology only to the extent to which national history is a 
question of choice: we choose to accept the history of our nation with its ups and downs and do not 
project our contemporary desires on the past. Since nation is a serious and important resource for the 
conservative right wing, it is understandable that the sometimes harmless, at other times aggressive, 
dilettante admirers of prehistory join the political right, causing the sober majority of the national- 
conservative side exempt from intellectual extremes huge harm with their intellectual endeavours of 
low standard. At the same time, the insensibility and indifference towards national questions 
observable on the left are the reason why some of them have aversion towards research on the early 
centuries of national history, especially prehistory. Often they consider prehistory some kind of a right 
wing baloney, or at least an out-of-date rummage (just like national sentiment), and create a 
relationship to it accordingly. Neither left nor right wing political bias has a place in early Hungarian 
history, thus I can only repeal my wish to strip research on the prehistory of the Hungarians from 
ideology as much as possible.

III. The future o f the research on the prehistory o f the Hungarians

Research on the prehistory of the Hungarians has, from a certain point of view, reached the end of its 
possibilities. Written sources are rather scarce, and the bearings of the Hungarian language and Finno- 
Ugrian Studies on the prehistory of the Hungarians has practically been exhausted. Modem science 
has produced a great amount of good and less good reviews and articles, moderate or more 
adventurous theories during the last hundred years. We cannot expect any spectacular progress with 
regard to written sources and linguistics, although some details still might be elaborated upon. We also
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have to add that every generation has to write its own syntheses, since every generation may have its 
new approaches and views and has to inhabit the building of human knowledge again and again. 
Among the disciplines studying early Hungarian history, only archaeology has a bright and dynamic 
future. We may significantly increase our knowledge through the continuous excavation and analysis 
of the 51'1 to 10lh century material of the Carpathian Basin and the ‘digestion’ and analysis of those 
archaeological finds of the Ukrainian and Russian steppe that have a bearing on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians. At the same time, the dialogue between history and archaeology on early Hungarian 
history seems just as much hopeless as decades ago. In cases of periods that have already a significant 
amount of written sources, for example the Middle Ages in Hungary, archaeological research can 
more easily be interpreted from a historical point of view, material culture and written sources can be 
correlated. This is, however, not accomplishable with regard to early Hungarian history before the 10th 
century. Archaeologists can answer only questions they themselves raise, and the answers are mostly 
relevant only for archaeologists, they cannot be translated directly into history. This also implies that I 
do not consider the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians a separate discipline, which should be 
organized by a certain institution. Each aspect of the prehistory of the Hungarians, just like before, 
will be investigated by the historian, the archaeologist and the linguist. In an institutionalised form it 
should be taught as part of Hungarian and general history. The prehistory of the Hungarians as such 
can be interesting only for Hungarian scholarship in this formulation. For international scholars, only 
issues like the ethnic history of the 5th to 10th centuries of the Carpathian Basin (with Huns, Bulghars, 
Avars, Germanic and Slavic peoples, Franks and Hungarians) may be attractive, or the history of these 
centuries in certain areas of the Eurasian steppe. Accordingly, there is an increasing demand for 
studies on these issues in foreign languages, especially in the lingua franca of our times, English. 
There have been many interesting studies published on the prehistory of the Hungarians, but veiy few, 
especially on history, were written in languages other than Hungarian. Consequently, the research has 
been characterised by certain ‘inbreeding’, accompanied by obligatory ‘etudes’ all historians feel they 
have to perform in various orchestrations. These are everlasting, eternal issues, like ‘Where were 
Levedia and Etelköz?’ or ‘Where was Magna Hungária and where did friar Julianus travel?’. Let there 
be no mistake, these arc indeed important questions, but unless there is some new material or 
approach, these studies, even the best reviews, are only going to increase the already extensive 
literature. To sum it up, the main task should be the research on history of the Carpathian Basin and 
the West Eurasian steppe in the 5th to 10lh centuries, with the participation of both Hungarian 
archaeologists and historians, who should contribute through publications in foreign languages and by 
putting aside the ethnoccntrism occasionally saturating Hungarian writings.

With regard to the increasing number of dilettante writings, as 1 noted above, they arc not worth to 
reply to. After the regime change in Central Europe in 1990 I thought rather naively that dilettantism 
in the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians would lose impetus, since political freedom would 
enable us to ‘call a spade a spade’, and there would be no need to escape to prehistoric mythologies 
and the world of other surrogates because of the prohibition on any kind of socio-political criticism. 
That is, however, not what happened, and freedom of speech was accompanied by the freedom of 
‘foolish’ speech. Hungary has not seen so much plumb nonsense and drivel talk under the disguise of 
prehistory than during the fifteen years. But science should not worry about these, since those who 
read and write this genre are usually indivertible from their obsession. Despite this, specialists of the 
prehistory of the Hungarians should from time to time reach the good-intentioned, but underinformed, 
public (e.g. physicians, engineers, science teachers etc.) with publications of their results.

Finally, as a lover of the prehistory of the Hungarians from childhood, and as someone who has to 
some degree contributed to its research, I would like to express my concern that the last fifteen years 
have shown signs of the old Hungarian intellectual cul-de-sac, among others in the field of the 
prehistory of the Hungarians as well: on one side, national myths have become stronger at the expense 
of national activities; on the other side, national values have become empty, out-of-date rummage, 
something to get rid of. It is still my firm belief that we do not need a ‘national’ scholarship, we need 
national politics, without inverted commas. And let us leave scholarship without adjectives to scholars.
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COMMENT ON THE PRESENTATIONS ABOUT 
THE WRITTEN RECORDS OF THE PREHISTORY 

OF THE HUNGARIANS

Ferenc Makk

In this company, I have to admit (to be fair) that hie et nunc I consider myself an outsider, since I am 
not a proper prehistorian! It is true, that in the past years I prepared eight or nine publications on the 
Greek and Latin sources of the prehistory of the Hungarians, I wrote debate articles as well, and I have 
held courses on the prehistory of the Hungarians for ten years at the university of Szeged. This, 
however, entitles me to comment only on a few  questions connected to the review and assessment of 
the current state of research on Hungarian origins.

I. First, I would like to comment on a few general issues, bearing in mind the 
aspects highlighted by the organizers.

1. The international nature o f  research

The prehistory of the Hungarians is the period between the disintegration of the Ugrian unity and the 
Hungarian Conquest and the foundation of the Hungarian state, although many call the period early 
Hungarian history. The preceding huge period may be regarded as a prelude to the prehistory of the 
Hungarians; a very important prelude, however, the research of which has to pay much more attention 
to the results of general prehistory on one hand, and of the research on the prehistory of other, related 
(Uralic, Finno-Ugrian, Ugrian) peoples on the other. We can only benefit from following the results of 
Finnish and Estonian research, but the case is similar with the results of archaeological research in 
certain areas of the former Soviet Union. Today, I see a great fallback compared to previous eras of 
research. Eastern connections should be revitalized, since they would serve primarily our own 
scientific interests.

Naturally, we need mutual information exchange, so it would be important to publish our results in 
a lingua franca, for which we would need an appropriate journal.

2. Interdisciplinarity in research

It is a well-known fact that research on the prehistory of the Hungarians requires the collaboration of 
more disciplines (history, archaeology, linguistics, ethnography and anthropology, and many others) 
and the mutual consideration of their results.

Interdisciplinarity, however, has another, narrower sense in the case of disciplines studying written 
sources. We need to accomplish a closer cooperation between historiography, Oriental Studies (with 
its many subdisciplines), Slavic Studies, Byzantine Studies and linguistics (with its many 
subdisciplines). For example, the direct sources of the Hungarian Conquest were written in six 
languages (Latin, Ancient Greek, Arabic, Turkic, Persian and Old Church Slavonic). In the newest 
generation of scholars, there are no experts who would understand all six languages equally well; 
otherwise there would not be so many misunderstandings and misinterpretations. And then we have



not even mentioned Far Eastern and Caucasian languages. The mention of the Sevordi in Armenian 
sources and its context has not been examined in detail by a Hungarian scholar since Kristóf Lukácsy 
and József Thúry (1870, 1897), despite the fact that it has a great significance for 9th centuiy 
Hungarian history, as pointed out by Károly Czeglédy as well (1959)! Another example: I am 
convinced that the autopsy of the unique Rabat Codex of Ibn Hayyän’s work by Hungarian 
Orientalists should have long been carried out!

3. The limits o f  possibilities

I do not think that any disciplines (among them historiography, the study of written records) have 
reached the limits of their research possibilities. That would be the death of that discipline! First, wc 
should not give up the hope to find new sources. This is especially valid for oriental sources. It is 
certain that the successful publication of the very important Kmoskó heritage will have a few pleasant 
surprises for us. Furthermore, neglected sources known for a long time may re-enter the focus of 
attention, as nowadays seen in the case of Hebrew sources (see e.g. the Schechter-letter or the Sepher 
Josippon). Finally, the emergence of a new aspect may require the reinterpretation of already known 
sources as well. We may recall, for example, the greater attention paid to the criteria of nomadic life 
during the comparative examination of the DAI and the Orkhon inscriptions. In the case of other 
disciplines, the implementation of new methods (e.g. modem dating methods in archaeology) may be 
the way out of a temporary cul-de-sac. Unfortunately -  and inexplicably -  the use of these modern 
methods are still not frequently used by our archaeologists. I believe that if wc say that a discipline has 
reached its limits, the problem is not with the discipline itself, but with us, scholars.

Of course, it is another thing, that when examining a specific question, the relevant discipline — due 
to the limited amount of sources -  may reach the limits of its possibilities! For example, without new 
sources, new approaches and new archaeological finds, it is impossible to determine the exact 
geographical location of Levedia and Etelköz. 4

4. The question o f  proven facts

1 may be too pessimistic when I say that there are very few proven facts regarding the prehistory of the 
Hungarians. In one of my debate articles I wrote that there is no consensus among scholars regarding 
most questions. This, however, might be advantageous for research, since uncertainty (and lack of 
knowledge) may motivate further exploration. In my opinion, certain uncertainty is better than 
uncertain certainty! This is a difficult, complex field, where progress is slow and laborious; we arc still 
in the period of slow steps. (So-called ‘long shots’ should be avoided!) Wc have to be grateful for all 
the small, modest, but certain, results, since greater conclusions can only be built on them. For that 
matter, the prehistory of other peoples is similarly uncertain.



II. Now we turn to a few specific questions, all o f them concerning 
the problems o f progress.

1. The question o f  written sources

A critical edition of all the written sources should be finally compiled and published with good 
translations and detailed commentaries. (Gyula Moravcsik’s work on Byzantine sources from 19841 
could be the example to follow.) The preliminary work shows that we are not in a bad position. Middle 
Greek sources have already been covered. The oriental material is taking shape based on the Kmoskó 
heritage and Hebrew sources have recently been published.~ In the case of Latin and Slavic sources, 
the task is easily achievable, and the sourcebook published in Szeged' with its seventy excerpts forms 
a good base to start from. The sourcebook edited by András Róna-Tas4 could be another good starting 
point. Only Far Eastern and Caucasian sources could provide a greater problem, but this chrestomathy 
is badly needed.

2. The question o f  handbooks

It is my firm belief that there is a great need for good handbooks as well, which would contain basic 
information, opinions, and debated issues with further literature. Another handbook, similar to the five 
volumes published in Szeged between 1976 and 1982s would be very useful as well. It would be worth 
to think about the compilation of a lexicon on the prehistory of the Hungarians. (There was an 
initiative in this regard, but it faltered early on.) I have to emphasize: the main task is the publication 
of the critical edition of the sources. The translation of the lexicon on early Hungarian history6 into a 
foreign language is to be supported as well, since a great amount of its entries are on prehistory.

3. The question o f  schools and workshops

In my opinion, research on origins today has two basic pillars: a. education, b. training. Both provide 
reinforcements that form the basis of the future of the discipline. The situation in this respect, 
however, is rather dire. There is no serious education on Hungarian origins in Budapest, Debrecen or 
Pécs. Such exists only in Szeged, where in reality two schools (workshops) are at work: one based in 
linguistics, the other in history. This is also true for postgraduate education. An example: there is not a 
single specialist of the prehistory of the Hungarians in the Institute of History of the Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences! Compared to the possibilities, and especially to the demand, the number of 
research positions is small in the country.

1 Gy. Moravcsik: Az Árpád-kori magyar történet bizánci forrásai [The Byzantine sources of the Hungarian history of the 
Árpád Period]. Budapest 1984 (I9882 3 4 5).

2 A. J. Spitzer- G. Komoróczy: Héber kútforrások Magyarország és a magyarországi zsidóság történetéhez a kezdetektől 1686- 
ig (Hebrew Sources Relating to the History of Hungary and Hungarian Jewry in the Middle Ages from the Beginnings until 
1868). Budapest 2003.

3 Gy. Kristó (ed.): A honfoglalás korának írott forrásai [The written sources of the Conquest Period]. Szegedi 
Középkortörténeti Könyvtár 7. Szeged 1995.

4 A. Róna-Tas (ed.): Fonások a korai magyar történelem ismeretéhez [Sources of early Hungarian history], MŐK 16. 
Budapest 2001.

5 P. Hajdú-Gy. Kristó-A. Róna-Tas (eds): Bevezetés a magyar őstörténet kutatásainak forrásaiba I-IV [Introduction to the 
sources of the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians], Szeged 1976-1982.

6 Gy. Kristó (ed. in chief)-/>. Engel-F. Makk (eds): Korai magyar történeti lexikon (9- 14. század) [Companion Encyclopedia 
to early Hungarian history (9lh 14lh centuries)]. Budapest 1994.
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I put it boldly: the education of students, the training of reinforcement is hard and laborious. As a 
consequence, many great minds do not take on the job. I cannot agree with them! They should join! Of 
course, this takes time and energy, and the amount of other output will decrease, but the future of our 
discipline is at stake. Today, the training of prehistorians is carried out solely by Szeged! I would 
prefer a more proportionate and better division of labour between the various scientific institutions, 
universities and colleges of Hungary, which could be more multifaceted and fruitful. But further 
problems also burden the education of specialists in the prehistory of the Hungarians. Among them we 
may list the decline of teaching Latin and Ancient Greek, or of interest in research on Hungarian 
historical linguistics among young scholars.

4. The question o f  globalisation

To be honest, I do not know how this affects research on the prehistory of the Hungarians. I consider 
the spread of charlatanry and dilettantism much more dangerous. In order to protect the honour of our 
discipline and to maintain the reasonability of common opinion, we should answer in an appropriate 
form to more significant dilettante, amateur works. We should react similarly to the frequent 
manifestations of so-called prehistoric radicalism.
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RESEARCH ON THE PREHISTORY OF THE 
HUNGARIANS AND FINNO-UGRIC STUDIES

Enikő Szíj

Csokonai (1791) Marosvásárhelyi gondolatok [Thoughts in Marosvásárhely]
0  Muses! I am standing in contemplation in a place, 
the most critical place on the table cloth of the earth, 
which between the fair west and the crude cast,
the vast north and the helpless south
in the centre still shows clearly
what man and the face of the earth is like.

Deskó quoting Schlözer (1856) XV.
.. .nations do not fall from the clouds, nor are they buried in the earth as the dead.

Horváti 1825)
1 could not comprehend since my early age that the glorious Hungarian Nation fell from the high Skies 
to the Earth with Árpád. If the strong are bom from the strong according to the natural laws of the 
body and the soul, then grandiose grandchildren cannot have -  I assume -  herders, fishers and coarsely 
dressed farmers as ancestors. (13)

Our ancestors committed a grave mistake when they gave greater importance than necessary to the 
language of Latium [...] That was also the reason why foreigners were never allured to learn the 
Hungarian Language. Those Nations, which do not have Monuments in their own language, cannot 
draw the attention o f Scholars. [...] To appreciate any foreign language is befitting, to value one’s 
National Language above all other languages is a bounden duty. (143)

Slavomil Bobrovec 31 May 1848, Narodni Noviny
Without us, Slovakians, Hungarians would still be uncultured pagans. They should thank us for 
becoming more cultured and avoiding disappearance, like their Mongolian and Avar brethren and 
other Asian hordes did.

Hunfalvy (1863)
...if only it were customary here to read what we want to refute...

Munkácsy (1882) 485.
This period [first half of the 19th century] is a cautionary example of what an unrestrained 
boisterousness science may become, once it is lead not by the wish for truth, but illusions and blind 
infatuation.

Flórián Mátyás (1898)
Even scientific authorities need an opposition. When there is a lack of it, we have to create one, since 
we cannot do without unbiased criticism.

Sarmela (2000) 14.
.. .suomalais-ugrilaiset ovat alkuperäiskansoja. ... Suomalais-ugrilaisten kansojen menneisyydessä on 
säilynyt se, mitä on ollut alkuperäinen curooppalaisuus. ...alkuperäiskansat eivät kuulu voittajien 
historiaan
[.. .the Finno-Ugrics are indigenous people ... The once original European-ness is preserved in the past 
of the Finno-Ugric peoples ... indigenous peoples are not part of the history of the victorious]
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László (1996)
It would be naive to think that the culture of the conquerors has an influence on, and can serve as a 
lesson for, the present. Only the present can serve as a lesson for the present.

Szűcs (1985)
...the duality of the orchestration, in which the mellow sound of the cello of the anxious concern for 
national identity is constantly interrupted by the harsh tantara of the horn of sizzling anger, is 
understandable

Szűcs (1985)
It may be said that my presentation is neither proportionate nor balanced. But I never strived for 
proportion and balance, since my aim was to come up with a sort of diagnose. A medical diagnose 
usually does not contain how healthy the body is otherwise, only how unhealthy it is.

When trying to define the place, role and significance of Finno-Ugric Studies in the research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians, I looked for answers on the following questions:

1. When and how did language, that is, language in general, Hungarian language, Hungarian 
linguistics, Finno-Ugric linguistics in Hungary (Finno-Ugric Studies proper) and antiquity preserved 
in language (as well) (wider Finno-Ugric Studies), appear in the research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians?

2. How did the Finno-Ugric affinity of Hungarian become generally accepted and unrefuted until 
recently in all the fields involved in the research on Hungarian origins (today only genetics is an 
openly adversary field)1 despite the fact that allegedly ‘not even the Finns accept it any more’?

3. With regard to the prehistory of the Hungarians, how and why did Finno-Ugric Studies and the 
Finno-Ugric affinity of Hungarian become the target of public attention?

Meanwhile, we arc going to pay attention to the linguistic database, growing continuously, 
although sometimes haltingly, since the 18,h century; the methods that, with changing luck, reached a 
scientific standard; and the schools, especially the Hunfalvy-Budcnz school formed after 1850 and 
accused many times of partiality, since it, while aiming at interdisciplinarity and internationalism, 
opened a front against the sometimes overt, sometimes covert, but always undoubtedly present, 
provincialism.-'

As a summary, we may premise the following. Hungarian language (historical linguistics) appeared 
as an auxiliary science of the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians much later, and became 
much more significant, than in the case of other European languages and peoples. The explanation is 
eventually rather simple: a population from the East settled down among peoples speaking Romance, 
Germanic and Slavic languages, of which only its eastern origin was known, they spoke an 
unintelligible language, defended their interests with a strange style of warfare, pursued a strange 
lifestyle, had a strange culture, they were simply ‘other’. This linguistic otherness had a determining 
role in their survival, thus the 1850s, the period when ‘ranking’ peoples became popular Europe-wide 
(the search for a noble pedigree is not a Hungarian characteristics), played a pivotal role in the 
appearance of a morbid interest in origins that still has not ceased.3

And some archaeologists with linguistic backgrounds, writing about the prehistory of the Hungarians. On the question, 
which field’s task it is to write studies on the origins and ethnogenesis of a people, Gábor Vékony, ‘a specialist in 
archaeology’, gives the following answer: ‘1 myself... believe that such a work can only be written based on the primacy of 
linguistic data, at the same time it should be written by a historian’. See G. Vékony. Magyar őstörténet - magyar 
honfoglalás [Hungarian prehistory Hungarian conquest], Budapest 2002, 5.

2 In this respect, the international connections of the founder Pál Hunfalvy -  except for the Finnish ones and his articles in 
foreign languages and their reception, are not known well enough up till now. In the current times of market-oriented 
science only lip service is paid to the need for such research.

3 An outstanding review may be found in the works of Aira Kemiläinen, Kemiläinen et at. (1985); Kemiläinen (1993) or in 
József Hegedűs’ monograph, Hegedűs (2003).
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Hungarian language itself is a document of the prehistory of the Hungarians, since it was the 
establishment of the linguistic affiliation of the Hungarian language that showed the way into the 
preliterate history of the Hungarians. Furthermore, since language survives through the people 
speaking it, it is easy to identify linguistic affinity with the kinship of peoples. Linguistic affinity, 
however, does not mean biological kinship as well, indeed, the earlier period we study, the less. Thus 
the nowadays rather popular assumption that genetic research may provide results in comparative 
historical linguistics is unscientific. Such an implementation of genetic research resembles collective 
punishment of whole peoples and population groups, and docs not fulfil the areal linguistic criterion of 
territorial continuity.4

Since people of eastern origin had lived in the Carpathian Basin earlier as well, foreigners 
considered Hungarians their ‘continuation’. This had a bearing on the ownership rights of the 
homeland as land, and our prehistory became the battleground of a competition between nations. The 
appearance of politics in science in 18th century Russia enabled the creation and continuous expansion 
of a database indispensable for the establishment of linguistic affiliation. In terms of methodology, it 
were Hungarian scholars (János Sajnovics, Sámuel Gyarmatin) who contributed significantly to the 
birth of comparative-historical linguistics. In the 1850s international scientific life went through a 
paradigm change: certain scientific fields, like ethnography or geography, became autonomous 
disciplines, a new, ‘bourgeois’ type research staff was formed, and due to the transformation of social 
systems language became the most salient symbol of affiliation. With respect to Hungary, the 
acknowledgment of Hungarian as an official language, furthermore the description, development and 
modernization of spoken Hungarian overshadowed scientific historical linguistics and speculation 
gained ground at a time when the results of other fields (archaeology, physical anthropology, 
ethnography, etc.), now with their own established methodology, could have been invoked.

As long as the Finno-Ugric affiliation of Hungarian is not refuted with scientific methods and 
scientific arguments, and so far this has not been accomplished despite numerous efforts, Finno-Ugric 
Studies can only elaborate on details regarding the prehistory of the Hungarians, and cannot bring 
about essential changes. Scholarship starts with the consistent, unyielding and unprejudiced 
implementation of refined and explicit methods.

Research on prehistory is reconstruction, since prehistory is preliterate history, a precursor to 
written sources, a period without contemporary written records.5 It is a characteristic feature of the 
research on prehistory, that while it engages in the study of the apparently prelitcrate past, in fact it 
also confronts the present — and consequently the future as well. Research is able to attempt to 
reconstract the past only according to the then accepted methods, based on the then available 
information, and -  as we see -  fitting the demands of the time. The intentional and unintentional 
consequences of the need to confirm to external expectations and non-scientific aims can be felt in all 
works on prehistory and on the history of its research.6

A basic rule of reconstruction is that only such things may be reconstructed, imagined and 
projected back to the past, which do exist or which are realistic according to the available data; in 
other words, we have to stand with two feet on the ground. While mirages do not pass as 
reconstructions of prehistory, land literally does even more so, since prehistory is -  to not a small

4 Even lay people might ask, when hearing about the linguistic or general kinship of the Hungarians and the Japanese based 
on some similarities of the genetic make-up of the Hungarians and the Japanese, what the genetic make-up of people living 
between Hungary and Japan looks like?

5 Works on prehistory often quote Theodor Mommsen’s - in Endre Bojtár’s opinion ‘mean’ -  words, according to which 
‘research on preliterate periods is the science of illiterates pursued by village chaplains and retired officers’, Bojtár (1997) 
35. Scholars of the prehistory of the Hungarians did include village chaplains and retired officers as well, but none of them 
were illiterate, on the contrary!

6 For an early example see P. Hunfalvy: Hogyan csinálódik némely história [How certain histories are made], Budapest 1885. 
For a recent, non-Finno-Ugric example see I. Schütz: Isländisch. In: Th. Roelcke (ed.): Variationstypologie. Ein 
sprachtypologisches Handbuch der europäischen Sprachen in Geschichte und Gegenwart. Deutsche Gegenwartssprache. 
Berlin-New York 2003.
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extent -  about the place of the events, about the land -  the most fundamental objective condition of 
settlement and subsistence, possession and domination -  and the population inhibiting it and affected 
by it. Reconstruction has temporal limitations as well; we always have to take care that our subject 
should not be left hanging in time and space. Today, when some experts include in their theories 
periods 10-20-30 thousand years ago, time as such, relative and absolute time, becomes so important 
that it has to be capitalized.7 8 While it cannot be questioned that we can reach back to the deeper and 
deeper past, in terms of language and ethnicity we should keep in mind the limitations of our data.

Another criterion of prehistory is that it cannot and should not be discussed in general. Prehistory 
needs permanent adjectives, particularly ethnonyms: when the subject is the prehistory of a people 
(ethnic group), the ethnonyms of the given people and its genetic -  ascendant and collateral -  relatives 
play the part of the adjective. However, the identification of ethnonyms preserved in later sources 
through oral traditions with real ethnic groups is not an easy -  on the contrary, very often an 
unaccomplishable -  task. A bad reading or a mistaken identification may carry significant scientific 
dangers -  see for example the case of Hungarians and Huns. Since here we are examining the 
preliterate history, the prehistory, of the Hungarians, Finno-Ugric Studies enters the picture through 
the ascendant relatives as the field studying Finno-Ugric speaking peoples -  in a narrow sense in terms 
of linguistic affiliation, and in a wider sense in terms of all aspects where language plays a role, e.g. 
ancient oral poetry, ancient religion, semantic issues of old occupation names, etc. Professor György 
Lakó taught about Finno-Ugric linguistics that for us, Hungarians, it is genetic Hungarian historical 
linguistics.

Research on the prehistory of the Hungarians can be divided into two periods, if the dividing line is 
drawn at the point, when research on the Hungarian language joined historical research on 
Hungarian origins. At almost the same time, comparative Hungarian linguistics and the search for the 
relatives of the Hungarian language started.* Of course, in the history of the research on the origin and 
affiliation of the Hungarian language we may discern more periods, and there are certain periods and 
events which we have to consider turning-points. These are going to be reviewed later on.

In the first period of the ‘research on prehistory’, the period of the choice of the early Árpád 
Dynasty between Rome and Byzantium, language did not play a significant role. Although there are 
quite a few written records about the language and speech of the Plungarians,9 not much attention was 
paid to it besides establishing that the Hungarians do have their own language, not comparable to any 
other known languages, unintelligible for everyone else, barbarian.10 11 Since the language of the Huns 
and the Avars was not preserved in any media," the Hun-Hungarian and Avar-Hungarian historical 
affiliation suggested in later chronicles was not -  could not be -  rejected from a linguistic point of 
view. It is an ironic piquancy that it was the attempts at connecting Finns and Huns on the one hand, 
and Hungarians and Huns on the other, that drew attention to the similarity of the language of the 
Finns and the Hungarians.12 Later on Byzantine reports suggesting that the Hungarians, with whom

7 E.g. Wiik (2002); or the biosphere expert István Mihály Szabó’s presentation at the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, 14lh 
January 2003, which raised the question in the presidium of the Academy about how far we may go regarding freedom of 
science, Szabó (2003).

8 There are many possibilities for periodization. The greatest expert of this question of the history of research is József 
Hegedűs, who in his article Hegedűs (1992), when examining the problems of the commencement of research, pointed out 
that the history of linguistics is not identical with the history of comparative linguistics.

9 See Hegedűs (1992) and Hegedűs (2003) for a review of views on the affiliation of Hungarian.
10 E.g. Miechovius (1936), M. Miechovius thought that Hungarian was ear-splitting (!).
11 Regarding the attempts at interpreting the Avar epitaph and the inscription on a needle-case, we may agree with the 

conclusion of György Kara’s presentation ‘On the linguistic remains of the Avars’ at the meeting of the Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences, 25lh November 2003: what remains after a thorough screening has to be born in mind, but is not 
enough to prove anything. See also Ligeti (1986); Györffy (1997).

12 In this regard, the work by the Finn Johan Velin is an odd rarity: due to his interest in the Hun Hungarian affiliation, lie 
compiled a surprisingly correct Finnish Hungarian etymological glossary in the first half of the 1700s. See E. Itkonen: 
Suomalais-ugrialisen kielen- ja historiantutkimuksen alaita. Studies in Finno-Ugric linguistics and history 10. Helsinki 
1961.
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they came into contact, talked and dressed like Turkic peoples, had gained greater significance and 
this triggered the still ongoing debate whether we may talk about bilingualism connected to social 
strata during the Conquest Period, with a ‘Turkic speaking’ Turkic nobility and ‘Finno-Ugric 
speaking’ Hungarian common people.13

The Reformation was a turning point in the history of comparative linguistics, since it was at this 
time, that national languages, or rather national grammars, since it would be false to assume that 
mother tongues did not exist before the Reformation, emerged beside and beneath Church Latin. These 
grammars were compiled based on Latin, thus were similar and enabled the -  then scientific - 
comparison of various languages; and so began the -  not in the slightest degree scientific -  race of 
languages.14 In this race, the longed price was being compared to holy languages and its result, 
similarity, or even more, close affiliation, with them. Many languages of Europe had a claim on the 
status of the language of Creation (Lord, Paradise) and these dreams have still many proponents.

The discovery of the New World also contributed to the knowledge of the language of the 
colonizers and increased the number of known/knowable languages, since the conquerors had to face 
the unknown languages of unknown peoples. Among the numerous, but closely related and 
increasingly well-researched languages of Europe, Hungarian seemed to have no relatives for a long 
time. Due to the large number of academic expeditions, carrying out the thorough exploration and 
‘stock-taking’ of the Russian Empire, gradually consolidated by the 1700s, the peoples and languages 
of the region, many ‘northern’ and ‘eastern’ languages, became more well-known. In the case of 
Finno-Ugric grammars, Russian played a similar role to Latin. The results were not delayed, and the 
first hesitant comparisons were made: Hungarian is like..}5

The earliest systematic Hungarian-Finnish and Hungarian-Saami comparisons and the features of 
certain languages in Russia similar to Hungarian became more widely known, when the first larger 
theoretical and systematic works of Finno-Ugric comparative linguistics were published: János 
Sajnovics’ Demonstratio (1770) and Sámuel Gyarmatin’s Affinitás (1799). Gyarmati used Pallas’ 
glossary of two hundred languages called ‘Muska Czarina’s Polyglot’,16 eventually so thoroughly, that in 
1815, Johann Severin Vater, in his bilingual (German and Latin, but not always with identical content) 
work -  titled Litteratur der Grammatiken, Lexika und Wörtersammlungen aller Sprachen der Erde nach 
alphabetischer Ordnung der Sprachen mit einer gedrängten Uebersicht des Vaterlandes, der Schicksale 
und Verwandschaft derselben .... -  used Gyarmathi’s work beside the Polyglot as a source for the 
glossary of Finno-Ugric languages. Both Hungarian authors (and their works) raised great attention 
abroad and they still appear in larger international reviews of the history of comparative linguistics.

Despite that fact that both works deserved the international acknowledgement they received, the 
parlance of both has become a source of misunderstanding for centuries. In Sajnovics’ work, the 
source of the debate is the idem esse of the title, suggesting that Hungarian and Saami language are the 
same; in Gyarmathi’s, it is the meaning of ajfmitas in the title, the nature of the affinity (see also 
below).17 Ignác Halász was close to the truth when he wrote that ‘[i]t is hard to understand the blunder 
of the scientific spirit we see among the philosophers of language and in István Horvát’s school [in the 
first decades of the 19lh century]. I found the reason in primarily two circumstances. First, neither

13 Tanulmányok (1985).
14 J. Hegedűs: A magyar nyelv összehasonlításának kezdetei az egykorú európai nyelvtudomány tükrében [The beginnings of 

comparing the Hungarian language in light of contemporary European linguistics]. Nyelvtudományi Értekezések 56. 
Budapest 1966; idem: A magyar nyelvhasonlítás századai (Külföldi nézetek és ezek hatásai) [Centuries of Hungarian 
linguistic comparisons (Foreign views and their impacts)]. Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation. Budapest 1999; Vladár 
(1999); idem (2000).

15 Herberstein (1988).
16 On the history of glossary and list of peoples known in Hungarian as ‘Muska Czarina’s Polyglot’ see Gyarmathi (1799) 

388 and note 6. On the complicated history of the Russian original see D. V. Bubrikh: Finno-ugorskoye yazykoznaniye v 
SSSR [Finno-Ugric linguistic in Sovjetunion], Finno-ugorskiy sbomik. Trudy Komissii po izucheniyu plemennogo sóstava 
naseleniya SSSR i sopredclnykh stran 15. Leningrad 1928, 83-86.

17 Szíj (2000).
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Sajnovics, nor Gyarmathi wrote their works in a way that the evidence presented would be absolutely 
conclusive’ [my italics -  E. Sz.].ls It is not a coincidence that the histories of Finno-Ugric Studies 
place the emphasis on the Finno-Ugric aspect of the Demostratio, and never mention the theory of 
Chinese affiliation, written probably by Hell. The public after Sajnovics, but before Hunfalvy and 
Budenz, however, was probably confused. Gyarmathi’s work also touched upon many other things as 
well, among which the new methodology was not emphasized enough: an easy shot for the generations 
to come to criticize the author.

At the same time, it was a positive feature that both authors stressed the small quantity of the data 
and proposed planned fieldwork to create the necessary database. Sajnovics himself carried out 
research among the Saami, while Gyarmathi planned to visit those peoples of Russia that were 
possible relatives. His unaccomplished plan played a great role in forming Antal Reguly’s opinion, 
who -  consistently talking about Finns instead of Finno-Ugrics -  considered fieldwork a compulsory 
national task: T started to read Reguly, I read Gyarmathi, and I was surprised by the results of the 
efforts especially of the latter. He only knew the western Finns, even those only imperfectly, and had 
very few data on eastern Finns. Even so, he gave plenty of evidence for affinity, and presented such a 
considerable affinity of eastern Finns to our Hungarian language that this question seems to be of 
utmost importance for our country. [...] Gyarmathi’s work not only needs to be carried on, but its 
continuation is a national issue. [...I]t is time that after half a century science investigated with good 
reason these Finns [eastern Finno-Ugrics] and decide one way or the other. We should not expect 
advice from foreigners who, although there has been no-one who contributed to this issue more 
comprehensively after Gyarmathi, already propagate us as Finns everywhere. I am happy to have 
made such a contribution myself for my country [...] what should win our language, I thought, should 
this asserted affinity prove to be real, in the case of the eastern Finns, even close.' [my emphasis -  E. 
Sz.]18 19 Thus, Reguly also thought that neither Hungarian nor foreign scholars had studied the question 
after Gyarmathi. But why not?

The first comparative studies of Hungarian had one recurring -  and already mentioned -  clement 
connected to the prehistory of the Hungarians: if the Hungarians came from the East, and they indeed 
did, the Hungarian is ab ovo an oriental language. This is how the question of the origin o f the 
Hungarians intertwined with that of the origin o f the Hungarian language. We can already note it here 
that the four corners of the world appear in a peculiar way in our research on prehistory: East and 
North are often the same.20 Between Gyarmathi’s Affinitás and Rcguly’s travels to Finland, Lapland 
and Russia, however, no fieldwork was carried out among Finno-Ugric speaking communities. 
Although there were plans, but the Napoleonic wars, the cholera epidemic and other factors prevented 
their realization, and -  more importantly -  attention was paid rather to issues of the contemporary 
politics of language. The ncologist movement, the education of Hungarian at the universities and 
public education in Hungarian all made the issues of language part of the formation of the nation. 
Instead of the origin of the language, its properties and suitability were in the focus of attention.21

18 I. Halász: A magyar szófejtés története a legrégibb időktől Hunfalvy Pál felléptéig [The history of Hungarian etymological 
studies from the beginnings till Pál Hunfalvy], Akadémiai Értesítő (1900) 17. As the second reason Halász named politics, 
on this see below.

19 Quoted by Szíj (2000) 275, following J. Pápay: A magyar nyelvhasonlítás története [The history of Hungarian linguistic 
comparisons]. A Magyar Nyelvtudomány Kézikönyve 1:3. Budapest 1922.

20 The interpretation of the corners of the world is problematic for others as well. K. Wiik, for example, in his one-page 
newspaper article, K. Wiik: Tulivatko esi-isämme idästä vai länncstä? Suomalaisten alkuperästä esitetty useita myyttejä 
[Did our ancestors come from the East or the West? Many myths have been presented about the origin of the Finns], Turun 
Sanomat 1995, 10 August, devoted five paragraphs to the issue: Mitä länsi jaittä? [What is West and what is East?]. 
Reguly was regarded as a ‘northern traveller’, although today Siberia would mostly be defined as east. It is possible that he 
got his ‘northern’ cognomen because of his travel to Finland.

21 Vályi (1792); Éder (1991a, 1991b); D. Kosáry: Az oktatásügy a haladó törekvések hullámvölgye idején (1790 1830) 
[Education during the decline of progressive aspirations (1790-1830)]. A magyar nevelés története I. Budapest 1988; Gy. 
Szekfii. Iratok a magyar államnyelv kérdésének történetéhez 1790-1848 [Documents on the history of the question of 
Hungarian as official language 1790-1848], Budapest 1926.
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Perhaps the most convincing argument in this respect was the first point in the foundation document of 
the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, which prescribed the study of language not as a historical, but as 
a descriptive, contemporary problem. This phase of the process was concluded by the 1844 act on the 
Hungarian language, which -  after the Hungarian-Slavic antecedents connected to Schlözer and 
Herder -  contributed to the escalation of ethnic problems in Hungary.22 With regard to the issues of 
the origin of the language, and its properties (that is, suitability), professionals and politicians2' 
focused on the latter, while the first was up for grabs. Bernét Munkácsi used the following expressions 
to describe this period: the era of blind darkness, dark clouds gloomed the sky of linguistics, the period 
of stagnation and vegetation, soaring of imagination in a vacuum, mythical cloud.24

Thus, around the beginning of the 1880s, the systematic, scientific, and internationally 
acknowledged Finno-Ugric research starting with Sajnovics and Gyarmatin ‘faded out’. The reason 
was not an indisposition towards the scientifically demonstrated affinity with the Saami and the Finno- 
Ugrics; it is only a legend in the history of research that the Hungarian nation collectively rebuffed 
these inglorious relatives.25 Initially, this objection was rather a jest, in our opinion the 
general/national antipathy towards the Finno-Ugric theory is a myth of the history of science and of 
politics. The case of the fish-tallowy or fish-scented relatives is similar.26 It is a -  rather unfortunate -  
fact that this kind of linguistics, represented for example by István Horvát, proliferated (see below).

By the 1850s, enough data (‘linguistic facts’) had been collected by the researchers to enable 
theoretical debates, and despite the disadvantageous circumstances these contributed to research. On 
the one hand, after 1848 it was ill-advised to study history, even remote history, although it were the 
contemporary historical processes historians were most interested in: with the ethos of the Reform Era 
and following the abolition of serfdom, every citizen of the country had to face the fact that the 
previous social structure had been transformed (or were changing). On the other hand, language has 
started to become the most salient sign of a common identity. Montcsqicu’s sentence had become true:
‘La langue, e ’est la nation’; in Hungarian: ‘Nyelvében él a nemzet’ [The nation lives in its tongue]. 
This coincided with the inspiration of the fact (and this is not meant to be ironic, but a hard fact) that 
research on the remote past was unpalatable fot the ethnic minorities of the Carpathian Basin.27 28 At the 
same time it made self-evident the research on Hungarian as a foreign language, and the work on, and 
publication of, practical reference books and textbooks. Despite all these political and scientific 
difficulties, research on the prehistory of the Hungarians became scientific and institutionalized from 
the 1850s due to the lectures and meetings of the Academy.2S This, of course, does not mean that non- 
scientific and pseudo-scientific prehistorians stopped their efforts. Certain trends, for example the

22 Ratz (2000). The undertitle of Baron M. Wesselényi’s work (Szózat a magyar és szláv nemzetiség ügyében [Address on the 
issue of the Hungarian and Slavic nationalities]) was not accidentally ‘Intő szó a hont és nemzetiséget fenyegető 
veszélyről’ [A premonition regarding the danger threatening the nation and the nationalities]. Astonishingly, Safarik’s 
map, made after the 1848 Pan-Slavic congress, portrayed the Carpathian Basin very similar to the situation after the 
Trianon Treaty (see the Manuscript Archives of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences).

23 On the issues of general and linguistic education see Vályi (1792); Éder (1991a, 1991b); idem. Vályi András, a magyar 
nyelv első tanára a pesti egyetemen [András Vályi, the first professor of Hungarian language at the university of Pest], 
Magyar Nyelv 1992/2, 148 -157; and Kazinczy’s whole oeuvre.

24 B. Munkácsi: Néprajzi eredményeink és törekvéseink [Results and aspirations in ethnography], Ethnographia 7 (1896/1) 1 
12.

25 Domokos (1998); Z. Éder: Benkő József nyelvészeti munkássága és az Erdélyi Nyelvművelő Társaság [József Benkő’s 
linguistic activities and the Transylvanian Linguistic Society], Budapest 1978.

26 Békés (1991) 89-95; idem: A hiányzó paradigma [The missing paradigm], Latin Betűk. Debrecen 1997.
27 See the history of Austro-Slavism, Pan-Slavism or Slavic mutuality: E. Arató: A magyarországi szlávok és az oroszok 

kapcsolatához a reformkorban [On the relationship of the Slavs in Hungary with Russians in the Reform Period], In: G. G. 
Kemény (ed.): Tanulmányok a magyar-orosz irodalmi kapcsolatok köréből I. Budapest 1961, 245-294; Rátz (2000) and 
László Szarka’s postscript with a self-explanatory title, L. Szarka: Pánszlávizmus -  rejtőzködő eszme vagy eszmetörténeti 
rejtély [Pan-Slavism - a hidden agenda or a mystery of the history of ideas]. In: Rátz (2000) 406^-18, note 19.

28 The meetings of the Academy were usually reported by the contemporary press, and these events usually received 
considerable reaction, see e.g. István Fábián’s letters to Pál Hunfalvy, or Pál Hunfalvy’s letters to József Lugossy, both 
correspondences in the Manuscript Archives of the Academy.
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attempts to connect Hungarian with Sumerian after the decipherment of cuneiform tablets, 
commenced rather slowly and on foreign initiative. Theories connected to Turanian peoples and 
Turanism and other theories based on natural sciences (e.g. craniometry earlier, blood group research 
later on, and genetic research today) are also of foreign origin.

The ‘tense’ of the Reform Era was the present tense. Kölcsey used the past tense only as a sign of 
farewell: ‘Jelszavaink valónak: haza és haladás’ [Our slogans were: homeland and progress]. This 
was, however, only guidance for the present and the future, and in the next period, when both home 
and progress were seriously threatened, and the events were shaped by foreign powers, past, especially 
the remote past, gained importance again. At the time of the birth of Finnicism, Finno-Ugric Studies in 
Hungary, a field created by Hunfalvy as methodological and institutionalized (i.e. not spontaneously 
formed and freely pursuable by anyone), in the 1850s, in the Bach-era following the freedom fight, 
language became central. The pivotal change came with the increase of the importance of linguistic 
research on prehistory, in which etymology and written language, the least prehistoric element, started 
to play a central role.

In the first half of the 19th century, among the illiterate auxiliary or complementary disciplines 
archaeology and anthropology existed only in theory, while the separation, actually the emergence, of 
geography (meant literary, as the description of the Earth and its population), statistics, ethnography, 
mythology, physical anthropology (craniometry), etc., furthermore technological developments (e.g. 
the invention of the railway, steam power, photography, etc.) made this period very exciting: this was 
the state of scientific research, which in an international milieu was already the period of a paradigm 
shift, remarkable already in itself. If we add our historical situation around the middle of the 19th 
century, with all its problems concerning society, politics, economics, politics of science, social and 
natural sciences, we might not be far away from the tmth if we regard this period as a turning point. 
From this time on, the expression ‘prehistory of the Hungarians’ has been associated with the adjective 
Finno-Ugric,29

We have to note, and will see a few examples later on, that the frequent change of vocation was a 
characteristic of the 1850s, just like of the Bach-era, usually known only superficially, and approached 
exclusively from an emotional point of view, by the average individual: many people changed their 
occupation (home and in emigration as well), mostly due to livelihood difficulties, others on their own 
choice. In this respect the fate of military officers and politicians emigrating to the west after Világos 
forms a separate chapter — these biographies have not been properly studied yet in terms of Hungarian 
research abroad on the Hungarian language, comparative linguistics and cultural history (forming 
language, people and country image).30 Previous noble and clerical scholars, ‘priers’ and ‘scholastics’ 
in the good (and bad) sense were replaced in large numbers by bourgeois and secular scholars, who 
were often autodidacts with astonishingly wide-ranging knowledge. They procured fast the expensive 
international literature for themselves, but were rather uneducated in terms of methodology, which 
often remained obscure.

From the point of view of Finno-Ugric Studies in Hungary, the change of occupation in the life of 
Pál Hunfalvy became a turning point. We have to note immediately that with his work -  after 
Kazinczy and his fellows and the parliamentary debates of the 1820-40s -  politics overtly re-entered 
the sphere of science. The question of the affinity of the Hungarians -  usually equated with the 
question of the prehistory of the Hungarians -  got into the forefront at times and places, when and 
where Hungarians (or Hungarian individuals) were enmeshed in difficulties, like in the 1770-80s with

Before the adjective Finno-Ugric became entrenched, numerous other terms were in use. Although a detailed list will be 
omitted here, it should be noted that the term Finn meant both Finns in today’s Finland and Finno-Ugric speaking peoples 
and Finno-Ugric languages in general. This terminological confusion might have greater significance than we think, since 
many of those, who still strongly object to Finno-Ugric affinity, find the affinity with the Finns and Estonians acceptable.

30 Privates and officers who stayed in Hungary were conscripted to the Austrian army and were handled as dogs. A peculiar 
example of the career of such officers is the case of Tivadar Dukla (1825-1908), known for the editing of the Körösi 
Csorna Archives. For the ‘Finno-Ugric episode’ of his life see E. Szíj: Finnugor epizódok Dukla Tivadar életében [Finno- 
Ugric episodes in Tivadar Dukla’s life] (in press).
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the choice of ‘homeland or progress’, in the Bach-era, when Kölcsey’s words ‘homeland and 
progress’ still resonated in the people’s ears, in Hungary in the aftermath of the Trianon Treaty, in the 
50s at the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, when a new country and a new citizen was being built, 
while the past was being erased, in the wake of ’56, and always among Hungarian emigrants, as a 
means of consolation.

The role of foreign influence in the frequent aberrations and misguidance of the research on the 
origin and prehistory of the Hungarians and the Hungarian language should not be underestimated, sec 
e.g. the international reactions to Sajnovics’ Demonstratio and the astronomical results of the 
expedition,11 furthermore the long-lasting effects of Herder’s prophecy (1791) about the probable 
disappearance of Hungarians from the stage of history. Although the prophecy is usually attributed to 
Herder, it was said by Á. F. Kollár, Director of the Court Libraiy in 1763.31 32 33 34 By the middle of the 
centuiy, new scientific disciplines came to the forefront due to the above-mentioned paradigm shift, 
and these often had compendious opinion on the Hungarians. In 1878, Pál Hunfalvy wrote a lengthy 
paper summing up the results of contemporary scientific fields. He quoted, among others, the work of 
Paul de Lagardc, published in 1876 in Göttingen, which -  using other research results -  established 
that the Turanians ‘represent a more ancient layer of the historical formation of peoples’, and one of 
the Turanian peoples, the Hungarians, are ‘already worn’, and the ‘physical oldness of the Hungarian 
nation’ is clearly visible. ‘Only intellectual powers can sustain or renew the youth of nations. But such 
powers are nowhere to be seen among Turanians’, consequently ‘the Hungarians are going to vanish, 
like the Celts are vanishing in front of our eyes’. Hunfalvy was not the only one who contemplated the 
large amount of articles on the ranking of peoples based on their skull forms with astonishment. ‘The 
shape of the skull has absolutely no connection to nationality, thus craniology is not part of ethnology, 
only anthropology, which is a natural science, while ethnology is not’11 -  Hunfalvy wrote. (In fact, 
Pekka Isaksson assigns the abolishment of the international craniological ranking of peoples to the 
Hungarian Emil Ponori Thcwrewk.)

Opinions on the physical and mental capabilities of various peoples, among them the Hungarians, 
have not been so thoroughly reviewed in the last decades as, for example, in Finland, in the volume 
edited by Aira Kemiläinen and others, or in Pekka Isaksson’s review on the Saami.14 A review of such 
research in an international context would show not only who and when had a dcpreciative opinion 
about the Hungarians, but also that other peoples found their own fish-scented relatives, they were also 
dissatisfied with their pedigree: the search for glorious ancestors is not a Hungarian mania, as assumed 
by József Szinnyci. There is an old everyday observation: everyone despised (despises?) their eastern 
neighbours, although everyone knows: ex Oriente lux, light comes from the East.

Unambiguousness is essential in science as well, or perhaps even more in science: we have to be 
certain that the spoken/written word means the same for everyone. Preserved names -  like ethnonyms,

31 See the proceedings of the 1970 symposium on Sajnovics, J. Gulya-I. Szathmári (eds): Sajnovics emlékünnepség és 
tudománytörténeti szimpozion [Sajnovics memorial celebrations and symposium on the history of research], MNyTK 131. 
Budapest 1974; F. Pinzger: Hell Miksa emlékezete I II [Miksa Hell’s documents], Budapest 1920-1927, 209-235, 
Appendix II.

3z As demonstrated by Dezső Dümmerth, see D. Diimmerth: Herder jóslata és forrásai [Herder’s prophecy and its sources]. 
Filológiai Közlöny (1963/1-2) 181-183. ‘Most of the country is surrounded by [...] Slavic peoples; thus, this region of 
Europe shows the same picture as before the arrival of the Hungarians. Hungarians occupy only a small part of the country 
[...] so there is a danger that their language will disappear the same way the language of the Cumanians has.’ quoted by Z. 
Eder. Sajnovics és a Demonstratio új megvilágításban [Sajnovics and the Demonstratio in new light], MNyTK 207. 
Budapest 1996, 80-82. On Schlözer’s and Herder’s attitude towards Slavs and Hungarians see Rátz (2000) 37-46, Chapter 
IV.

33 P. Hunfalvy. Új tudományok, új előítéletek meg adalék a finn-ugor népek történeteihez [New disciplines, new prejudices, 
and addenda to the histories of Finno-Ugric peoples]. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 14 (1878) 8, 20, 21.

34 Kemiläinen et al. (1985); Kemiläinen (1993); P. Isaksson: Kumma kuvajainen. Rasismi rotututkimuksessa, rotuteorioiden 
saamelaiset ja suomalainen fyysinen antropologia [An Odd Reflection. Racism in racial studies, the Sami in racial theories 
and Finnish physical anthropology]. Jyväskylä 2001; J. Hentula: Vaitöskirja rotuterioiden saamelaisista [A treatise on the 
Saami of racial theories], Hiidenkivi 2001/5, 37.
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geographical names, etc. -  play a crucial role in research on prehistory, just like words connected to 
past settlement areas, lifestyles, or linguistic neighbourhood, and their etymologies. In connection with 
prehistory, everything and everyone must be named and placed in space and time, only this way can 
language become a source of the research on prehistory,35 and not only an auxiliary discipline in a 
methodological sense. Archaeology, the discipline investigating the material culture and skeletal 
remains of ancient periods, has many difficulties because it needs to connect its material to place, 
time, people, and — consequently -  to a language, it is, however, not an easy task to make the bones 
and the objects ‘speak’.

It is also a characteristic of research on prehistory that thanks to the new results of related fields, it 
is a continuous process, in which the results achieved are convincing only until a new finding, method 
or view forces a reinvestigation. This is valid for all scientific disciplines, but research on prehistory 
involves numerous disciplines together, thus when innovations triggering new investigations are not 
synchronous and do not affect all involved disciplines, then research will founder, and the various 
disciplines will modify their results, previously believed to be firm, asynchronously. Research on 
prehistory always has ‘privileged’ fields, sometimes onomastics, at other times archaeology, nowadays 
it is genetics everyone hopes will provide the truth.

‘Verba volent, scripta manent' -  but in lack of literacy in prehistory, linguistics have no choice but 
to study ‘flown-away’ words. In 1839, Pál Hunfalvy pronounced his opinion on language as the most 
salient sign of the identity of an ethnic group in the journal Athenaeum: ‘if language and literature 
flourishes, the nation will not only be pretty, but also educated, will not only borrow, but also own, it 
will be an individual in the world, with language as its repository, into which each of its members 
with their knowledge, comprehension and feelings will be placed for everyone’s benefit, and from 
which not only the living will nourish, but will also be inherited by the centuries to come. [...] Let us 
become a nation’.36 37 Research on prehistory is looking exactly for the beginning of this becoming an 
‘individual’, and studies language as repository to come to know this heritage: apparently, words do 
not fly away!

There were many periods, when the final solution was expected from linguistics alone, there were 
heated debates about this, for example, in the 1850s. We have to note that the later ‘star’, archaeology, 
could not participate in the debates yet. On 3 January 1859, the professor of the Református Kollégium 
(Calvinist College) of Debrecen gave an inaugural address at the Academy with a -  from a Finno- 
Ugric perspective not too promising -  title Linguistic trends: the survival o f Scythian-European words, 
and said, hitting the nail right on its head: T know very well, that at present, it is the issue of the 
ranking of languages, that is comparative linguistics, which is most fashionable in science. 
[...Linguistics has been elevated to an intellectual power, which provides ethnography for continents 
in the present, and prehistory for the peoples in the past.’31

From the correspondence between Lugossy and Hunfalvy we may receive information on 
Hunfalvy’s opinion as well: in 1854 he found it necessary ‘to establish the place o f the Hungarian 
nation in world history through linguistics, which European scientific life cannot but choose to 
accept’. He also stated that the ‘establishment of linguistics’ is enabled by the study of related 
languages, but ‘historical linguistics docs not taste good [!]: we still insist that the Pannons, the Jász, 
the Arkadians, the Philistines arc Hungarians, that all named peoples are Hungarian. But how do they 
know? From linguistic investigations! And what constitute these? Do they accept the Altaic family as 
opposed to the Indo-Germanic or Semite? No! They wander about without principle and foundation, 
niggling over the appearance of words, which they do not understand’.38 He wrote in 1863 -  perhaps 
in a weak moment? -  in connection with the inaugural address of Áron Szilády titled The aims and

35 Moór (1963).
36 Hunfalvy (1839) 99. (my emphasis - E. Sz.)
37 Lugossy (1859) 4. (my emphasis -  E. Sz.)
33 Hunfalvy’s letter to Lugossy, Manuscript Archives of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Ms 547/5. (my emphasis - E. 

Sz.)
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means o f our linguistics the following: ‘All right, I don’t mind; we are going to have two kinds of 
linguistics, sentimentalis and naturális’ (italics -  P. H.), although he already had the opinion for long 
that ‘the object of science should be only those things that are perceivable in space and time’, and then 
made another surprising turn reflected already in the title of his program article in his journal ‘Magyar 
Nyelvészet’: Linguistics proves more than the chronicles y>

Bálint Hóman established in the 1920s when reviewing previous research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians that from the time of Hunfalvy ‘until the present day, scholars of the prehistory of the 
Hungarians and the Hungarian-Hun [!] tradition were mostly linguists and ethnographers’, and 
evaluated the situation like this: ‘it is beyond doubt that linguistics can still contribute to our 
understanding of the prehistory of the Hungarians with results on details, but it cannot bring about 
changes with regard to the main issues -  the origin and the formation of the ancient ethnic group -  
after Budenz, Szinnyei, Melich and Gombocz. Gombocz’s work, however, gave a new impetus to 
historical research to fully review the prehistory of the Hungarians’.40

The so-called Turkic—Ugric war, a scientific debate about the Finno-Ugric or Turkic affinity of the 
Hungarian language, took place during the first period (the time of Budenz and Szinnyei) reviewed by 
Bálint Hóman, starting with 1882. Although in the end even the leader of the ‘Turkic party’, Armin 
Vámbéry, accepted the theory of Finno-Ugric origin, the debate about the origin and linguistic affinity 
of the Hungarians resumed in the period immediately preceding World War I and during the troubled 
times of the interwar period (so-called Neo-Vámbéry-ism). The theory of Turkic affinity still has 
proponents, although it is not always clear, whether Turkic here means the Osmanli merchant 
welcoming the Hungarian tourist or the speakers of some Altaic Tatar-Turkic language.

Both the interwar period (and its dominant trends) and the ‘Finnicizing attempts’ of Hunfalvy’s 
time -  but we may also add the previous era back to Sajnovics or even earlier, or later periods, with 
the debates about the bilingual, Turkic/Turkish and Finno-Ugric/Hungarian conquering Hungarians in 
the 1980s -  are in need of a revision from the point of view of history of research. The first task would 
be the rereading of the literature, since the migration of quotations and the lack of investigation of 
causes may create an erroneous picture. For example, a scientific explanation and micro-philology 
(who used it first and where) of the adjective ‘fish-scented’ and ‘fish-tallowy’ is still missing,41 and the 
affinitás of the title of Gyarmathi’s comparative work (what kind of affinity) deserves attention even 
after 200 years of its publication.42 The legend is still alive that Rcguly, often called the Körösi Csorna 
of the North, travelled to the other side of the Urals in search of the homeland of the Hungarians.43

Since we are dealing with the remote past, a period without written sources, after a while the data at 
the disposal of researchers improve only quantitatively, the main picture remains unmodified (sec 
Bálint Homan’s opinion above), although quantity may sometimes turn into quality. The first is 
supported by the situation that emerged in archaeology: despite the huge amount of material, the 
interpretations have hardly changed (see J. Makkay). On the other hand, the increasing number of 
remains, cemeteries and villages from the Conquest Period will sooner or later enable a decision about 
Gyula László’s double-conquest theory. At present, however, it was not the quantity of the material, 
but innovations in other disciplines, which caused qualitative changes in the research on the prehistory 
of the Hungarians. The past one hundred years brought about many changes in physical anthropology 
(blood groups, racial biology, racial theory, etc.), but many of the results were abused -  on an 
international scale and not only in the case of certain peoples! -  for political reasons, which 
compromised this field. From the 1980s on, genetics received greater attention and had an important 34

34 P. Hunfalvy. Nyelvészkedésünk czélja és eszközei [The aims and methods of our linguistic studies]. Nyelvtudományi
Közimenyek 2 (1863) 137, 140. (my emphasis- E. Sz.).

40 E. Moór: A magyar őstörténet főproblémái [The main problems of the prehistory of the Hungarians]. Szeged 1943; B.
Hóman: [No title]. Századok 57-58 (1923-24) 337, 339.

41 Békés (1991).
42 Vtactár{ 1999); idem (2000).
43 We note without malice that, as far as we know, the idea for the ‘epithet’ came from an article by Baer, an academic from

St. Petersburg, although Reguly was actually travelling to the east both of St. Petersburg and Hungary.



role in spreading a fashion of heterodoxy and in that the lay public -  or, less politely, incompetent 
hoards -  started to spread ill-grounded beliefs about genetic research based on misunderstood articles.

It is beyond doubt that we are witnessing a shift in general approaches to, a paradigm shift in, 
ethnic prehistory: previous migration theories have been replaced by -  more or less credible -  theories 
of autochthon formation and development,44 or more exactly: a theory of local development after a 
huge migration 40-60,000 years ago from the South (Africa) to the North (the north European tundra). 
More moderate versions of this theory had already been put forward previously. For example, in the 
case of Finno-Ugric peoples living west of the Urals -  except for the Hungarians -  the so-called ‘large 
homeland theory’ omitted migrations and suggested the local, autochthon development of ethnic 
groups, peoples, nations and cultures. The movement from one side of the Urals to the other, or a few 
hundred km shifts of population groups did not alter the picture, since these were confined to already 
Finno-Ugric areas and were negligible compared to distances in Russia. In the research on the 
prehistory of the Estonians -  which concerns us due to the linguistic affinity -  it was suggested in the 
1950s that the local archaeological culture is a thousand-year-old Estonian culture, without any trace 
of migration. In those times, however, history seemed to start at 1917, and research on the issue 
stopped. This latest paradigm shift, connected to Africa through Black Eve, in the research on the 
prehistory of the Finns is already complete -  regardless of the reception of the results.45 It is certain, 
that a summary critique of the theory is a summary critique of the method: these are hypotheses based 
on hypotheses, which really require faith from their proponents.

According to common opinion, the only undisputed issue regarding the prehistory of the 
Hungarians is that we came -  together with our language -  from the east, thus our language is 
‘oriental’.46 We got used to meeting foreign people on our way, to live with them and beside them, so 
it has never been doubted that people do not live in a vacuum, but also they do not always live among 
relatives, we always had to count with the neighbourhood of foreigners. In the area of the assumed 
Hun-Avar-Hungarian continuity or dual-conquest, the question was bound to be raised sooner or 
later: who came first? The Hungarians -  who lived surrounded by unrelated peoples for centuries -  
could soon experience the truth of the statement of the sociologist Iván Szelényi: emotional closeness 
often requires physical distance.

All nations care about their past, but public interest does not have the same intensity everywhere, 
not all nations protest fervently when something unfavourable is stated about their distant past. There 
are, however, many examples that we, Hungarians, arc more equal than others, since the appearance 
and preservation of the Hungarians, this people who soon founded a strong state, who were at all able 
to found a state, attracted attention and raised questions -  who arc they? why cannot we understand 
their speech? -  and our unintelligibility caused -  and still causes -  many misunderstandings. In 1860, 
Móric Lukács summed this up the following way: ‘already nine centuries ago, our neighbours took 
pleasure in painting and handing down a distorted picture of our race!’47 At the same time, we state 
with great confidence that this otherness has had an important role in our survival.

A list of unfavourable statements about the Hungarians would be rather long, here I would like to 
mention only a few, just to demonstrate how the physical law of force and reacting force contributed 
to the formation of our national self-esteem, why there was a need for a glorious past traced back to 
prehistory. From the last third of the 1700s, more and more Hungarians brought on the issue of the 
‘roughness’ of the Hungarian language and apishness, and urged the absorption of good examples. In 
the Reform Era, the debate about the ‘Hungarian-ness’ of Hungarians and the problem of ethnic

44 Makkay (1998); Wiik (2002).
45 Wiik 2002; J. Saarikivi: Fiktivistä tiedettä? [Fictitious science?] Hiidenkivi 2003/1, 38-39.
46 The Hungarian equivalent (napkeleti, German morgenländisch) became widespread mainly due to the work of Pál 

Beregszászi Nagy (ca. 1750 1828), see E. Szíj’s comments in Gyarmathi (1799) 390, note 13, 391, note 15.
47 M. Lukács: Emélkbeszcd De Gérando Ágost M. Akad. 1. tag felett 1860. május 7 [Memorial speech on Ágost De Górandó 

No. 1 Hung. Acad, member]. Akadémiai Értesítő 20/1 (1860) 343-360; P. Király: A magyarok elnevezése a korai európai 
forrásokban [The name of the Hungarians in the early European sources]. In: L. Kovács-L. Veszprémy: Honfoglalás és 
nyelvészet [Conquest and linguistics], A honfoglalásról sok szemmel III. Budapest 1997, 111-118.
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minorities in Hungary crossed the borders of the country. A newspaper in Leipzig wrote: ‘The 
Hungarians arc after all Barbarians, they are making a mistake by being too eager about their 
nationality and sinning against cosmopolitanism’. ‘These words terribly shocked my mind' -  wrote Pál 
Hunfalvy in a note about his trip to Dresden in 1839, and concluded his writing by saying: ‘Let us 
become a nation, so that the Hungarian genius could also place its first fruits on the altar of the world 
community, which belongs to that community and without which peoples are only races, and not 
nations,’48 Among the Moscow representatives of the Pan-Slavic movement, which unfolded by the 
1840s, Bodianski for example wrote in the renowned newspaper Moskovitanin, that the Hungarians 
are a barbarian, Asian, uneducated nation compared to the Slovakians. On 31 May 1848, Slavomir 
Bobrovec wrote the following in the Prague newspaper Národni Novine: ‘Without us, Slovakians, 
Hungarians would still be uncultured pagans. They should thank us for becoming more cultured and 
avoiding disappearance, like their Mongolian and Avar brethren and other Asian hordes did.’ In the 
spring campaign of 1849, the success of our soldiers was due to the fact that ‘they look like real 
guerrillas. They fight like the devil, and — as worthy descendents o f the Scythians — ride their fast 
horses indefatigably around the imperial army’. At the same time, Kossuth was the devil’s brother, but 
his predecessor none less than Attila, the Scourge of God.49 It is characteristic that in 1843 the Russian 
minister of culture forbade Slavists any direct political involvement. On 19 July 1846, Antal Reguly, 
having just arrived from Siberia, wrote from Moscow to his friend, the academic A. A. Kunik in St. 
Petersburg: ‘Perhaps I will visit Badianski [!] as well, although maybe not, since I am not certain 
whether Slavists do not oppose us too ardently. [...] Thas is why I believe that Badianski does not 
practice science at its highest sphere, according to its peaceful spirit, which acknowledges all the 
various secular interests. Indeed, all Slavists still lack that property.’50

Thus, it is one of the characteristics of the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians that 
research results -  in an overtly or covertly hostile atmosphere -  were often abused by contemporary 
politics, and the statements and their denials were perceived as answers to the questions o f the fate o f  
the nation.

Another characteristic of this research is that, contrary to the obvious linguistic affinity of the 
neighbouring Slavs, our linguistic relatives were found only centuries later, and in a geographical 
distance that made this affinity ab ovo suspicious (see below), but also questioned previous opinions. 
Thus, one -  or the main -  source of the research on prehistory, linguistics, became available only a 
century after historical sources. In comparison to the obvious linguistic affinity of our neighbours 
(Slavs, Germans), this conspicuous and long unrelatedness drew attention even more to our 
‘invasiveness’, to the Hungarian ‘orphanage’ and isolation, which -  combined with the compunction 
drilled in by western Christianity, not to a small extent by Protestant preachers -  weakened during the 
centuries the impetuous poise of the conquering Hungarians, for whom the occupation and 
preservation of the Carpathian Basin posed neither military problems nor conscientious scruple. A 
late, but not the last, phase of this process of unscttlement is characterized by the prophecy usually 
attributed to Herder about the inevitable disappearance of the Hungarians.51 In the Affinitás, written in 
Latin, in a Hungarian sample text Gyarmathi wrote, probably trying to refute foreign public opinion, 
in appraisal of our language: ‘...it is neither tasteless, nor a mongrel of Latin, German and Czech, it is 
an eye-catching beauty at the first sight’.52 Gyarmathi must have known J. Tröster’s statement that

48 Athenaeum 3/2 (1839) 322 (my emphasis -  E. Sz.).
49 J. Kravcik-J. Zeman: A korabeli cseh sajtó az 1848-49-es forradalomról [The contemporary Czech press on the revolution 

of 1848-49], Magyar Napló 1998/6,43,47,48. (my emphasis E. Sz.)
301. May: Reguly Antal A. A. Kamikhoz írt levelei 1845-1855 [Antal Reguly’s letters to A. A. Kunik 1845 1855]. A Magyar 

Tudományos Akadémia Könyvtárának Közleményei Új sorozat 24 (100) 1999, 97.
51 The prophecy was made by Ádám Ferenc Kollár (1718-1783), Imperial Court Librarian, in 1756, before Herder (1791), 

although we still do not know, what he based his prophecy on. See E. Szíj: A Gyarmathi-kori tudomány nemzetközisége 
[The intemationality of science in Gyarmathi’s time]. In: Gyarmathi (1799) 365-375. The critical edition of Mátyás Bél’s 
ouvre is under preparation, György Pray’s works are under study as well, so we may expect new results in this regard.

52 Gyarmathi (1799) 65, Lat. 51 (my emphasis -  E. Sz.).
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Hungarian is a German language deteriorated to such extant that is has Finnish words as well.5’ The 
notion of ‘A nation lives in its tongue’ involves not only the existence of the language, but also its 
quality, and the attitudes towards the mother tongue. As István Széchenyi put it: ‘in my judgement, 
those who are for our tongue, carry the fate of our nation in their heart, while those, who are against it 
unconsciously -  because 1 refuse to believe that someone would become a murderer of their homeland 
on purpose -  arc promoting its death."’4

It is a further characteristic of research on the prehistory of the Hungarians that certain theories of 
affinity and origin were elaborated on foreign initiative, sometimes they were even ‘obtruded" on 
Hungarian research. This was probably the case with the attempts at relating Hungarians to Huns 
(through the comparisons of various foreign ethnonyms like hung-, hongr-, ungar- etc. with the Hun 
ethnonym), or the basic idea for comparison with Sumerian (because of agglutination) and it is still a 
popular fallacy among some Hungarians that the theory of Finno-Ugric affinity was forced on us by a 
Habsburg scheme to break down the national pride of the rebels. The animosity of certain foreign 
scholars towards us is well known, just like the fact that their good- or bad-intended statements could 
have had good and bad consequences as well. The Affinitás had a big role in turning Antal Reguly's 
attention towards Siberia through a reference to Schlözer’s opinion, according to which the closest 
linguistic relatives of the Hungarians were the Vogul and the Ostyák. Thus, he had to go there and see. 
whether this was true or not. Ágost Rischel, however, wrote the following about the same Schlözer in 
the Reguly Festschrift, reinforcing his already known attitude: ‘I do not wish to accuse the Kant of 
historical criticism [Schlözer] of animosity towards the Hungarians, I still have to admit that in my 
opinion, he seems to be biased with regard to Hungarians.’53 * 55 (At the same time he admited his own 
bias as well: ‘At present, 1 live in a Hungarian world [!], but -  what a pain! -  I am not regarded as a 
Hungarian, although I have stated my sympathy for the Hungarians many times.’)50

With regard to the forcedness of Finno-Ugric affinity, some have reached a position where the 
word Finno-Ugric has become a swearword, without asking (not to mention waiting for the answer) 
whether any property, especially the origin and affinity, of a language can be the cause of any change 
in the course of the history of the people speaking that language. If that were the case, it would be 
valid for our earlier history as well, but can the -  at that time not yet even recognized -  Finno-Ugric 
affinity or ‘orphanage’ of the Hungarian language explain the battle of Muhi or the defeat at Mohács? 
Or did the Russian tsars have a special Finno-Ugric policy? Or did Lenin really think that the 
linguistic affinity would enable Béla Kun to pacify the quarrelling Finnish red officers?57 58 Or was the 
cause of the Tnanon Treaty the Finno-Ugric affinity of the Hungarian language, and consequently 
should be protested against the same way: no no never!? Questions about the role of the properties 
(origin) of a language in the formation of the course of history are justifiable and logical, but no-one 
has been able to demonstrate convincingly and after thorough investigation that -  partly or fully -  the 
history of a Finno-Ugric speaking (or any other) community took the course it did exclusively because 
its language belonged to the Finno-Ugric (or any other) family of languages. It is beyond doubt that 
from time to time this indeed had, or still has, a role, see e.g. the various ‘Pan-" movements, the 
cooperation of Francophone countries, etc., but to make Finno-Ugric linguistic affinity the sole 
scapegoat and the source of all troubles -  that is only an escape from facing the realities of life.

Both the problem of territorial primacy (who was here first?) and of the import of theories on 
prehistory have grown past the boundaries of science, and occasionally made the prehistory of the 
Hungarians a political and social problem, then again -  as an issue with great impact on society -  a 
scientific issue, e.g. from the point of view of the history of ideas or ethno-psychology.’8 From all this

53 J. Hegedűs'. A Tröster-legendáról |On the Tröster-legend], Magyar Nyelv 88 (1992/3) 295-304; M. Zsirai: Finnugor 
rokonságunk [Our Finno-Ugric affinity], Budapest 19371 (19942 ed. by G. Zaicz) (erroneously).

511. Széchenyi'. Világ [Light |. Budapest 1831,254.
55 Reguly (1850) 136.
56 Reguly (1850) 141.
57 Szíj (Í 991) 73.
58 Szíj (1991).
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it is clear that research on the prehistory of the Hungarians abounds in interesting details that have no 
direct relevance to prehistory itself, not to mention the fact that we have to take into consideration the 
similar research of peoples speaking related languages and of neighbouring countries as well, which 
have their own characteristics. Tactfulness towards neighbours, however, is rather unscientific, one
sided and unprofitable. The search for glorious ancestors is a universal phenomenon, one of the 
perennial manias.

It must be conspicuous by now that so-far I have always used the label Finno-Ugric, although in 
certain cases the use of Uralic would have been more correct. The reason for this is that questions 
concerning the Uralic family comprising the Finno-Ugric and Samoyedic languages are traditionally 
labelled (argued for or against) as Finno-Ugric in Hungary. Thus, the term Finno-Ugric has become 
more unmistakable, unambiguous and often symbolic than any other label. Most Finno-Ugric (or any 
other) peoplee have both a so-called external ethnonym, used by others and an internal ethnonym, used 
by themselves, like the Hungarian term Magyar, as compared to vengri, unkarilaisia, or Hungarian, 
etc.59 It is hardly correct that after hundreds of years of traditional use of the external ethnonyms of 
Finno-Ugric peoples wc now change to the use of their internal names, saying that the use of the external 
name is offensive. Perhaps in Russian it is, but not in Hungarian. Actually, they should be proud that 
their external names have been known and registered for hundreds of years abroad. Wc do not expect 
either to be called Magyar by all foreigners of the world. Ethnonyms, however, present other, more 
important problems than emotional-aesthetic ones: those of identification and interpretation. In the 
research on the prehistory of the Hungarians, the transliteration, consequently reading and identification 
of ethnonyms and geographical names in sources written in non-Latin script (Greek, Arabic, Chinese, 
etc.) pose considerable problems, not to mention the ethnonyms appearing in amateur research. The 
question can -  and should -  always be asked: what proves that this or that ethnonym denotes the 
ancestors of the Hungarians in the given source?

In this respect, a classic deterrent example -  always quoted through secondary sources and never 
read, here quoted in length from the original -  is the infamous work by István Horváth titled 
Rajzolatok a Magyar Nemzet legrégibb történeteiből [Depictions of the oldest histories of the 
Hungarian Nation] (1825, reprinted in 2001), described by the author the following way: ‘This is 
literally a Critical History of the Hungarian Nation, which starts a few hundred before Abraham, 
continues through the holy authors, the Greek and Roman classics, Armenian, Syriac and Persian 
authors, and the remains of the Middle Ages until Árpád. At the same time, it will shed new light on 
the histories of Asia, Africa and the whole of Europe. At least Ancient Greece, Ancient Latium, early 
Spain, Germany will benefit from it, perhaps even Denmark, Sweden, Russia and England as well. 
These, or at least some parts of these, had been inhabited for centuries by Hungarian-speaking 
Magyar, Cumanian, Jász, Palóc, Pacinacite [Pctcheneg], Valus, Avar etc. communities. My 
propositions may seem at times fantastic, even lunatic, since they arc out of the ordinary: but we need 
to keep in mind that not everything out of the ordinary is erroneous, not everything we have not heard 
before is deceit or delusion. And this is the reason why I truly publish the results of my studies, 
although otherwise I would have remained silent. Let us raise our head towards Heaven! We also have 
been given a sound mind and two eyes by Heaven to see and relate something new and authentic.’60 
Among the contemporary critiques of this work and the whole oeuvre we may mention as a curiosity 
the writing of the author of the play Bánk bán, József Katona, where he says that ‘this endless search 
for the brethren of Hungarians is sickening’.61 Ferenc Toldy’s writing on his earlier professor, 
published in the volume Irodalmi arcképek [Literary portraits], stands out through its benevolent

59 On the various ethnonyms of the Hungarians in various sources see L. Kovács L. Veszprémy (eds.): Honfoglalás es 
nyelvészet [Conquest and linguistics]. A honfoglalásról sok szemmel III. Budapest 1997.

í,u I. Horvát: Rajzolatok a Magyar Nemzet legrégiebb történeteiből [Depictions of the oldest histories of the Hungarian 
Nation]. Pest 18251. A magyar múlt eltitkolt évezredei III. Budapest 20012, 18.

61 J. Katona: Szabados Kecskemét Alsó Magyar Ország első mező várossá történetei [The histories of Free Kecskemét, the 
first country town in Lower Hungary], Hiteles levelekből összeszedte néhai Katona Jósef, szabados Kecskemét várossá fő 
fiskálissá. Pest 1834.
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sobriety. In Toldy’s opinion, in the case of Horvát ‘the trend he followed was one of the greatest 
historical aberrations’, which ‘like the dreams of a madman, are worthy not of mockery, but [...] 
compassion’. Furthermore, ‘here I would stop on the issue, had István Horvát’s attempts remained an 
isolated, localized wound on the body of our historical scholarship. But instead, it infected it for a 
generation.’ It certainly beclouded István Horvát’s undoubted scientific merits, ‘his works full of 
diamonds of data’, ‘the beneficence of his inspirational effects’,62 and — as we now know — for more 
than one generation.

The interpretation of the Finn ethnonym in Tacitus as Saami is well-known. The use of the word 
Finn became ambiguous in the plural, but sometimes in the singular as well, in Hungarian literature in 
the 19th century, in Russian literature from the 18th. Hungarian finn and Russian finn, jinny can still 
mean Finno-Ugric. This is how wc find it in the title of a book by our Italian colleague, Carla Corradi, 
on the Volga Finno-Ugrics: I Finni del Volga.63 Albert Pákh perceived this problem correctly when he 
wrote in the entiy Finns, Finland in the encyclopaedia ‘Újabb kori ismeretek tára’ [A compendium of 
the knowledge of modern times] (1851): ‘In a wider sense: a family of peoples distributed in a large 
portion of European and Asian Russia; in a narrower sense: a people occupying the northwestern 
corner of European Russia, around Petersburg and Olonez, and especially the archduchy of Finland.’ 
In the Hungarian literature of the 1850s, the words fimn-fimnek [Finnish-Finns] and finnek - 
finnugorok [Finns-Finno-Ugrics] even had a word family: filmezés [to Finn], finnítés [to Finnicize], 
finnicizmus [Finnicism], etc. The word jinn had even an irregular plural: finn ok [!]. We find surprising 
examples of the use of Russian jinn, finny with the meaning Finno-Ugric in the 1930s in the Soviet 
Union, in Russian summons about the so-called Finnish white Lapua-movement, which formed the 
basis of a political cleansing in the humanities, and the Akateeminen Karjala Seura [University Karjala 
Society] of Helsinki, or a Russian summons from Finland against the Soviet power called 
moskovskaya moskalskaya vlast ‘Moscow Muscovite power’: ‘my dolzhny sobrat vsekh finnov, gde by 
oni ni nakhogilis, i prizvat ikh k vooruzhennoy borbe protiv moskaley’ ‘we have to assemble all the 
Finns, wherever they might be, and call them to battle against the Muscovites’.64 65 It is clear from the 
text that it refers not only to the Finns (Finns and Karelians) on the two sides of the Finn-Soviet 
border, since the authors wrote that wherever means the area from the border up to the North and the 
Urals. The example is political on purpose.

The identification of Finno-Ugric peoples is even more difficult when collective names are used. 
The Chud of the Russian chronicles (csúd in Hungarian transcription) also has the meaning ‘Finno- 
Ugric, Finn-like people’. It is still unclear, when (from when, until when), where (specifically in what 
area), and what kind of Finno-Ugric peoples this term referred to. It could mean Baltic Finn, or only 
the Estonians, or an already extinct population in the Northern Dvina Basin, whom the Komi-Permyak 
consider their direct ancestors, etc. For the Saami, Chud means the Russian enemy (see the famous 
Norwegian movie Ofelas [Pathfinder]). Lomonosov, defending Finno-Ugric peoples against foreign 
(western) academics brought in by Peter the Great, who despised the natives (including Russians as 
well), concluded his ‘plea’ with the following words: ‘iz vsego etogo sleduyet, skol velika drevnost i 
slava chudskogo plemeni’ ‘from all this it is clear how great is the past and glory of the Chud tribe’.165 
Older words connected to the word chud, used around St. Petersburg in recent times, not necessarily in 
a pejorative sense, are still alive in modem Russian slang and the huge public educational institution 
called the Russian Army, not as expressions of appreciation (Chukhoniya ‘Estonia’, Chukhlyandiya 
‘the Baltic and Finland’, chukhna, chukhonets, chukhonka, chukhnya ‘Finn person, man, woman’, 
sizar chukhloryly ‘Baltic person’), just like the derivative verbs, which denote incoherent,

62 F. Toldy: Irodalmi arcképek [Literary portraits]. Magyar ritkaságok. Budapest 18561 (19852) 75-92, esp. 87, 92.
63 C. M. Corradi: I fmni del Volga. Parma 1981, 254.
64 /. Bikovszkij: Etnografiya na sluzhbe u mezhdunarodnogo impertalizma. Etnografiya na sluzhbe u klassovogo vraga 

[Ethnography in the service of international imperialism. Ethnography in the service of class struggle], Sbornik 
kriticheskikh statcy. Leningrad 1932, 16.

65 F. Papp: Lomonoszov, Kalmár György és a csudok [Lomonosov, György Kalmár and the Chud]. MNyTK 155. Budapest 
1980.
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unintelligible talk. Chukhan means ‘morally and physically miserable person, someone doing a 
prestige-less work, a person in dirty clothes’. ‘Ya tebya chukhnu -  ty iz posudomoyki ne vylezesh!’ 
roughly means ‘I make you do such a dirty work that you’ll never get out of hog-wash!,66

The Russian adjective Uralic is polysemic, and the Russian public hardly associates it with the 
Uralic (Finno-Ugric and Samoycdic) linguistic relatives, and its noun derivative (ura/tsy ‘Uralians’) is 
very rarely used, and mostly by small, professional groups, c.g. by archaeologists. In Hungarian, from 
the various versions like finn ‘Finnish’, finn-féle ‘Finnish-like’, finn-magyar ‘Finnish-Hungarian’,66 67 
ugor-magyar ‘Ugric-Hungarian’,68 etc. finnugor ‘Finno-Ugric’ became entrenched, and is traditionally 
used even if -  rather rarely -  Samoycdic-speaking communities are involved as well.

The content of the external ethnonyms for Finno-Ugric and other peoples became concrete rather 
slowly in other languages as well, causing many terminological problems. The identification of specific 
Finno-Ugric peoples and communities on the basis of their various names — internal and external, old 
and new, written/official and mock -  has almost become a special field in itself (see e.g. Agayeva, A. I. 
Popov), and then we have not even mentioned older sources like the works of e.g. Herberstein or 
Mathias Miechovius.69 Around the middle of the 19th century, it was a generally accepted opinion that 
the Finno-Ugrics (at that time de facto not Uralians) form a huge group with the Altaic family. 
Charateristically, the university department of Finno-Ugric Studies at Budapest, founded in 1872 and 
usually considered the oldest of its kind, was called Department of Altaic Studies. The label Altaic was 
self-evident for the Finns as well, primarily because M. A. Castrén, the founder of Finno-Ugric Studies 
in Finland, considered the Altai the homeland and his dogma about the Finnish (Finnish, Finno-Ugric, 
Ural-Altaic, Uralic and Altaic) cradle on its piedmonts was refuted only in the 1920s by the Slavist 
professor J. J. Mikkola in a poetic way: ‘lapsi pantiin kehtoon ennen kuin oli syntynytkään' [the child 
was placed in the cradle before its birth].70 The frill defeat over the Altaic theory, or the theory of Uralic- 
Altaic affinity, was celebrated by Finnish scholars in the 1980s, and Juha Janhunen, the most prominent 
specialist of the issue, described the situation in the following way: ‘Altai/ainen hypoteesi on kumottu, 
múlta on selvää, ettci ns. altailaisten kielten suhteet toisiinsa ja  naapureihinsa ovat avain Keski-, 
Pohjois- ja  Itä-Aasian esihistoriaan. Tutkimusta on intensiivisesli jatkeltava modernein metodein ja  
vapaana aksiomeista. ’ [The Altaic hypothesis has been overthrown, but it is clear that the relationship of 
Altaic languages to each other and to their neighbours is the key to the prehistory Central, North and East 
Asia. Intensive research must be continued with modem methods and free of axioms.]71

Scholars of related and neighbouring peoples struggle with similar problems regarding ethnonyms, 
see e.g. the Slavic ethnonyms in Gyarmathi’s Affinitás, or Pallas’ references to 200 of the then known 
peoples of the world called Muska Tsarina’s Polyglot in the Hungarian press of the end of the 1700s. 
The nemtsi ‘Germans’ of the Russian sources from Novgorod in the 1200s refers most certainly to the 
Swedes.72 The name of the Finn peasant prophet Paavo Ruotsalainen literary means Swedish Paul, 
because he lived — as a genuine Finn — on the Swedish side of the Swedish-Russian border, which 
crossed a Finnish-speaking territory. The Saami called the Karelians collecting tax for Novgorod 
Russians. The list of examples is endless, and it is obvious that it is one of the primary conditions of 
research to clarify whom the ethnonyms of the sources of prehistoiy in fact refer to.

Finno-Ugric Studies can be interpreted a wider and narrower sense. In the narrow sense, it is a 
linguistic field studying the languages that belong here due to their linguistic affinity, and of those

66 /. Fenyvesi: Orosz- magyar és magyar-orosz szlengszótár [Russian-Hungarian and Hungarian-Russian slang dictionary]. 
Budapest 2001; /. Juganov F. Juganova: Slovar russkogo slenga (slenoviye slova i vyrazheniya 60-90-kh godov) 
[Russian slang dictionary (Slang words and expressions of the 60s-90s]. Moskva 1997.

67 E.g. Kállay (1844).
68 J. Budenz: Magyar-ugor összehasonlító szótár [A comparative dictionary of the Finno-Ugric elements in the Hungarian 

vocabulary], Budapest 1873-1881.
69 Miechovius (1936); sec also Gyarmathi (1799) 409, note 142 by E. Szíj; Herberstein (1988).
70 J. J. Mikkola: Oikea Suomensuku [The real Finno-Ugric affinity], Historiallinen Aikakauskirja 1929/2, 81.
71 J. Janhunen: Altailaisen hypoteesin nykytila [The current state of the Altaic hypothesis], Virittäjä 1984, 206.
72 V. I. Janyin: Nyírfakéreg levelek üzenete [Messages of birch bark letters] (Transl. by Gy. Szvák). Ungvár 1980, 84.
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other languages -  in appropriate depth -  that are important due to their geographical proximity or 
other contacts. An example for the latter is Chuvash, still often mentioned as related in newspapers, 
although it has been well-known for a while that the suspicion of relatedness emerged only due to its 
close Finno-Ugric contacts, and that loanwords entered the Hungarian language in the period before 
the conquest from a language or languages related, or ancestral, to Chuvash.73 In the wider sense, 
Finno-Ugric Studies investigate the history, literature, ethnography, mythology, music, etc. of Finno- 
Ugric speaking peoples. The raison d ’etre of terms and research like Finno-Ugric history, Finno-Ugric 
literature, Finno-Ugric ethnography, etc. is already and still the subject of debate, which will, 
however, not be reviewed here in more detail. I would only like to note that in compounds like ancient 
Finno-Ugric occupation names, ancient Finno-Ugric religion, ancient Finno-Ugric poetry etc., 
‘Finno-Ugric’ mostly stands for -  one or all -  ‘Finno-Ugric speaking’.

Prehistory is the primary example for so-called complex research. Since this means the study of 
periods without written records, the primacy of archaeology seems obvious, naturally accompanied by 
physical anthropology and historical ethnography during the analysis of the remains. All disciplines 
had/have/developed major deficiencies as well. In archaeology, it was the dating of the material 
remains, and after a fairly long, relatively balanced period of research, we are now witnessing the 
complete rewriting of chronology: the ‘increase of time-depth’, as János Makkay put it.74 Genetics has 
also developed, or let us use the present tense: is developing, into a discipline considered omnipotent 
by many in the research on prehistory in front of our eyes. The question regarding complex research is 
whether it can be expected from a scholar to carry out all this research and have all this knowledge, 
that is the expected attitude of scholars is debated: should they themselves as modern polymaths carry 
out complex research, or should they generalize, summarize and concretize the results of involved 
disciplines?75 In this regard, János Makkay is probably right (again), when he says: ‘the more we 
know, the further we are from the solution’.76

In the light of the above, the distinction between the auxiliary sciences and source disciplines of 
the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians becomes more obvious. But where do Finno-Ugric 
Studies belong to? The question is whether the study of a scientific detail is an aim or a means of the 
research on the problems of prehistory. Linguistic data not only help in finding a solution, but 
represent scientific value themselves, and without them any comprehensive review becomes 
impossible. Thus Elemér Moór’s phrase, source discipline, seems more appropriate. Language is used 
in two ways, we could say both as software and hardware: as language, with its phonetics, 
morphology, syntax etc., which is in our case agglutinating, or in the sense proposed by Hunfalvy (sec 
above), as a ‘repository’ of ancient times. From the various fields of linguistics, first the study of 
everyday lexicon was examined, and it was thought that etymologies would solve the question of 
origin. It was, however, soon realized that this was not enough. Antal Csengery established already 
before the rule of etymology in the last decades of the 19th century, that ‘etymology is usually only an 
auxiliary science of history, when it is not supported by ethnological or general historical knowledge, 
it leads only to hypotheses, which should not form the basis of historiography’.77 78

When interpreting the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians as a complex field, we have to 
make a detour toward ethnography, but not for the sake of ethnography itself. In Hungary, just like in 
other countries, in the West and East as well,7* historians and other scholars involved in historical 
research started a debate -  again -  in the 1980s about the concept of people, nation, nationality, 
ethnicity, ethnic group, national minority, native, aboriginal, low capitation etc. (Russian narod, 
narodnost, natsia, etnos, etnicheskaya gruppá, nalsmenshinstvo, national, korenny, aborigen,

73 Ligeti (1986).
74 Makkay (\998) 103.
75 Moór( 1963).
76 Makkay (1998) 7.
77 L. Katona: A magyar mythologia irodalma [The literature of Hungarian mythology]. Ethnographia 8 (1897) 277.
78 Fermoylen (1994) 101 109; Róna- Tas (1989).
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malochislenny etc.). The debate continued in the 90s as well, however in a different legal environment. 
German and Russian research results were summarized by András Róna-Tas, while Péter Veres analyzed 
Soviet research associated with Bromlei.79 This is important for us, since it has long been recognized in 
Finno-Ugric Studies that it is a characteristic of the continuum of Russia, the Soviet Union and post- 
Soviet Russia that the history of Finno-Ugric (and other non-Russian) peoples is written not by historians 
(,istoriki), but ethnographers (etnografy). Since these are not nation-building peoples, they have no 
history, only ethnic history (elnicheskaya istoriya), whose prehistoric part has been preserved by folk 
poetry, replacing historical sources. As a consequence, their history must be written by the 
representatives of ethnography, literally the ‘description of an ethnic group’, as elnicheskaya istoriya, the 
ethnic history of an ethnic group, and not as the history of a people -  especially a nation. This situation is 
even more peculiar if we know that most of the ethnographers writing ethnic history in Russia started 
their carriers as specialists of material culture: K. I. Kozlova, V. E. Vladykin, L. P. Lashuk, N. F. 
Mokshin.80 While this might be theoretically acceptable, it has no practical relevance: this is the only 
way of life, homeland, past and present of these autochthonous communities. They have a prehistory as 
well, which deep in the remote past was connected to that of the Hungarians, as far as we are looking for 
an explanation of linguistic affinity -  and we certainly do. The acuteness of the issue is shown by the fact 
that many talks at the 1st Finno-Ugric Historical Conference in Oulu, Finland, explored these problems, 
and Antal Bartha, in his very instmetive report on the congress, highlighted not accidentally the talk by 
Robert Schweitzer, whose title is already self-explanatory: ‘Ethnographic Material of an Element of 
Conservative Stability: Some Observations on the Attitude of the Hegemóniái Powers towards the 
Nation-Building Capacity of Finno-Ugric Peoples’.81

On the various representatives of ethnography in a wider sense, as a field involved in the research 
on the prehistory of the flungarians, Endre Bojtár wrote the following: ‘they try to substitute written 
sources with oral folklore and mythology, and make history out of prehistory’.82 Ethnogrpahy, 
however, can offer more than just folklore and mythology, when it comes to prehistory or any field 
studying earlier times. Since our relatives arc widely known as fishers and hunters, scholars paid 
special attention to fishery as an ancient form o f subsistence (Ottó Herman, János Jankó), but they had 
already made serious previous attempts to reconstruct ancient religion and mythology. The debate 
started by a significant event in mythological research, the publication of Arnold Ipolyi’s Magyar 
Mythologia [Hungarian Mythology], represents a peculiar chapter in the research on the prehistory of 
the Hungarians, especially the part about the ‘privileged’ position of the Finno-Ugric thread.

János Danielik wrote the following: ‘...we certainly welcome and agree with the sober philological 
investigations regarding relationships of our language with the Finn, or rather Ural-Altaic [!], language 
family. Still, we consider it an inappropriate one-sidedness, if someone believes that only through this 
are we capable to shed light not only on our language, but our whole early history, consequently on 
the origin, descent, homelands and religion o f the nation. [...] Nevertheless, if we review Ipolyi’s 
Mythology, we may see not only from his references to the sources of Finnicism, [...] but all of his 
word analyses, his comparisons and analogies of mythology, ethnic substrates, etc. that no Hungarian 
scholar has seen, not to mention used, so many Finnish sources in their fields, that no-one before

79 Róna-Tas (1989); P. Veres: A magyar nép kialakulása és korai etnikus története [The formation and early ethnic history of 
the Hungarian people]. Népi kultúra -  népi társadalom 14 (1987) 49- 95.

xu K. I. Kozlova: Etnogencz i ctnicheskiye svyazi mariycev po dannym etnografii. Proiskhozhdeniyc mariyskogo naroda [The 
ethnogenesis and ethnic composition of the Mari based on ethnographic data. The origin of the Mari people], Materialy 
nauchnoy sessii provedennoy Mamii iyali 23-25 dekabrya 1965 goda. Yoskar-Ola 1967, 110-119; V. E. Vladykin: 
Ocherki etnichcskoy i sotsialno-ckonomicheskoy istorii udmurtov (do nachalo XX veka) [An outline of the ethnic and 
socio-economic history of the Udmurt (until the beginning of the 20lh century)]. Avtoreferat dissertatsii za soiskaniye 
uchenoy stepeni kandidata istoricheskoy nauki. Moskva 1969; L. P. Lashuk: Formirovaniye narodnosti komi. Moskva 
1972; N. F. Molcshin: Etnicheskaya istoriya mordvy [The ethnic history of the Mordvin], Saransk 1977.

81 A. Bartha: Genocídiumok és nemzeti feltámadás. Újabb kutatások a finnugor népek történetéből [Genocides and national 
revival. Recent research on the history of Finno-Ugric peoples]. TSz 38 (1996/4) 383M00, and note 4.

82 Bojtár 1997, 173.
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Ipolyi has shown more carefulness, that no element appears more often in the investigation of words 
than the Finnish, which [...] surpasses ten times those analogies, which he [Antal Csengery] 
unnecessarily or erroneously assigned to Indie religion. This is how much Ipolyi appreciated the 
Finnish element as well, [...] and reviewed it using all kinds of available works on Finnish mythology, 
[...] and only after this can he be accused of neglecting Finnism. [...]

From our point of view, we would like to point out that Ipolyi favoured the Finnish element more 
than he should have. [...0]ur [!] Ipolyi, cleverly and correctly, did not put it explicitly that from now 
on the only talisman of the investigation o f the prehistory o f the Hungarians is in the Finnish 
language. [...] All this, o f course, is not mentioned against the study of the Finnish language, but to 
prevent from a biased trend, so that we avoid ignorance and irrationality in this respect, as already 
shown here by one example. [...]

Thus Ipolyi did not do anything more than included the Finnish comparison without fully 
committing himself to it, and wove the thread of his studies further and deeper; he never mentions 
descent, only comparison.'

Of course, ancient poetry has also been considered as a source material for the research on 
prehistory. We would only like to refer to the huge literature on the Kalevala as a source on the Baltic 
Finns and Finno-Ugrics, noting with not a small amount of satisfaction, that in Hungary the Kalevala 
has never been considered a scientifically useful source, but a literary piece by Illés Lönnrot. Epic 
works -  non-existent in Hungary — drew more attention even before the Kalevala, independent of the 
Finns, mainly among writers and poets. We should only mention Csokonai, who spent years with the 
aim of familiarizing himself with Hungarian ancient and early history,83 or Vörösmarty, with his Zalán 
futása [Zalán’s Run], Literary interest in the Finno-Ugric affinity and the prehistory of the Hungarians 
has already been thoroughly reviewed. András Dugonics created a peculiar theme and genre with his 
Etelka stories placed in Karelia (Karjcl) (1788).

Gusztáv Wenzel published his study Eszmetöredékek. A magyar nemzeti hősmonda 
történettudományi méltatására [Idea-fragments. On the historical evaluation of the Hungarian national 
epic] in the Rcguly-Album, a Festschrift for Antal Reguly,84 with the aim of ‘making the first steps on 
a path ignored so far in our literature’. He approached our problem from the point of view of literature, 
establishing -  among others -  that ‘world literature and world art arc only ideals. In reality, scientific 
disciplines and arts can only be practiced in a national form.’85

The gist of Wenzel’s study is the following, summed up in a Kossuth-esque periodic style: ‘...since 
our nation is not the fragile product o f the modern era, but a the result o f a higher work, formed 
historically through the events and difficulties of many centuries, it cannot be condensed into a dry, 
abstract, however logical, definition; it has to be imagined as the foundation and principle of the 
intellectual life of our nation, which can only be known from this life, the inner, higher history of our 
nation. And here we can see the scientific significance and deeper importance of the Hungarian heroic 
epic, our national epic, especially the older one. Since the eradiation o f the original spirit and ancient 
character o f our nation is best seen on the historical antecedents o f our national tongue and national 
literature. The element of the absorption of the effects of this eradiation deserves special attention; and 
this clement is none other than the youth of our ancient existence, or -  to use a modern phase -  of our 
nation. Consequently, all remains handed down to us from this period of our national life arc of 
primary importance. But it is a characteristic of the youth of all nations, that real historical remains 
are not created in these times, and as a consequence of the dominant influence of imagination, only 
folk poetry and epic reach posterity. These is the reason for assigning our national legends such an 
important position in the prehistory of the Hungarians, the preservation and thorough research of 
which must be one of the primary tasks of Hungarian science.’86

83 M. Rubinyi: Csokonai és a magyar nyelvtudomány [Csokonai and Hungarian linguistics], Magyar Nyelvőr 1905, 225-230.
84 Domokos (1998).
85 Wenzel (\ 851) 93.
86 Wenzel (1851) 90-91.
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After this introduction, Gusztáv Wenzel established that legends should be approached from 
literature and history together, in interdependence. ‘The historiographic approach, while ignoring all 
other aspects and using source criticism, strives at an objective definition of the internal relationships 
between the identifiable legends, the character of their original derivation from the national spirit, and 
of the national spirit itself. Thus, these two approaches cannot really be separated from each other, 
although they differ considerably from each other in the aspects and starting points regulating them, 
they still lead to the same conclusions in their final analyses. From this it is clear, that those who study 
these ancient national legends for literary interest cannot ignore completely historical investigations, 
nor can historians ignore those of literature. Here we traced our topic from a historical point of 
view.’87 88

These lengthy quotations represent well the thinking of the mid-19th century, that there were 
scholars, who indeed saw the borders of the issues under study, the necessity of methodology, and the 
tasks of Hungarian science. Furthermore, the warning constantly repeated from the 1850s was 
exemplary: we should avoid one-sidedness (e.g. Flórián Mátyás, János Danielik) and impetuosity, an 
adequate advice especially in the sense of basing the ‘investigation of the prehistory of the 
Hungarians’ on the temporal primacy of the research on similarity over descent (see e.g. the 
‘parallelisms’ in Ipolyi’s Magyar Mythologia). We also saw that historicity was an important aspect in 
all kinds of research; furthermore the place of national sciences in universal science was constantly 
searched for. In this respect, one point of view was represented -  among others -  by Reguly, who 
regarded Flungarian science part of universal science.ss The other point of view, which established the 
-  otherwise rational -  ranking: first universal, then national science, became more ‘mature’ later, and 
its greatest proponent was none other than the dean of the Faculty of Humanities in Pest, an 
omnipotent academic secretary, Ferenc Toldy [!]: since we lack ‘greater cultural investment’, ‘the 
level of science inspiring further research, ‘the financial means necessary for effective development’, 
‘the denseness of our nation’ (i.c. demographic problems!), ‘a strong Hungarian middle class’, and 
‘finally a political situation ensuring undisturbed cultural development in the near future’,89 ‘the focus 
of our attention should be national science in a narrower sense’,90 thus he thought that we should 
concentrate on disciplines, ‘which are not only possible, but obligatory, for us under the limited 
circumstances’.91

While the speech was condemned by many as encouraging isolated provincialism,92 it was 
realistically optimist, despite the surprisingly early mention of cultural superiority, which came into 
fashion only fifty years later. ‘Let us be convinced, that if we support the interests of the national 
science in all fields, while properly saving our strengths, if we study Hungarian linguistics, Hungarian 
history, and our country from an archaeological, geological and geographical point of view thoroughly 
and luckily, these will contribute to universal science as well, and the acknowledgement of the world 
will not hang back.’93

One of the requirements of the 1850s was the clarification of certain concepts, as seen from 
Lugossy’s -  already mentioned -  academic inaugural.94 This is also an example of contemporary 
phrasing and unusual formal solutions (see the italicized summaries):

‘There is no language, which did not elevate its life of lower history following the separation from 
its tribe to autonomy through the productive and evanishing creations from its ancient treasures. The 
uniqueness o f languages.

87 Wenzel (1851) 92.
88 Reguly (1850).
89 Toldy (1868-1874) 147.
90 Toldy (1868-1874) 149. (my emphasis E. Sz.)
91 Toldy (1868-1874) 151. (my emphasis E. Sz.)
92 See Á. R. Várkonyi: A pozitivista történetszemlélet a magyar történetírásban I II [Positivism in Hungarian historiography], 

Budapest 1973, 202-204.
93 Toldy (1868-1874) 152. (emphasis in original)
94 Lugossy (1859) 3. (emphasis in original)
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There is no language, which would not reach back to higher history through the threads of its 
ancient treasures, and would not find itself in a web of wider connections. The affinity o f languages.

There is no language, which would not refer partly through its uniqueness, partly through its 
affinity -  i.e. partly directly, partly through articles and articles of articles -  to the large sources of 
nature and mankind as thrusting points. The origin o f languages.

Behold the full field of higher linguistics: in the influences between languages, the comparison of 
many languages [!], and the philosophy of all languages [!].’

T know well, that at present, it is the issue of the ranking of languages, that is comparative 
linguistics, which is most fashionable in science.’95

It is a remarkable statement that the origin and affinity of a language is not the same issue. 
Consequently, the search for affinity is not the same as linguistic comparison, and the task of 
comparative linguistics is the ‘ranking of languages’, and ‘such a biased aberration’ of this fashion ‘as 
an otherwise correct trend’, in Lugossy’s opinion, ‘here at us, among petty imitators, is of course 
strikingly obvious in its exaggerations.’ ‘This polemic is made necessary here because of the linguistic 
trends and circumstances, since comparative linguistics has been identified with linguistics itself 
while the uniqueness of our mother tongue has been relegated to a mercy position, and the eternal and 
holy aims of linguistic science to the land of mirages.’96

It is clear that in the 1850s, the shift of emphasis between disciplines were felt correctly within the 
Academy, although today we feel that the criticism mentioning ‘petty imitator’ was too harsh and 
unjustified. In the literature of the period, we find a surprising large number of references to fresh 
publications, detailed book reviews, critical remarks, etc., demonstrating that educated and reasonable 
Hungarians wanted to progress with their times, to have an overview of international literature and 
spent a great amount of money on their ‘book dealers’.97 Antal Rcguly, who, according to myths of the 
history of research, after his trip to Russia in the autumn of 1847 till August 1858 (his death) was 
continuously ‘dying’, travelled in fact a lot (Vienna, Austria, Silesia, Thuringia, Pomerania) and 
followed everywhere the changes of scientific life. For example, he, who already at the age of twenty 
got acquainted in Stockholm with the greatest anthropologist of his times, Andres Retzius, knew 
Gall’s craniometry, prepared (and sent home) for the first time plaster casts of Ob-Ugric skulls, 
already in the autumn of 1856, three years before the publication of Darwin’s famous book, studied 
the famous four-volume book of another prominent personality, Joseph Arthur de Gobincau on the 
inequality of human races,98 studied the work of Perthes’ cartographic institute in Gotha,99 or -  to 
mention technological innovations as well -  learned to photograph, and carried out -  in today’s sense 
-  complex research among the Palóc, this already then well-researched group of people.100

The place of Hungarian linguistics within Finno-Ugric Studies is rather special, but its reverse, the 
place of Finno-Ugric Studies within Hungarian linguistics is an interesting issue in terms of the history 
of research. This needs further investigation, since the scapegoat of the prehistory of the Hungarians is 
usually the Finno-Ugric affinity of the Hungarian language. Loránd Bcnkő did not exaggerate, when 
he characterized the relationship of the Hungarian language with the languages of neighbouring 
peoples and of whole Europe the following way: ‘The status of our language is rather special in 
Europe regarding both historical relations and its character and structure, not only compared to Indo-

95 Lugossy (1859) 4. (emphasis in original)
9h Lugossy (1859) 5.
97 See e.g. Kátlay (1844), and István Fábián’s handwritten letters to Hunfalvy.
98 J. A. de Gobineau: Essai sur l'inégalité des races humaincs (1853 1855). Paris 1967. On him from a Finnish point of view 

see Kemiläinen et at. (1985) 21 23: according to Gobincau, ‘Suomalaincn alkukansa oli tyhmää ja heikkoa. Madjaaricn 
mainetta G. yritti pelastaa. Unkarilaiset eivät olleetkaan suomalaisia, vaan “valkoisia hunneja”, eli sitä hunnien haara, 
jolla oli valkoisia esivanhempia. He eivät koskaan ollect pieniä ja keltaisia.’ [The ancient Fins were stupid and weak. G. 
tried to preserve the fame of the Hungarians. The Hungarians arc not even Finns, but ‘White Huns’, that is the branch of 
Huns who had white ancestors. They had never been short and yellow.] Kemiläinen (1993) 142.

99 See Reguly’s German travel log titled Diary (1856) in the Manuscript Achives of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences.
100 A. Selmeczi Kovács (cd.): Rcguly Antal: Magyarországi jegyzetek [Antal Reguly: notes from Hungary], Budapest 1994.

136



European languages, but also to most Finno-Ugric ones as well. It is well known that Hungarian is one 
of the oldest languages of Europe, it separated from its closest relatives ca. 3000 years ago an has lived 
an autonomous life ever since, and arrived to its next state by bridging large geographical distances, 
making contacts with languages of various types, and absorbing the effects of significant cultural 
changes. As a consequence, the discipline studying it has a strongly separate and special character, and 
ab ovo cannot merge into the common field studying related languages, like most Indo-European 
languages into German, Romance, Slavic Studies, or like most related languages into Finno-Ugric 
Studies. Beside the very different historical circumstances, Hungarian has -  contrary to other related 
languages -  a thousand year long and constantly growing corpus of written remains, which offers itself 
for historical and linguistic analysis and provides a source material of great value.

This special status of our language has many consequences for our linguistic science. Hungarian 
linguistics separated from Finno-Ugric Studies almost from the beginnings, and after Budenz’s time, 
when the “Hungarian-Ugric” community appeared often together, it became Hungarian-centred from 
the time of Simonyi and his contemporaries. [...] The focus on explicitly Hungarian or Hungarian- 
centred themes was to a great extent motivated by the “small language” character and isolation of our 
language, and the fact that historical sources were available only locally, thus their historical study 
could not have been carried out anywhere else, there was -  and let us add: still is -  neither a possibility 
nor a willingness to do that outside Hungary.’101

Certainly, Hungarian linguistics, studying the Hungarian language, this -  in János Balázs’ words -  
‘non-Indo-European European language’,102 is the most national of the humanities, a field which is an 
obligation for us, a possibility for others. The advantages and disadvantages of this role need not be 
discussed here; we just want to point out that the Trianon Treaty created an unparalleled situation -  
not only in Europe, but worldwide — in which millions of people became members of a minority as 
citizens of various countries, but still in their ethnic homeland, where -  regardless of the country -  the 
use of their common language was (is) from time to time strongly restricted and/or prohibited. Another 
common feature is that this Hungarian minority is considered almost always and almost everywhere 
homeless and ragtag, without country, culture, or history, not to mention prehistory, since that would 
raise the question who had been here first.

The placc of Finno-Ugric Studies in the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians is obvious: 
when tracing back the history of the Hungarians, after a certain period only comparative Finno-Ugric 
linguistics can shed light on the place and time, where and when our ancestors lived, not in a vacuum, 
but surrounded by other peoples. Thus, György Lakó’s already mentioned definition, according to 
which Finno-Ugric comparative linguistics is genetic Hungarian linguistic history, is correct. 
Furthermore, as it is well known, our already certainly Hungarian ancestors lived in various areas as 
Hungarians before the conquest, the final settlement, consequently the prehistory o f the Hungarians 
was in fact a process, a mapable sequence of displacement, and today it is only questionable in a few 
details, from which phase we can talk about -  in today’s sense -  a Hungarian-speaking community 
with Hungarian identity.

Flungarians, Finns, Estonians and other Finno-Ugric speaking peoples are interested in the 
questions of Uralic and Finno-Ugric prehistory necessarily only until the period when the ancestors of 
these peoples separated from each other (who, when, from whom), thus the use of the term ‘Finno- 
Ugric prehistory’ is justified only until the separation. But what happens if a Finno-Ugric speaking 
people writes a different prehistory for itself, and consequently for the others as well? Changes in the 
research on Finno-Ugric prehistory have a domino-cffcct, thus if someone comes up with a new 
opinion on an early, common phase of these paths to the past, and the change is of such an extent that

101 L. Benkő: A “budapesti iskola” a magyar nyelvtudomány történetében [The ‘Budapest school’ in the history of Hungarian 
linguistics]. In: Tanulmányok (1991) 17. (my emphasis -  E. Sz.)

102./. Balázs: A magyar mint nem indoeurópai európai nyelv (Unkari ei-indoeurooppalaisena Euroopan kielenä) [Hungarian 
as a non-Indo-European European language]. Folia Hungarica 3. Helsingin yliopiston unkarilainen laitos 60-vuotias. A 
Helsinki Egyetem Magyar Intézete 60 éves. Castrenianumin toimitteita 33. Helsinki 1989, 19-50.
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previous opinion(s) become untenable, then all the earlier theses must be reconsidered. If the Finns 
state that their ancestors have never been in the Volga region, never migrated to their current home, 
but have always lived in the territory of modern Finland, and not even in Hell’s,10’ Dugonics’, D. E. D. 
Europaeus’ Karelia,103 104 then how can we explain the already demonstrated Hungarian-Finnish linguistic 
affinity? The evidence for Hell’s Karelian homeland of the Hungarians included geographical names, 
preserved in Hell’s bequest. The writing was examined by Antal Reguly on the request of the 
Academy to establish its usefulness.105 It contained mostly etymologies of ethnonyms, which were 
unsuitable as evidence.

Both foreign texts on Hungarians and the, possibly or certainly, Hungarian words (i.e. interprctablc 
through modern Hungarian) these contain have presented serious problems with regard to then- 
reading, and consequently interpretation generally. But when it comes to personal names, geographical 
names or office names, the problem is even greater, since these do not provide a possibility to find out 
from the context or any other knowledge we might have, who or what the names refer to. Mainly 
because of this, time and again we have to rethink previous research, since other scholars might see, 
read and interpret the same sequence of letters or words in different ways.

A classic example is Loránd Benkő’s famous analysis about Lcved (Levedia) and Etelköz.106 In his 
opinion, ‘linguistics has made significant contributions to the study of the written sources of our 
prehistory. We still have to admit that the majority of relevant linguistic results are made up by 
statements made decades ago, obviously in lack of the now accepted approaches, methods and 
analytical depth, and these often found their way into other disciplines interested in the research on 
prehistory, causing further uncertainties. Consequently, neither historical linguistics, nor historical 
onomastics can avoid the obligation to review the written sources o f our prehistory, in terms of the 
critical evaluation of linguistic results and the demand for new, more thorough analyses.’107 Loránd 
Benkő wrote the above in connection with the localizational and chronological problems of two 
important names (Leved and Etelköz). It is beyond doubt that the study of names, ethnonyms and 
geographical names occupy the first place among the linguistic aspects of the research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians.

In the 1850s, a number of academic talks examined the issues of linguistics and origins. For 
example, Gusztáv Wenzel published a lengthy study in the journal Uj Magyar Muzeum with the 
following title: Eszmetöredékek a magyarok eredetéről. Szontagh Gusztáv ebbeli értekezésére 
vonatkoztatva [Idea-fragments on the origin of the Hungarians, in connection with Gusztáv Szontagh’s 
thesis].108 Gusztáv Szontagh changed his occupation from military officer to philosopher and historian, 
as János Jerney noted: ‘with more military courage than historical preparation’.109 Szontagh’s study on 
Finno-Ugric affinity and Antal Reguly’s views titled A magyarok eredete. Tájékozásul [The origin of 
the Hungarians. Information], published in November 1850, is a work of pivotal importance. Here wc 
only touch upon the part where he stated that the ancestors of the Hungarians ‘did not have a 
permanent settlement area [italics by G. Sz.] at all. From oldest times they were to be found first here, 
then there, moving from the cast to the west. [...] How much they penetrated to the north, or whether 
they came from the north, from Yugoria, that is still debated, and is only supported by those who

103 On Hell’s ‘little table-cloth’, his map about the Hungarian homeland in Karelia see Sajnovics (1770/1990) 148-149.
104 D. E. D. Europaeus: Kartta, osoittava muinaisten suomalais-unkarilaisten asumasioista, paikkain nimein mukaan [A map 

of the homes of the ancient Finn Hungarians (!) according to place names] (kb. 1858). In: M. Kuusi-P. Laaksonen S. 
Timonen (eds): D. E. D. Europaeus -  suurmics vai kummajainen [Europaeus a great man or an oddball], Kalevalaseuran 
Vuosikirja 67. Helsinki 1988,

265-269.
105 Sajnovics (1770/1990) 138-144.
106 L. Benkő: Etymologisches Wörterbuch des Ungarischen I III. (1992-1995).
107 Tanulmányok (1985) 8. (my emphasis E. Sz.)
108 Wenzel (1851) 83.
109 J. Jerney: A magyar-orosz kérdés felett [On the Hungarian-Russian question]. Új Magyar Múzeum 8 (1851) 514 519.
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derive Hungarians from the Finns, which, as we shall see, is an out-of-date [!] issue’.1111 Szontagh stated, 
quoting Reguly, that ‘the Hungarian language does not originate from Finnish, neither Finnish from 
Hungarian, but they both form a separate branch of a common root, [italics by E. Sz.] Except for isolated 
languages like c.g. [!] Chinese, Japanese, etc. [!], only two large tribes of languages come from Asia: 
Indo-European [!], to which Sanskrit, Persian, Romanian, German, Slavic and Celtic belong, and Ural- 
Altaic [!] or Central Asian, to which, beside Manchu, Mongolian, Turkish-Tatar, Samoycdic and Finno- 
Ugric, also Hungarian belongs. Accordingly, as a nation with separate language and race, we would 
stand alone in this world, like the most famous nation of the world, the Ancient Greeks.’110 111

In this second writing, Gusztáv Wenzel asked questions of fundamental importance, e.g. ‘The 
question: To which system o f languages does Hungarian belong to? and among the races, into which 
mankind is divided, which one includes the Hungarian people? [italics by G. W.] has received great 
attention in recent years, indeed there are some who consider this the pivotal question o f the prehistory 
o f the Hungarians. [italics by E. Sz.]’112

He started the next chapter with a question as well: ‘ What should we think o f the large family o f 
peoples in general and with regard to each of its members, to which our ancestors originally 
belonged? [italics by G. W.] The Hungarian-Finn issue, however edifying it might be from a linguistic 
point of view, with regard to our prehistory (at least in its previous, narrow concept) it provides neither 
an adequate starting point, nor an aim with a specific task or a direction fulfilling the requirements of 
our national historiography.’113

The debate is remarkable already due to the fact that it reveals Reguly’s concept about the 
relationship between the languages involved, that is Hungarian on its own forms a separate branch 
within the Ural-Altaic (or just simply Altaic) language family. This same ‘family tree’ [which had not 
been put together yet in those times, that is why I use the inverted commas] appeared in the third 
volume of the Újabb kori ismeretek tára [Repository of modem knowledge] in 1851, under the entry 
Finn-Hungarian question, summed up by Albert Pákh, signed as (-k), with the following reasoning: 
‘The gloom obscuring the prehistory of our nation and the orphan isolation Hungarian people have felt 
in the land of Europe, without relatives or brothers, with the progress of science, specifically: 
ethnography and comparative linguistics, has been diminished. [...] In our days it is beyond doubt that 
the peoples we arc related to must be sought in the north. [...] Rfeguly] believes that his works have 
completely answered the Finn-Hungarian question, and the affinity would be acknowledged not as 
indirect, but direct as compared to reality. In his opinion, namely, the class o f Central Asian, or also 
called Ural-Altaic, languages is made up by 6 smaller-larger [!] language families, which are 1) 
Manchu, 2) Mongolian, 3) Turkish-Tatar, 4) Samoyedic, 5) Finnish, 6) Hungarian.'

In 1859, Hunfalvy had the following opinion: T am probably right if I state that the worst enemy o f  
Hungarian comparative linguistics is the belief in the so-called originality o f the Hungarian 
language,’114 115 He thought that ‘Hungarian comparative linguistics [...] does not want [...] more than 
collect and describe related linguistic facts and is contained with the grammatical enlightenment it 
receives through these, furthermore it wants to reveal the historical edifications these linguistic facts 
hide, which may shed light on the external and internal history o f peoples speaking related 
languages.’113 In the meanwhile, the separate thread of the development of the research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians without ‘linguistic facts’ can also be followed. This research was rather 
‘easy’, since the evidence for the theory of Hun-Hungarian affinity, suggested by foreigners and 
explained as a misunderstanding of various ethnonyms referring to the Hungarians, was missing 
language, since we have no Hun linguistic remains.

110 Szontagh (1850) 83.
111 Szontagh (1850) 91.
112 Wenzel (1851) 325.
113 Wenzel{1851)431.
1,4 Hunfalvy (1859) 288. [emphasis by E. Sz.]
115 Hunfalvy (1859) 293. [emphasis by E. Sz.]
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The question of Hun-Hungarian affinity, more precisely continuity, is usually fenced off as 
something suggested by foreigners, and included in the early chronicles for interest. But this is not an 
answer for the logical, common sense question, how, under whose influence the Hun tradition of the 
written chronicles spread among the illiterate people to such an extent that it stubbornly remained the 
theme of various folklore genres. It was not preached in churches. A most beautiful, brief version of 
the story of Prince Csaba can be found in Ipolyi’s Magyar Mythologia, in Lugossy’s text, from 
Lugossy’s own collection, as a living tradition, with the title Hadak útja [Path of arms].116

The other unsolved -  or insoluble? -  issue is the Avar question. Hardly any authentic remains of 
the language of the Avars, the inhabitants of the Carpathian Basin before the Hungarians, have been 
handed down to us,117 although in the West -  and, as we shall see, in the East as well -  there is a wide
spread view that Hun, Avar and Hungarian are the internal-external ethnonyms used for the same 
people in consecutive periods. One of the most interesting details of the history of research of this 
issue is the work written in 1854 in Simbirsk by a Hungarian living in Russia, András (Endre, Andrei) 
Deskó, titular councillor, titled Vengerskaya grammatika s russkim tekstom, i v sravnenii c 
chuvashskim i cheremisskim yazikami [Hungarian grammar with Russian text and its comparison with 
Chuvash and Cheremis] (Sankt-Pctcrburg 1856). The author himself is already a significant 
phenomenon of the history of science as a case of the brain-drain from Hungary to Russia, just like his 
book, which evoked considerable reaction in the Hungarian literature.118 The Foreword demonstrates 
how western and eastern historiography from Schlözer to the Nestor Chronicle and other Russian 
annals, Tatishevich, Lomonosov, Senkovski, etc. could be summed up briefly. Deskó was a proponent 
of the dual-, indeed multiple, conquest theory: ‘already the commentators of Nestor confirmed that the 
Hungarians were moving forward dauntlessly as the rightful claimants of Atilla’s heritage to re
conquer their previous property -  Pannónia -  from those who owned it, and that Álmos boasted about 
a lot with Atilla’s name in Kiev. From this it is clear that the Hungarian nation knew very well before 
its conquests in Europe its identity with that large nation lead by Atilla, which is usually called the 
Huns.’ According to Deskó, this nation never called itself Hun, ‘at home they always called 
themselves Madghar (Magyar -  Hungarian), a Tatar name once meaning hero, champion.’119 After 
burying Attila in Saciova (Szacsava), Bukovina [1], the Huns = Hungarians stayed in Pannónia, 
‘especially so since up till today no-one has written about their return to their previous homeland’, and 
‘even some of the parts left behind, leaving the shores of the Old Sea, moved to their relatives on the 
other side of the Carpathians. [...] And the Ugrians moved again past Kiev.’120 ‘As a consequence, 
modern Hungarians arc a mixture of Huns, Avars and Hungarians, but it is more truthful to admit the 
blending of these three names, which were given to the same Hungarian nation indifferent times, Huns 
-  Obrs [Avars] -  Hungarians, from which only one became a true national name -  Hungarian.’121 
Finally, the author summed up the three movements from the shores of the Old Sea: 1. under Atilla’s 
leadership, 2. with an unknown leader, 3. under Álmos, and ‘this way the Hungarian nation left no-one 
behind in its old home; that is why scholars cannot find neither Hungarians, nor Obrs or Nestor’s 
Ugrians nowhere on the earth beside Pannónia, that is Hungary.’122 ‘And to state that the Finn and 
Hungarian nation were related just because in the languages of these two nations a few words meet as 
identically sounding would be more that courageous.’123

It is remarkable that Deskó mentions from the Russian literature against the affinity of the Chud 
(Finns, Finno-Ugrics) and the Hungarians not the linguistic views, but those which were based on the

116 A. Ipolyi: Magyar Mythologia 1 LVI [Hungarian Mythology], Pest I8541 (Budapest 19292, 19223, Buenos-Aires 197 74, 
Budapest 19875) 581.

117 Györffy (1997) 141-144.
1 ls See c.g. J. Pados (1890) etc.
119 Deskó (1856) XI.
120 Deskó (1856) XV, XVII.
121 Deskó (1856) XXIII.
122 Deskó (1856) XXXIII.
123 Deskó (1856) XXXV.

140



non-identity of facial features, the differences in national character and lifestyle. ‘The Finns, on the 
other hand, know nothing more than smithery, which is needed to manufacture axes, hoes, spade and 
other implements, and this is emblematic for the historical activities of the Finns and the historical fate 
of the Child nation. With this emblem, the Finn nation slowly, cowardly and sadly crawled through the 
whole of northwest and northern Russia, immersed so much in its work that it reached the furthest 
point of northern Europe at the sound of its own simple song without realizing the greatness of its own 
work.’124

This work can be regarded as a case study, a summary of a great period of scholarship regarding 
both contact and methodology, with the following memorable element, beside the comparison with 
Russian, Cheremis and Chuvash, including a mention of Antal Rcguly: T do not wish to list all the 
aspects, which are terribly intertwined in this labyrinth of research, I can, however, say that I am very 
surprised that the Hungarians are called Finns even by the young Reguli, who was sent to the northeast 
to look for the origins and earlier homeland of the Hungarians by the Hungarian Scientific Association 
in 1845.’125 126 What was A. Dcskó’s source? There is a grounded suspicion that mostly and among others 
it was August dc Gerando’s French booklet Essai historique sur /'origine des Hongrois (Paris 1844), 
which drew the conclusion that the Hungarians do not belong to the Finns neither from a physical 
anthropological, nor a linguistic, mental, or any other point of view, but are of eastern origin, as 
reported already by medieval chronicles: ‘Hunni el Avares eadem gens fuere qui postea Hungri seu 
Hungari appelati sunt, et adhuc appellantur ’.126 The thorough and eloquent book on the Hungarian 
history by Countess Emma Teleki’s husband, Blanka Telcki’s brother-in-law, drew attention not only 
because of the person of the French-tumed-Hungarian author, and the manuscript of the Hungarian 
translation of his book from 1847 titled Történeti kísérlet a magyarok eredetéről [A historical attempt 
about the origin of the Hungarians] is kept in the University Library.

Instead of originating language families from a common ancestor -  a community living at a certain 
time in a certain place and speaking a more or less identical language -  they were tried to explain 
through the long term linguistic contact of various peoples, called convergence theory, and considered 
the large amount of loan words, perceptible for non-specialists as well, primary evidence. János Pados, 
a cleric-turned-doctor, having heard a sermon in Finnish when travelling through Helsinki in 1872, 
established that it could have been Sanskrit, and ‘with all due respect to Budenz and Hunfalvy, I do 
not believe in the Finnish relatives. [...] Nevertheless, I know the Finns as a valiant, honest, arduous 
and hard-working people, who are well off without Hungarians in their land full of swamps and 
lakes’,127 ‘otherwise we should be the racial relatives of the Russians as well. Since they also say: sena 
(széna) [hay], ólma (szalma) [straw], kalach (kalács) [milk bread], kapusta (káposzta) [cabbage]. But 
the Muska and the Hungarian are not the same, nor should they ever be!’128

The stage of prehistory is a specific region in a specific period, and not some kind of a vacuum, but 
a very concrete and named area, and this makes it prone to become a political issue. The question is 
obvious: who was here -  where exactly? -  first? We have to look for some kind of a people -  ethnic 
group, tribe, or any specific population, people, nation at any level of social organization -  in the arena 
of prehistory. The already mentioned Professor Mikkola also noted that the cradle of the Finns cannot 
be on the piedmonts of the Altai, since ‘[s]uomen kansa ci tietysti saata olla muu kuin se, joka on tässä 
maassa clänyt historiallista elämää lähes kahdeksan vuosisataa’ [the Finn people cannot be other than 
the one having lived its life in this country for almost eight hundred years].129 In the case of the Finns, 
discernment is made more difficult even for the Finns by the blending of the terms people and nation 
in the Finnish language: although in 1809, Tsar Alexander I raised the Finnish people (Fin. kansa) to

124 Deskó (1856) XXV.
125 Deskó (1856) XXXIII.
126 A. de Gerando: Essai historique sur l’origine des Hongrois. Paris 1844, 98.
127 Pados (1890) 154.
128 Pados (1890) 136.
129 Mikkola (1929) 81.
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the level of nations (Fin. kansakunta) in his regal oath, the Finnish word kansakunta ‘nation’ never 
became part of everyday vocabulary, but remained a term used in historiography, constitutional law 
and other scientific fields. Not to mention the fact that the Tsar’s regal oath was not made in Finnish, 
but in French, and its translation to Swedish, Finnish and Russian did not make the situation more 
clear-cut, since the chaos regarding these terms was international.130

With regard to areas and peoples, those linguistically related peoples deserve special attention who 
assume that the area of the homeland of their nation coincides with that of the ancient homeland of the 
Finno-Ugrics. E.g. no significant migrations, ‘spectacular’ conquests comparable to that of the 
Hungarians may be reconstructed in the early history of the Udmurts, they live where they always 
have.131 The results of the research on the prehistory of peoples in the neighbourhood of our linguistic 
relatives are also important for us: the problems of the homelands of the Voguls and Ostyaks, 
reviewed by Miklós Zsirai,132 arc connected to the ethnogenesis of the Bashkirs as well, since a north
eastern Bashkir tribe considers itself to be of Vogul origin,133 and the European homeland of the Vogul 
and their movement to Asia also deserve further attention;134 and then we have not even mentioned the 
so-called Hungarian-Bashkir problem. The neighbours of the Hungarians in the Carpathian Basin are 
by no means Finno-Ugrics, and this factor always had a significant impact on the research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians. The Rumanians tried to contrive in a similar situation by inventing the 
theory of Dacian-Romanian continuity.

It has been a debated issue in the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians for centuries, who 
our linguistic and ethnic relatives are, without ever examining what affinity and kinship mean. Kinship 
can be lineal or collateral, patrilineal or matrilineal, there arc siblings, in-laws, there is consanguinity 
and affinity, etc. Where should we place those peoples, who live far away, whose language we have 
never heard with our own cars, whose face we have never seen with our own eyes? What kind of a 
relative is that? The clarification of the nature of kinship has always been an obvious demand and 
obligation in all segments of society, since that determined inheritance rights, the traditions of a 
village, written and unwritten law.

The interpretation of affinity in linguistics from the point of view of the history of Hungarian 
research is in need of a re-evaluation, since the issue has been so far neglected. It should have 
deserved much greater attention just because it poses a problem of translation: the first works of 
Hungarian and foreign Finno-Ugric Studies were mostly published in Latin (later German), and for 
example in the case of the translation of Sámuel Gyarmatin’s Affinitás linguae hungaricae cum 
linguae fennicae originis grammatice demonstrata, nec non vocabularia dialectorum tataricarum et 
slavicarum cum hungarica comaparala (1799) to Hungarian or other languages, the translation of the 
Latin word affinitás of the title presents problems (Affinitás. A magyar nyelv grammatikáikig 
bizonyított rokonsága a finn eredetű nyelvekkel, továbbá a tatár és a szláv nyelveknek a magyarral 
összehasonlított szójegyzékei)135 [Affinity. The grammatically demonstrated kinship of the Hungarian 
language with Finn languages, with Hungarian-Tatar and Hungarian-Slavic comparative glossaries]. 
The comparison of the titles of the various translations of the Affinitás shows that a translation from 
one Indo-European language to another presents no problems, since Latin affinitás simply corresponds 
to English ‘affinity’. A use of the Hungarian nyelvtanilag instead of grammatikáikig would also have 
been problematic.

The interpretation can cause problems even for the original Hungarian debate. So far it has been a 
neglected question that there was a trend around the beginning of the 19th century with regard to the

130 Fennoylen (1994) 101, 107, 108.
131 Atamanov (1992).
132 M. Zsirai: Jugria. Finnugor népnevek 1 [Finno-Ugric ethnonyms]. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 47 (1930) 252-295,
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issue of relatedness, which assumed that Hungarian was not an offspring of a common ancestor, ‘root’, 
equal e.g. with Finnish or Vogul, but one originated from the other. Let us ignore the blending of the 
origin of a people/person and the origin of the language spoken by that people/person. István Horvát 
thought, among others, that ‘if the strong are bom from the strong according to the natural laws of the 
body and the soul, then grandiose grandchildren cannot have - 1 assume -  herders, fishers and coarsely 
dressed farmers as ancestors’.136 The ranking of peoples was an international ‘requirement’ at the time 
of the writing of Rajzolatok, and its origins must be sought, to not a small extent, in the French 
intellectual world. Gusztáv Szontagh, however, found repose in the idea -  following Reguly -  that we 
are not the descendants of the Finns (Finno-Ugrics), but a separate branch -  not of the Finno-Ugric, 
but the whole Uralic-Altaic, language family. From bad reading non-reading is only one step away. It 
is well known that Reguly’s academic inaugural was a rebuttal of a talk at the Academy by a 
missionary from China called Giitzlaff on our relatcdness to the Dsungar. In this, beside the rebuttal, 
he also described the difference between material and sentimental comparative linguistic attempts, 
with an unmistakable reference to the importance of the role of the latter in the maintenance of a 
nation (the talk was given in September 1850). It is here where we encounter the characteristic 
oppositions of the world of ideas of the age, such as national -  universally human, beauty — truth, 
material -  ideal, etc. We only note in passing that the published text of Rcguly’s lecture seems to have 
been overlooked by everyone including his most renowned biographer, József Pápay,137 since the 
assertion is widely documented that he supported the Dsungar affinity in his sole work published 
while he was still alive. He did not.

One of the great innovations of the second half of the 19th century was the family tree model (in all 
works of János Makkay: language tree). As a result of general education, the Finno-Ugric family tree 
is well known today: a diagram demonstrating how the different languages that developed from the 
same proto-language arc related to one another. The criticism of the family tree model is almost as old 
as the model itself. The study of typological specificities, the analysis of the characteristics that might 
be traced back to possible geographical adjacency opened up the possibility, or rather the necessity, of 
other kinds of inquiries as soon as it became possible to compare languages, namely when there was 
an ample corpus available for research. The family tree could splendidly illustrate the languages 
originating from one common ancestor. The term one common ancestor implies cohabitation 
(expected to cease, according to the most up-to-date theories) at a given time and place, which 
required the introduction of the notions of proto-language and original homeland. Both notions may 
only be understood and applied by giving a specific location and period. The notion of language as a 
living organism preceded Darwin’s theory of evolution and later merged with it -  in the fashion of the 
dilemma of the chicken and the egg -  in judgments on languages and the peoples speaking them. The 
case of Norwegian, Saami, and Finish populations in Finnamarken province in the north of Norway 
demonstrates this clearly: in the 1920s, the Norwegians were more concerned about the few Finns 
moving to their side of the border for economic reasons over hundreds of years (the so-called Kvens) 
than about the more numerous Norwegian-Saami living there for hundreds or even thousands of years, 
since they imagined that the Finns were supported by the Finnish state that gained independence in 
1917. Without any such support, the Saami, relying only on the solidarity among them, would, 
according to some social-Darwinian reasoning of the Norwegians, eventually disappear. The Saami 
played, and will continue to play, a specific role in comparative linguistics and the study of Finno- 
Ugric prehistory.138

Researchers of the relatedncss of languages seek the common traits in languages binding them 
together, while they necessarily consider the elements that arc not common. This is what solidifies the 
basic principle that only accepts as a result of reconstruction that which is at least approximately 
exemplified in contemporary usage. We need this principle because one of the most significant

136 Horvát (1825) 13.
137 Szíj (2000).
138 Isaksson (2001).
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questions (both in the past and in the future) of the study of Finno-Ugric prehistory is the size o f the 
homeland, and most significantly the question of the so-called large homeland. The possible size of 
the homeland from a geographical point of view is a question that needs to be considered along with 
the relations of adjacency (which, in turn, needs to be treated as equivalent in significance with 
linguistic affinity). What is the size of a territory that can give birth to language families, i.c. genetic 
linguistic relations, due to relations of geographical adjacency (convergence theory)? And conversely, 
could individual languages and their speakers adapt to adjacent languages to an extent which had 
cthnogenetic consequences? Convergence theory has been criticized greatly and by many.139 The 
greatest problem of this otherwise attractive idea is that we do not have an example for it. What we 
tend to see, instead, is that languages do not converge to one another, despite cohabitation lasting for 
hundreds or thousands of years, to the extent that they would form language families. It is hard enough 
to fine one language which emerged through the blending and then extinction of two separate 
languages and could be considered a new language.

This question preoccupied the first great researchers of the history of Hungarian linguistics as well. 
The chronologically second great work of Hungarian Finno-Ugric Studies, Gyarmathi’s Affinitás 
(1799) in an all too often overlooked section discusses such neighbours, although apparently the 
author was mainly interested in the behaviour (mainly in terms of lexicology and morphology) of the 
‘genetically’ related Slavic languages which were adjacent not only to Hungarian but also to each 
other. Gyarmathi studied Slavic languages with striking detail; his motivation, however, was not that 
he hoped to have Peter I approve sooner of his travelling to Russia in order to study Finno-Ugric 
languages there (as suggested by the dedication), but rather he knew that without the detailed 
knowledge of Slavic and Turkic-Tartar languages, no Finno-Ugric research could be convincing. As it 
is clear from the work of Mátyás Bél quoted extensively by Gyarmathi, the question posed by 
Hungarians ‘Where do we come from?’ and the question posed by our neighbours ‘Who was here 
first?’ appeared in scientific thinking well before we would usually think. We should note the remark 
(not at all times of good intention) from Kollár’s (and not Herder’s) prophecy that if Hungarians 
disappear, the original condition of Slavic peoples in the Carpathian Basin will be reestablished.

The method of reconstruction within linguistics, i.e. the reconstruction of the linguistic and 
conceptual past by projecting back current knowledge with consideration to expected changes in 
history, changed little over time, which does not mean it has reached a dead end. Bálint Hóman wrote 
in 1924: ‘Linguistics may still add many valuable details of research results to our knowledge of 
prehistory but regarding the main questions — the origin and the formation of the ancient ethnicity — 
we cannot expect significant new results after the works of Budcnz, Szinnyei, Mclich and Gombocz. 
However, the historical research of Zoltán Gombocz (regarding pre-conquest Turkic contacts) inspires 
a comprehensive revision of Hungarian prehistory.’140 141 We have seen several such revisions described 
in the article by Flóman since then and never in vain. In this article, Hóman also asserted that 
‘influenced by the historical-critical trend popular in Europe in the 18th century, György Pray lays 
down the foundations of the scientific study o f the prehistory o f the Hungarians' Bálint Hóman in 
fact designated the appearance of Pál Hunfalvy, the year 1878 to be exact, as the turning point because 
according to him ‘since Hunfalvy’s appearance almost until today the researchers of the prehistory of 
the Hungarians and the Hungarian-Hun tradition came almost without exception from the fields of 
philology and ethnography and Szinnyci’s “The Origin of Hungarians and their Ancient Culture” gave 
a “solid historical account” of the situation.’142

Perhaps it was due exactly to the geographic distance between the relatives that physical 
anthropology did not become such a widely debated subject within Finno-Ugric Studies as elsewhere. 
The Swedes living in Finland, almost in a symbiosis with the Finns, emphasized the Mongolian origin

139 E.g Trubetskoy, Bubrih among many others, sec János Makkay for further literature.
140 Hóman (1924) 336 (italics in original).
141 Hóman (1924) 336 (italics in original).
142 Hóman (1924) 337.
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of the Finns, creating difficulties for the Finns as late as the first third of the 20lh century.141 It is 
unclear how popular the idea of the Mongolian race of the Finns was, but Szontagh’s joy upon 
conceding that if the Hungarians did not come from the Finns, they are not related to the Mongols 
shows that it was well-known. This also shows that Hungarian scientific and semi-scientific circles 
paid close attention to international research publications. In terms of access to books this was enabled 
by the proximity of Vienna and Bratislava, and the local ‘sensitivity’ demanded up-to-date results, 
although books were expensive indeed.143 144 Hunfalvy, for example, in his lecture at the Academy in 
December 1855, promptly said of Oppcrt’s book published in 1854 on the study of 14 kinds of 
cuneiform scripts that ‘wc may at least learn from here that cuneiform writing is a difficult and 
obscure thing.’145

Genetic research has played a literally sensational role (i.e. appearing on newspaper covers) in 
Finno-Ugric Studies since the 1970s -  peaking for the firs time at the 1985 Finno-Ugric Congress -  
mainly in Finnish research on the homeland. While some cautionary voices could be heard even at the 
heyday of the genetic comparison of Finnish and Saami genes and initial enthusiasm seems to have 
receded, it is still granted more credit in questions of prehistory than it deserves. For I think it deserves 
none, at least not yet, it lacks credibility for the same reason as area studies: it requires territorial 
continuity which entails time consuming and expensive studies, in other words, before formulating 
conclusions, we would need the results from a systematic and comprehensive investigation of at least 
the relevant component of humankind, as well as the conclusions for the current conditions based on 
these results, before wc could project any of it back in the past. Another problem is the selection and 
number of samples. Who counts in contemporary Hungary as ‘Jász’, ‘Palóc’, ‘Little Cumanian’, 
‘Great Cumanian’, ‘Csángó’ etc.,146 and how many such ‘real’ Jász, Palóc, Little and Great Cumanians 
and Csangós do we have to examine to gain representative data on the ‘Jász’, ‘Palóc’, ‘Little 
Cumanian’, ‘Great Cumanian’, and ‘Csángó’ genetic pools? And who would fund all this?147

The already mentioned ‘joint’ aspects of Finno-Ugric Studies means that the effects of the results 
achieved in the research of one language/people on all the others must be examined, including every 
non-linguistic aspect as well, which might be shared by Finno-Ugric speaking peoples. The question 
that interests us and the other Finno-Ugric peoples the most here and now is how the most recent 
results of the research on the prehistory of the Finns -  nowadays connected mostly with the 
publications of Kalevi Wiik, a professor of phonetics from Turku -  can be reconciled with the current 
picture of both the common and separate prehistory of (all the) other Finno-Ugric (and even 
Samoyedic) peoples. We, Hungarians, are especially concerned about the two edges of the linguistic 
family, since wc came from the East to the West, thus both Ugric/Ob-Ugric and Finn/Baltic-Finn 
prehistory is significant for us, which, however, does not mean that the prehistory of the peoples in 
between is of no relevance, see e.g. the history of the so-called second contact with Permic 
languages/peoples (see Károly Rédei, Rcdei-Róna-Tas).

The prehistory of the Finns has been rewritten in a number of acts in the past few decades 
(especially since 1970), the main results of which we have already described: they did not come from 
somewhere else, they were formed into what they are today during the past nine millennia, their local 
histoiy is continuous, uninterrupted. There is no Urals, no Volga bend, no migrations, it is all about 
continuity. This was the first act. Only few of the research staff, made up of linguists, but mainly

143 See the works of Aira Kemilänen.
144 Ágnes R. Várkonyi, in her monograph indispensable for the researchers of the period (1973), traces systematically the 

everyday circumstances of research placing the object of her study excellently in a historical context.
145 Hunfalvy (1855) 149.
146 Seres (2001).
147 On 11 January 2004, István Kiszely and a young man named Balázs Koncz appeared on Hungarian Public Radio and 

talked about visiting ‘Hun’ relatives in Switzerland. One could hear such sentences as: ‘Our family is from the age of 
Attila’, ‘the blood in our children comes from there [the Huns]’. Those testifying for the Hun connection considered ‘a 
miraculous certitude’ could probably not name their great-grandmothers but they are convinced of having originated from 
Attila’s Huns.
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specialists of Germanic Studies, phonetics, archaeologists, ‘classical’ anthropologists and 
‘fashionable’ geneticists, took into consideration, how this new prehistory affects the prehistory of all 
the Finno-Ugrics -  if the affinity of Finno-Ugric languages is still accepted and Finnish is still 
regarded as a Finno-Ugric language. In the second act, the Finno-Ugric affinity of Finnish was also 
questioned in a peculiar way: are the Finns Germanized Finno-Ugrics or Finno-Ugricized Germans? 
The answer was a rather murky trope: the roots are eastern, the branches are western.

In the third act it turned out that the indigenous population moving north, following the retracting 
ice, was -  initially -  exclusively Finno-Ugric speaking. Later populations coming from the south were 
Indo-European speaking. The southerners were farmers, the northerners hunters and fishers. The 
southern part of the original Finno-Ugric population got into contact with the northern part of the new 
arrivals, and these autochthon Finno-Ugrics started to speak the Indo-European language o f the 
southerners with a Finno-Ugric accent, thus Proto-Germanic people were originally Finno-Ugrics. 
Wiik’s concept actually strongly reminds us to views put forward by the English ethnologist James 
Cowles Prichard in the 1840s (!) about the anthropological and cultural contrast between the Finno- 
Ugric speaking groups populating Europe in the wake of the ice sheet, less cultured due to the 
environmental difficulties, and the more refined (attractive, better, etc.) Aryans/Indo-Europeans 
arriving later.145 * * * * E. A. Freeman -  following M. Müller -  asserted in the 1880s that European 
civilization is not of Graeco-Roman origin, but was created by the Aryans moving to Europe from 
their Central Asian homeland, and the Germans and Slavs living in the Baltic area forced the 
indigenous Turanians — the Basque, the Saami and the Finns -  to the peripheries.

Professor Kalevi Wiik summed up his results -  and specified his two main sources and method -  
the following way: ‘Itsc ölen suomalais-ugrilaisen ratkaisun kannalla, ja ölen yrittänyt todistaa 
germaanien suomalais-ugrilaista alkuperää lähinnä kahdcnlaista todistusaineistoa, geneettistä ja  
foneettista, käyttäcn’ [I myself support the Finno-Ugric solution, and tried to demonstrate the Finno- 
Ugric origin of Germanic peoples using two sources of evidence: genetics and phonetics.]'49

The history of the development of these new theories on the prehistory of the Finns is beyond our 
scope, but today scholars talk so casually about the language of the population moving north after the 
last glaciation -  Finnish, Finno-Ugric -  as if there were unambiguous linguistic sources from the 
period. Anyone could ask with Hunfalvy: ‘how can they know?’ How trustworthy can the statement be 
that the language of the ‘Uralic hunters’ leaving Africa around 40 000 years ago was Uralic?150 
Recently, the remains of a 30 000 years old arctic camp site were found near the Bering Strait. I 
wonder who and on what grounds will connect these people to some language.151

The constantly refreshed results of Wiik generated, and still generate, waves of discussions, 
characterized by -  among others -  the fact that it never even occurs as a problem, how these new 
Finnish theories fit into earlier, traditional ones. The prehistory of the Finns is handled as an ‘internal 
affair’. They do not reject the Finno-Ugric affinity of the Finnish language,152 indeed they contribute 
significantly to the linguistic and cultural development of their relatives through financial support and 
well-organized high-quality work (see c.g. the activities of the Castrén Society in Finland). But never 
pose the question, how the obvious and unquestioned linguistic connections of the now indigenous 
Finns should be explained, although if someone at all, then Hungarians are certainly concerned, since 
we arc at a great distance from all our linguistic relatives.

In the initial phase, the wider Finno-Ugric consequences of the rewriting of the prehistory of the 
Finns seemed to present a problem only for Mikko Korhonen. Among the various Finno-Ugric 
homeland theories, he found the only possible candidate in the theory of the so-called great homeland:

145 Isaksson (2001).
149 Wiik (1998) 50 (italics added E. Sz.).
1511 Szabó (2003).
151 Harminezer éves emberi település a Sarkkörön túl [30,000-year-old human settlement beyond the polar circle].

Népszabadság, 3 January 2003 (Saturday) 23.
132 In Hungarian anti-Finno-Ugric writings it comes up repeatedly that the Finns do not believe in the Finno-Ugric affinity

any more. This is not true.
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only in this huge homeland ranging from the Urals to the Baltic is it conceivable that the ancestors of 
the Finns lived in the same place at the time of the Finno-Ugric homeland, on the other edge of which 
lived the ancestors of the Hungarians. It is, however, still a question, what kind of lifestyle can 
guarantee a linguistics unity -  characterized by dialects -  of how large a population in how large an 
area. That is, if the Finno-Ugric homeland, with the Hungarians on its eastern edge, was that large, 
what held it together? Was the eastern, central, etc. part of this area inhabitable at the same time?

In the initial phase of rewriting Finnish prehistory, there was a statement about the direction of the 
migration from the West to the East, which was very similar to Bálint Hóman’s version of the 
prehistory of the Hungarians. It was suggested that Germanic people had an influence on the Finns by 
moving through the German -  Polish -  Prussian -  Baltic area towards the east, and then turning to the 
north. From the notes of Bálint Hóman’s lectures, his students compiled a prehistory, of which even 
Bálint Hóman said that it was a summary (compilation) of others’ results. According to this view, the 
Proto-Finno-Ugrics moved from the West through the German Plain to the East, as far as the Oka 
region, while the Baltic Finns moved up to the Baltic and the rest met the Siberian population moving 
from the East to the West -  their traditionally assumed migration -  at the Oka. Some of the Finno- 
Ugrics mixed with this population and separated from the rest: these were the ancestors of the 
Hungarians, and from this phase on Flóman’s prehistory is similar to the ‘usual’ one. There is no point 
in asking where, in the meanwhile, was the Indo-German (Germanic, Slavic, etc.) homeland, how can 
we know that the western prehistoric population group was Finno-Ugric, why they moved east, etc.

Such an attention from the prehistoiy of the Finns to the general prehistory of the Finno-Ugrics 
would be necessary because o f the Saami. For example, if the Finns (not Finno-Ugrics, but Suomi 
Finns, suomalaisei) arrived to the north after the retraction of the ice, then how did the indigenous 
arctic Saami get to the northernmost point of Europe? Or are the Saami and the Finns the same ethnic 
group that diverged during the generations due to differences of climate and lifestyle? As seen already 
from the quote by Wiik, genetics as an auxiliary science of the research on prehistory gained 
importance here as well, again, since this field and physical anthropology have a centuries long 
history in Finland, and generally Scandinavia, exactly because of the Saami. There is a huge literature 
on the Scythian, Turanian, Altaic origin of the Saami, for a review see E. Isaksson’s monograph, 
whose first chapter has already a very expressive title: Far away from truth and beauty.

There were times, when the Finns accepted as relatives ‘turaanilaisten kansojen mahtava ryhma 
[the huge group of Turanian peoples], at other times, however, they had to defend themselves from the 
Swedish accusations of being of Mongolian origin.153 This is why ‘blond and blue-eyed’ ideals, 
Finnish victories at Miss World contests and success in sports became important. The whole Finnish- 
question between the northern, Indo-German Swedish-Norwcgian and the eastern, largest Slavic 
neighbour is further complicated by the manifold problems of the ethnogenesis and (pre)history of the 
Saami, not to mention the possibly Saami-Finnish origin of the Karelians.

Prehistory -  how many disciplines do we need to study it? It seems that wee need numerous 
permanent, traditional ‘main’ disciplines, and a few casual auxiliary ones. Prehistory is the organized 
accumulation of their results. Casual, for example, is the study of soil, climate, and various 
geographical aspects, without which the investigation of prehistory is possible, although not 
necessarily fruitful.154 But even the traditional disciplines change through time. According to Count 
Zichy, in the research on prehistory ‘we always have to take into consideration the results of especially 
three disciplines -  linguistics, archaeology and comparative ethnography -  although their role is still 
that of the auxiliary disciplines.’155 Others think that archaeology, physical anthropology and 
linguistics are the three disciplines without which this type of research is impossible.156 Many assigned 
a special role to language, and still complained already in the middle of the 19Ul century that

153 Isaksson (2001) 94; Kemiläinen et at. (1985); Kemiläinen (1993).
154 That is why the series on the auxiliary disciplines of prehistory published in Szeged was so extraordinary.
155 Zichy (1939) 3M.
156 Bojtár {1997) 35, 37, 38,41.
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‘linguistics has been elevated to the status of an intellectual paramount’ (Lugossy’s phrasing). The 
projection of the saying ‘a nation lives in its tongue’ to the past caused the general acceptance of the 
thesis that a people’s origin is the same as the origin of its language, and the honour of a language is 
the honour of a people. But what is the measure of honour in the case of a people or a language?

The Hungarian general public has three attitudes towards the results of Finno-Ugric studies with 
regard to the prehistory of the Hungarians:

-  objective', they accept or debate the results of the field: they ask questions, but since they consider 
this a specialist problem, they expect the answers from the specialists

-  dismissive: they consider this field a political discipline, an ‘official discipline’, whose results are 
guided from above and ab ovo anti-national, thus unacceptable; acceptable results can be expected 
only from ‘non-official’ scholars, who know everything ‘better’, they are unbiased and the faithful 
representatives of national interests. The research on the prehistory of the Hungarians on their part is a 
compulsion, an escape from contemporary socio-economic problems, and the search for, and the 
demonstration of, a glorious past fills their present. Their dismissal is further coloured by the 
following elements:

-their geographical distribution: ‘official scholarship’ takes place in Hungary, ‘non-official’ both 
in Hungary and abroad, mainly among ethnic Hungarians beyond the borders of Hungary and/or in 
emigration

-  the argumentation and methodology of the dismissal: for example, due to the ‘predestined 
correctness’, it is enough to make references to certain selected examples which confirm the aim; they 
are characterized by inconsistent usage of technical terms, ambiguous interpretations, and the neglect 
of spatial and temporal aspects

-  the peculiar style of the dismissal (and of the rejection of the dismissal)
-  neutral: they consider the past uninteresting, even harmful, in the world of ‘present’ the measure 

is always the efficiency of the ‘present’. Neutral might not be the best term to describe this attitude, 
since this group includes people as well, who turned away from the issue because of the endless 
demand to be up-to-date regarding research results in the fight against romantic amateurs.

These three attitudes can be observed in connection with the results of Hungarian comparative 
linguistics as well, and many elements in the history of linguistic comparison require ‘rc-cxamination’, 
since miswritings, misreadings, misunderstandings and research legends are still at large (c.g. J. 
Hegedűs, M. Zsirai, J. Tröster), despite the fact that every new phase of the history of comparative 
linguistics -  just like prehistory in general -  starts with a critical, often hypercritical and unfair, review 
of the antecedents.

The natural and rightful interest of the public in the issue, however, seems to encompass almost 
only a fierce fight against Finno-Ugric linguistics and the rejection of Finno-Ugric affinity. But Finno- 
Ugrics are not treated alike: there has not been any opposition against the Finns or Estonians for a long 
time, but the ‘small ones’ arc unnecessary, the global antipathy is also selective. But what is the anti- 
Finno-Ugric arsenal made up of? Repeated re-readings, augmentations and blends of professional and 
non-professional literature, not based on the primary sources, which I usually call masticated 
literature. Furthermore, they are usually a pile of arguments and ideas made up by evidence collected 
and supplied according to the expectcd/prcconceived results, and all this in a political context.

According to Gorkiy, our best teachers are our mortal enemies. Obviously, we do not consider those 
who reject the theories of Finno-Ugric affinity our mortal enemies, but we did learn a lot from them. 
Their criticisms do contain elements, which can indeed be traced back to the faults of ‘official’ science. 
For example, while the lack o f plain language in professional writings is understandable, explanations 
aimed at a larger public are often unintelligible and difficult to follow. And they are, unfortunately, very 
hard to convince. It is obviously in vain to talk about sound-shift and the demonstrating power of 
systematic differences emerging during centuries and millennia to someone who builds the theory of 
/ráA—Hungarian affinity on opening an English—\ Iungarian dictionary in an Irish pub and finding 
immediately a few hundred common words (mostly internationally used Latin words). If someone has a 
firm belief that Hungarians, having left Uyghuria, learnt Finno-Ugric in 400 years somewhere around the
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Urals, and that is how we became Finno-Ugrics and Hungarians, we would ask them in vain: what 
proves that those people were indeed the predecessors of the Hungarians, how do we know and why 400 
years did they need for the language shift, why did a language shift take place at all, why did a proud and 
rich people took up the language of despised, primitive and poor peoples, etc.

A large number of anti-Finno-Ugric‘specialists’ imagining/expecting an alternative prehistory for 
the Hungarians were emigrant Hungarians or ethnic Hungarians living in neighbouring countries. The 
study of the reasons of this phenomenon is beyond the scope of this work. Those who would like to 
have a critical review of theories suggesting a non-Finno-Ugric origin for Hungarians should consult 
Károly Rédei’s book157 * -  despite the criticism it received.I5S

From the 1970s, the ethnic revolution in Europe showed that even Europe, believed to be uniform, 
is made up as a mosaic of tiny pieces, and the joke that there is only one Belgian person, the king, the 
others are either Walloon of Flemish, should be taken seriously. This was declared by the conference 
of Finno-Ugric speaking writers in Finland, which had the motto ‘The majority of people is a 
minority’. Even in the so-called pan- and -phone movements smaller and larger peoples were joined, 
usually under the leadership of the largest, but always in the spirit of equality (Pan-Slavic, Pan- 
Germanic, Francophone, etc.). Rumanian scholarship takes up a peculiar place in the international 
sphere of research on prehistory: the threads of the theory of Daco-Romanian continuity reach from 
the history of extinct peoples-cmpires to contemporary Frcnch-Rumanian connections, whose 
foundations were laid in the historical stage of the so-called moving homeland.

One of the -  not rare -  correct principles of István Horvát, considered by many as the godfather of all 
uncritical and unscientific prehistoric phantasms, was that historiography has two eyes: geography and 
chronology. He was interested not only in the origin of nations (peoples), but also their disappearance, and 
made the remarkable statement with regard to ethnonyms that their disappearance does not necessarily 
mean the vanishing of the given people as well: ‘What would become of Flistory if, as it has happened so 
far, all these names would be considered extinct Nations? The Earth would swallow these Nations, and 
they would fall from the sky.’ The already mentioned Endre Dcskó quoted the same thought from 
Schlözer: ‘nations do not fall from the clouds, nor are they buried in the ground like the dead’.159

According to Sándor Károly, a good history of research on the one hand has to be able to point out 
the elements important for the present and the future of the discipline, on the other it has to present the 
national histoiy of research as part of the international history of research, with its connections to it, as 
a unit.160

Such a review of the history of research, however, is rare. Hungarian reviews usually characterize 
our scientific life as imitating, even hanger-back, even though there arc many areas in which we were 
by no means backward, indeed the opposite. It is a natural and international feature of science that -  
depending on personalities, external factors, etc. -  its history has its ups and downs, and did not 
develop in a linear fashion. If we take a closer look at the history of Hungarian linguistics and the 
research on the prehistory of the Hungarians, we find that many of it was unheard, as if writers were 
writing, but did not always have readers, and if there were any, careless and prejudiced reading seems 
to have a centuries-long tradition. That is how the valuable and correct observations were always left 
out of the reviews of István Horvát’s work, and he is always remembered by his fantastic name 
etymologies, about which even István Széchenyi was warned by his contemporaries. For example, in 
his Rajzolatok we wrote -  among others -  this: ‘Since Révai’s death, scientific knowledge of the 
Hungarian Language, which should be primarily based on the internal History of the Language, has 
progressed very little. Hungarian Language should be learnt also by uneducated neologists, and also 
those who teach (I wish they would!) the National Language.’161

157 Rédei (1998).
I5S Makkay (2000).
159 Deskó (1856) XV.
160 Károly (1970) 67.
161 Horvát (1825) 87-88 (emphasis in original).
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The beginning of the 19th century is usually regarded as a period in which interest in the prehistoiy 
(history, language, etc.) of the Hungarians decreased. This is incorrect, and the research on the history of 
the discipline has still a lot to work on this era. István Horvát gave the following, remarkable explanation 
in 1825, in his Rajzolatok: ‘Our Ancestors, however, committed a grave mistake, when they gave greater 
importance than necessary to the language of Latium [Latin], and did not realize their error even when 
other Nations did, and chose a more sober path. That was also the reason why Foreigners were never 
allured to learn the Hungarian Language. Those Nations, which do not have Monuments in their own 
language, cannot draw the attention o f Scholars, [emphasis in original] [...] To appreciate any foreign 
language is befitting; to value one’s National Language above all other languages is a bounden duty.’ It 
has become customary to treat István Horvát as a negative figure -  without reading his works -  because 
there is no one to compare him to. We should, however, have a look at what was written in that period 
about the Finns or the Lapps, or -  to move a bit forward -  what kind of arguments M. A. Castrcn, the 
founder of Finno-Ugric Studies in Finland used from time to time!

The current situation is rather similar to that at the beginning of the 19th century. We might have the 
impression that there are very few less uncertain fields than prehistory, that there are very few verified 
results. Anyway, how can a result be verified? Under this we usually mean the latest, most modern and 
consensual statements of the involved disciplines; those, which make it into school textbooks, perhaps 
not as the only possible solution, but as one of a few possible versions. Complete certainty is rather 
rare, however, since it is exactly the research along the various possibilities which enables the progress 
of the field. Our picture of the history of research in the interwar period is also imperfect and 
superficial; the generation of educated, ambitious scholars speaking all the foreign languages required 
for such research died out; as mentioned above, only lip service is paid to such basic research, and 
sensationalist statements fit for marketed science flourish, everyone is a specialist of everything.

‘Official’, consequently ‘verified’, results can be summed up with some malice the following way:
-  Hungarians are not autochthonous in the Carpathian Basin, they immigrated here, this 

immigration is called the conquest
-  they came from the East, from the Uralic/Finno-Ugric/Ugric homeland — wherever it may be 

located -  through Magna Hungária, Levedia, Etelköz and the Pass of Verecke
-  how many times (in how many instalments) did we arrive? There is increasing support for 

multiple conquest:
-  the arrival around 896 was the conquest, since we celebrated its 1000th and 1100th anniversaries in 

1896 and 1996
-  the leader of the conquerors was Árpád, or rather Áipád, our forefather, who was the founder of the 

Árpád Dynasty; consequently, those are the real Hungarians, whose ancestors arrived in the Carpathian 
Basin with Árpád, although they arc even more real, if they had Attila’s blood in their veins

-  the conquering Hungarians obviously spoke Hungarian, at least most of them; neighbouring peoples 
did not understand them, and the Hungarians did not understand them likewise; that remained unchanged 
for centuries, and even today it is certain that only uneducated people understand each other

-  the lingua franca of educated people was Latin, they spoke many languages, but they knew 
exactly which was their mother tongue and which people they belonged to

-  common people were multilingual in a multilingual environment, but their mother tongue and 
ethnic identity was unambiguous

-  common people were monolingual in a monolingual environment
-  this Hungarian-speaking people with Hungarian names had no relatives in this sea of Slavic- and 

Germanic-speaking peoples until the last decades of the 1700s + the Rumanians
-Hungarians stubbornly preserved their Hungarian language, to which Protestantism, the use of 

the Hungarian language in Protestant churches (Bible translations) contributed significantly; the first 
Hungarian grammar books were prepared, enabling a comparison with the grammar of other languages

-  by the beginning of the 19th century, the past, antiquity (the older, the more valuable), became the 
focus of public interest throughout Europe; the contest of languages in the era of Reformation became 
the contest of peoples/nations, the ranking of languages turned into a ranking of peoples.
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The saying ‘a nation lives in its tongue’ became a popular slogan during the emergence of the 
modem nation, and has remained so ever since.

Although part of the wider public thinks that Finno-Ugric Studies have reached a dead-end, and 
will stay there (!), we cannot talk about a collapse or becoming redundant. Why should we fear a 
collapse, when

-th e  main aim of Finno-Ugric Studies is not the writing of the prehistory of the Hungarians, but 
originally linguistics

-  etymological research is about to be reborn, since the lexicographers and lexicologists of -  
especially smaller -  Finno-Ugric languages have still a lot to do, for example the Erdélyi Magyar 
Szótörténeti Tár [Historical Repository of Transylvanian Hungarian Words] still has to be studied 
from a Finno-Ugric point of view

-  a new opportunity for the study of modern languages is provided by those new processes, during 
which these have become official state languages, which may increase interest in the past of these 
languages (both in the European Union and the Russian Federation)

-N ew  interpretations may be provided by the rereading of older research results. Armed with 
contemporary knowledge, we may discover surprisingly modern statements in these works. There are 
scholars who -  in the name of science -  question and doubt everything, from the documents of the 
chroniclers to the reading of various stray linguistic remains, although it is well-known -  as Loránd 
Benkő said, quoted by Gyula Kristó -  that ‘textual hypcrcriticism can be counterproductive and leads 
nowhere’.162 On the other hand -  in Lenin’s phrasing -  even the most abstract science cannot do 
without some imagination.

-  The new science, genetics, can now get involved in this complex research with appropriate 
criticism, see the summary of the article by Marja-Liisa Savontaus and Päivi Laherma: iViimeaikaiset 
geneettiset tutkimukset viittaavat siihen, että suomalaiset, kuten muutkin suomalais-ugrilaisia kieliä 
puhuvat kansat, oval geneettisesti lähellä indo-eurooppalaisia kieliä puhuvia väestöjä. Kuitenkin 
muulamien, lähinnä Y kromosomaalisten, merkkiominaisuuksien jakauma kertoo suomalaisten ja  
useiden műiden suomalais-ugrilaisia kieliäpuhuvien kansojen omasta geneettisestä historiasta.' [The 
genetic research of the past decades suggests that the Finns, just like all other Finno-Ugric speaking 
peoples, are genetically close to Indo-European speaking peoples. Still, the distribution of a few 
characteristics, mostly connected to the Y chromosome, implies a separate genetic history for the 
Finns and many other Finno-Ugric speaking peoples].163 Professor Reijo Norio, a sceptic about the 
usability of genetic research in prehistory, however, wrote the following: ‘Suomalaisten geenit ovat 
pääosin samanlaisia kitin muillakin eurooppalaisilla, vaikka itäistäkin komponenttia on mukana. 
Alkukotiajatus ei tunnu geneettisesi uskottavalta eikä sen tutkimiseen liene hyviä menete/miä. 
Mieluummin suomalaisia on pidettävä monijuurisina. On vielä ratkaisemalta, onko länsi- ja  
itäsuomalaisilla geneettistä eroa, kuten monet seikat antavat olettaa. Suomalaisen tautiperinnön synty 
ei paljoakaan liity juuriimme, vaan sattumanvaraisiin geenimutaatioihin ja  historiallisen ajan 
väestöilmiöihin’ [The genes of the Finns arc like those of most other Europeans, even if they have 
eastern components. The idea of a homeland from the point of view of genes seems untenable and 
their research methods arc not the best either. It would be better to assume multiple origins for the 
Finns. The difference between the eastern and western Finns — implied by a few traits — is still 
unexplained. The hereditary diseases of the Finns are connected rather to incidental genetic mutations 
and phenomena connected to the populations of historical periods, than to our origin.]164

-new  methods (may) bring new results, see e.g. the still debated phylogenetic tree [Finnish 
fylogeniapuu] method and map illustrations of the Italian-Amcrican population geneticist, Cavalli- 
Sforza165

162 Tanulmányok ( 1985) 8.
163 Pohjan poluilla (1999) 60.
164 Pohjan poluilla (1999) 297.

Cavalli-Sforza (1993).



-  Unscientific and anti-Finno-Ugric views should be fought through the distribution of knowledge 
about the mother tongue. Grammatical ignorance about the mother tongue is one of the gravest 
deficiencies. The original -  Finno-Ugric -  elements of the mother tongue arc not taught, and the 
number of careless usage is increasing. There is an official campaign against literary standard 
Flungarian, the number of bawdy media ‘stars’ with speech impediments is large. Everyone is talking 
about the lack of knowledge of foreign languages, and although the knowledge of world languages is 
of fundamental importance, no one seems to realize that a firm grammatical knowledge of the mother 
tongue would greatly facilitate the acquisition of foreign languages as well. The knowledge of foreign 
languages neither prohibits nor constrains the proper, clear use of the mother tongue both in speech 
and writing! The omission of Hungarian grammar classes is an everyday phenomenon. Where arc the 
teachers, who speak with affection about the mother tongue, present the characteristics of the mother 
tongue through comparisons with other languages the students learn, who teach proper language use, 
exquisite style and linguistic playfulness? Under such circumstances un- and pseudo-scientific views 
about the history of ancient times may seem to be scientific.

When in 1943, in war times, a volume on the prehistory of the Flungarians edited by Lajos Ligeti 
was published, Géza Báréi wrote the following about the ‘irresponsibly wandering amateur linguist- 
prehistorians’ in his review: ‘Although the idea of a descent from grandiose, world-famous ancestors 
may flatter our vanity for a moment, the thought is much more lifting that Hungarians are not the 
distant remains of great but fallen nations, but became what they are now starting from humble 
beginnings thousands of years ago, became what they are now unaided, stood their ground, maintained 
their national existence and character in the sea of foreign nations, without relatives, in a historical 
stage where great peoples and races fell by the dozen, turned into oblivion, loosing their language, 
national identity, even material existence. This fact is a demonstration of the persistence and 
resourcefulness of the Hungarians, which should lift our national self-esteem more than any 
mendacious theory of noble pedigree. This is what should hearten and invigorate us for the future. We 
are not the poor relatives of great peoples, but an indefatigable, immortal nation that has for the third 
time [a writing from 1943!] reached a distinguished status through hard work in the fierce competition 
of races, in an ever changing cultural environment. And this is more beautiful than any dream.”166
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RESEARCH ON THE PREHISTORY OF THE 
HUNGARIAN LANGUAGE

László Honti

This writing is a commentary on Enikő Szíj's talk at the Archaeological Institute of the Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences titled ‘Research on the Prehistory of the Hungarians and Finno-Ugrian Studies' 
on 27 January' 2004. Enikő Szíj gave a thorough review of dilettante publications. I have never seen 
such a detailed summary of linguistic and prehistoric nonsense. Enikő Szíj has looked up numerous 
printed materials from the publications of the past 200 years, which I have never heard of. I have to 
add quickly that it is not a surprise that there arc many such publications completely unknown to me 
(us), since this nonsense is mass-produced these days, and adamant patriots were not less assiduous in 
the past either. After some corrections and the completion of the bibliography, it would be worth to 
publish it to complete the collection of non-scientific views (see edited version of referred lecture in 
this volume -  editors remark).

This status report, however, would have ftilfilled my expectations only if Enikő Szíj had given an 
assessment of Uralic linguistic and prehistoric research, and had placed less emphasis on delusions 
about the prehistory' of the Hungarians. I can only agree that in the final version Enikő Szíj does not 
mention the names of these oddballs, since even if their names appear in a negative context, they have, 
at least partly, indirectly, achieved their goal: this way the ‘Academy’ pays attention to their nonsense, 
and for them the only important thing is that their names and the products of their quixotic fantasy 
appear in the centre of science. I agree with this procedure, since otherwise the lay reader may think 
that the activities, ‘prehistoric research’ of these dilettantes is of interest for proper scholars... 
Otherwise I am certain that neither Rédei's critique,1 nor Szij’s review will have no effect whatsoever 
on these intellectual adventurers, since they are obsessed maniacs. I can only hope that the sober and 
educated public will accept the published version of this review.

In this article I would like to comment not only on the views of some of the uneducated ‘linguists’, 
but also those of some scholars, partly from linguistics, partly from other fields.

Many people think they arc proficient in everything, and in my opinion many feel competent in other 
disciplines as well, primarily in medicine, astronomy and, of course, linguistics, sometimes even at the 
level of thaumaturgy. The colleagues of various media, who also consider themselves well-educated in 
various scientific issues, are happy to provide publicity for them, and they themselves often 
enthusiastically propagate obscurantist views in both written and electronic press, sometimes not only 
chasing (TV, popularity etc.) ratings, but inspired by personal conviction. The same phenomenon is 
observable with regard to astrology, UFOlogy, witch-doctors, and of course, amateur linguists. It is even 
sadder that certain authorities and offices try to support them overtly or covertly through the taxpayers' 
money.

My aim here is to review those views that have been proposed by dilettantes and a few scholars 
studying the origin of the Hungarian language, but are not confirmed by linguistic facts or what we 
know about the nature of language change. This critique will not stand alone: the quixotic works of 
dilettantes have been criticized numerous times since the second half of the 19th century, and the rather 
arbitrary assumptions of certain colleagues from comparative and historical linguistics have been 
repeatedly reviewed by many during the fiery debate that has unfolded in the past ten-twenty years. 
Despite these evaluations, no proper debate was launched, since the dilettantes never understood the 
criticism, and the colleagues propagating these rejected theories simply did not react to them.

1 Rédei (2003).
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Let us stay with linguistics, more closely with the beliefs about the origin of the Hungarian 
language. Long time ago, Miklós Zsirai called these euphemistically ‘prehistoric oddities’.2 3 The 
propagators of these views were mostly educated people, although people of all kinds of social 
backgrounds can be attracted by these orotund phantasms. As far as I can see, researchers ignoring the 
fundamental principles of linguistics can be divided into three groups:

1. absolutely dilettante linguists;
2. trained scholars (mostly archaeologists or historians) who have no firm background in historical 

and comparative linguistics, and carry out research in this field like a Jack of all trades;
3. trained linguists, who have turned to the world of phantasms.
The first group mostly includes people with university degrees, e.g. priests, doctors, engineers, 

lawyers, teachers)1). although there are maniacs who have never been near higher education. The second 
group contains scholars and lecturers, who have achieved results in their own fields (and hopefully 
ignore or soberly reject the obsessions of dilettantes, who try to barge into their own fields). The third 
group is made up mostly by linguists, who cither do not know enough about historical and comparative 
linguistics, or are sensationalists and ‘cut it fat’.

I do not want to mention any of the dilettantes by name, since only trained specialists deserve to be 
named in scientific media. I will try to review the activities of all three groups in order to demonstrate 
how many dare to approach areas unknown for them and express their opinion on problems, about 
which they cannot even ask proper questions, not to mention finding authentic, or at least probable, 
answers.

I do not wish to burden the reader with explanations and data, whose understanding would require 
more than basic linguistic knowledge. I will try' to review the gist of these misconceptions and the 
position of comparative and historical linguists so that a non-specialist public would be able to follow 
it as well.

The search for the origin and affinity' of the Hungarian language started centuries ago. There 
were a few conjectures that later proved to be correct, but most of them were hypotheses that tried to 
implant the notion of a relationship with Hebrew, one of the ‘holy’ languages, into the thinking of 
the literate people of the time. The latter w'erc mostly propagated by grammaticians from the 16th 
century, like János Sylvester, István Gclcji Katona, György Komáromi Csipkés. József Hegedűs, a 
researcher of the history o f Hungarian linguistics explained this turn towards Hebrew the following 
way: ‘Contrary' to the generally accepted view that the beginnings of Hungarian comparative 
linguistics were characterized with a comparison of Hungarian with Hebrew (16th— 17th centuries), I 
hold the opinion that this comparison only represents only the basic attitude of the linguistic 
literature of the 16lh—17th century: the isolation of the Hungarian language, its completely difference 
from (Indo)Europcan languages and its special, original character.”  Another trend emerged from the 
17th century, its representatives thought to discover eastern relatives in the languages of the Huns, 
Scythians, Avars and Turkic peoples, and even the Finn-Hungarian affinity was brought up. 
although rather hesitantly.4

The need for the search for relatives was probably triggered in these consecutive generations by 
recognition of the isolation and solitariness of Hungarian. It was a bitter recognition: ‘we are alone in 
the Slavic and Germanic sea’. That is why desperate compatriots looked for the siblings of our mother 
tongue among the languages and idioms of peoples usually thought of as strong, rich or romantic. 
Then, in the 19th—20th century the dam broke: more than fifty such relatives were found, e.g. Chinese, 
Japanese, Sumerian, Dravidian, Etruscan, Turkic and Indian languages, just to mention a few. Since 
the Finno-Ugrian affinity' was not considered illustrious enough, these dreamers though to have found 
relatives on all continents, and tried to silence in an increasingly contumelious tone the specialists

2 M Zsirai: Őstörténeti csodabogarak [Prehistoric oddballs]. In: Ligeti Lajos (ed.): A magyarság őstörténete. Budapest 1943,
19862, 266-289.

3 Hegedűs (1966) 90.
4 Hegedűs (1966) 108, i 10-113.
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criticizing their ‘discoveries’. This ‘noble’ tradition reached its height around the second half of the 
20th century.

Below I will try to review briefly the fallacies of the last fifty years. For those, who would like to 
have more information on the subject, I can recommend Károly Rédei’ book.3 The Hungarians in the 
midst of the Slavic and Germanic sea realized the unrelatedness of their language during the 
emergence of the standard literary Hungarian dialect. Having discovered this, translators of the Bible 
and grammaticians started research, and many reached the conclusion that Hebrew, one of the ‘holy 
languages’ was a relative, or actually the predecessor, of Hungarian. When the representatives of 
nascent historical-comparative linguistics realized that our language has actually a rather populous kin. 
in the north, in the eastern parts of European Russia and western Siberia, the noble Hungarian nation 
objected adamantly against the less illustrious relatives, and tried to find the siblings or ancestors of 
our language in Turkic languages, Sumerian, or many other exotic languages instead. This objection 
started in the 19th century, and reached its apex by the end of the 20th. From time to time, scholars tried 
to the draw attention of these ramblers and the (educated) public to the grave mistakes of these 
theories, and tried to explain the criteria of linguistic affinity. The answer was increasing hostile 
attacks. These people are usually half-educated sciolists, who arc unable to analyze and evaluate the 
collected information. After the fall of the communist regime and the right to freedom of speech was 
established, this was, however, accompanied by irresponsibility and the propagation of the wildest 
unscientific views. (From those regarding the origin of the Hungarians I would like to highlight one 
real gem: tens of thousands of years ago, the inhabitants of the Sirius visited the Earth, taught the 
people of an Oceanian island how to speak: this language was Hungarian, which became the ancestor 
of all the languages through the spread of the population from here.) The only consolation for linguists 
is that the activities of almost all disciplines inspire these sciolists to come up with counter-theories.

Even people untrained in linguistics, but speaking foreign languages already at a moderate level 
quickly recognize that the sound and meaning of many ancient words Germanic (e.g. German and 
English), Slavic (e.g. Russian and Polish) and Romance (e.g. Italian and French) languages are either 
(almost) completely identical or shows at least a high degree of similarity. As a consequence, 
dilettantes without scientific training go for the vocabulary, when they pick out and juxtapose a few 
words from Hungarian and the compared languagc(s), and triumphantly publish their ‘discoveries’. I 
would like to present a few examples for such matches, just to illustrate the richness of the fantasy of 
these people: Hung, fest ‘paint’ ~ Turkic /fry ‘well-known, clear, intelligible’, Hung, tök ‘pumpkin’ ~ 
Sumerian dug ‘pot, jug’,5 6 7 Hung, szer, -szer (-szór, -szőr) ‘times’ ~ Vintu (Californian Native 
American) ser: s.-pcmil ‘six' (lit. 2x3), *ser-X'awi ‘eight’ (lit. 2x4).7 Horribile dictu, one of them 
published the opinion in a journal that there is nothing objectionable about the attempt e.g. to read 
hieroglyphic Ancient Egyptian texts ‘with the help of the Hungarian language’!

Those have gone the furthest, who suggest that all the language of the world originate from 
Hungarian, and we can discover Hungarian linguistic elements in all languages. They also managed to 
‘decipher’ the root of our medieval Latin ethnonym hungarus from Hungarian: it is made up of three 
elements, hun-g-ar, where the first part is identical with hon ‘home, homeland’, g is a variation of the 
plural sign k, while ar is identical with úr ‘lord’, thus hungarus originally meant hon-ok ura ‘lord of 
homes’.8 One person with a degree in law and a recent involvement in politics went so far in a writing 
published on the internet to state that the specialists of Finno-Ugrian Studies are lying. But even he 
realized that the phantasms of these enthusiastic pseudo-linguists form an extremely colourful blend, 
so he thought that ‘their knowledge [...] has to be refined, increased and synchronized’ (my emphasis -
L. H.). This is, however, just as unaccomplishablc as persuading a group of sparrows to chirp the same

5 Rédei (2003).
6 Quoted by Rédei (2003) 64, 93.
7 O. J. Sadovszky: Ob-Ugrian elements in the adverbs, verbal prefixes and postposition of California Wintuan. In: O. Ikola 

(ed.): Congressus Quintus Intemationalis Fenno-Ugristarum Turku 1980. Pars VI. Turku 1981,239.
8 Quoted by Rédei (2003) 107.



melody synchronously. These ‘linguistic whittlers’ have a great propensity to call trained scholars 
specializing in the comparative and historical linguistic study of the Hungarian language the puppets 
of the Jews, Germans and Russians or simply traitors. They often remind everyone that among Finno- 
Ugrian specialists, Pál Hunfalvy’s origin name was Hundorfer, of that József Budenz came to Hungary' 
from Germany, although the ancestors of most of these racists and xenophobes probably did not arrive 
to Hungary with Árpád 1100 years ago through the pass of Verecke, as demonstrated eloquently by 
their family names. One of them, who calls himself a ‘professional truth-seeker’ and tried to publicize 
at least parts of these strange views, characterized another author like this: ‘although he is not a trained 
linguist, his wide knowledge of languages authorizes him to draw the necessary conclusions’. Of 
course, this amounts to saying that any animal breeding Hungarian farmer could expect to be handled 
as a zoologist...

In my opinion, the dilettantes adamantly objecting against the Finno-Ugrian affinity of the 
Hungarian language are uneducated and narrow-minded, with whom it is not worth to engage in a 
debate (any more): (1) recently Károly Rédci presented a contained and most justified review, (2) a 
debate with them would only strengthen their assumption that they have an inkling of the matter, with 
which they only rile themselves, and they also believe that if specialists say their names or put it into 
writing, that means that they are finally being taken seriously, (3) their increasingly vulgar statements 
will sooner or later make the people they are aiming at realize, what kind of habitude they have.

The second group contains mostly archaeologists. Most of them coquette with the ‘results’ of the 
‘whittlers’ of the first group, although they try to present them under the disguise of science. These 
attempts, however, do not raise in any way the quality of their products over those of the previous 
group. One of them, the archaeologist Kornél Bakay, for example, embedded in the interpretation of 
the chronicles and various archaeological explanation, presents the Iranian-speaking Scythians as the 
relatives of the Hungarians, and -  with great bravado -  manages to assign to the word asszony 
‘woman, wife’ both Sumerian and Iranian origin in the very same writing.9 10 * 12 13 Another archaeologist. 
Gyula László, whose name is well-respected in archaeological circles, took notice after an emigrant 
so-called ‘prehistorian" that ‘Hungarian has sounds which are unknown in Finno-Ugrian languages".1 
Well, that is true, but it is also true that the other Finno-Ugrian languages have a number of sounds 
which are unknown in Hungarian and other related languages as well, but this has nothing to do with 
the evaluation of linguistic affinity (compare e.g. the differences between the set of sounds of German. 
English, Polish, Russian, Italian, and French, which are still related to each other...). A third 
archaeologist, Gábor Vékony even purports to know that ‘the conquering Hungarians spoke a 
Common Turkic [sic! -  L. H ] language [...] the language of the conquering Hungarians is related to 
the language of the Bashjirf," although in the same work he establishes that the Hungarian language 
can only be related to the languages known as Finno-Ugrian and Samoyedic.'2 Does this mean that all 
the other Finno-Ugrian and the Samoyedic languages should be considered Turkic?! It is astonishing 
that the same author -  who is, I emphasize, is an archaeologist! -  knows about military campaigns, the 
institutions of army and seigniory/patronage, and taxation based on significant surplus production in 
the Finno-Ugrian period, and significant horticulture and fruit-farming in the Ugrian period. A 
colleague, who specializes in the study of contemporary Hungarian usage, surprised the readers with 
comparative linguistic discoveries, e.g. that it would be justified to reconsider the Finno-Ugrian 
affinity of Hungarian, invoking Hungarian-Turkic linguistic parallels and hundreds of alleged 
Hungarian-Japanese word matches, and characterized the Hungarian language as ‘multi-rooted’, 
following statements of the amateur linguists of the first group.'3 This author seems to be prepared in

9 Rédei (2003) 105.
10 Gy. László: Őstörténetünk [Prehistory of the Hungarians'!. Budapest 1981, 52.
" Vékony (2002) 185.
12 Vékony (2002) 49.
13 G. Balázs: The Story of Hungarian. A Cuiide to the Language. Budapest 1997, 81-92 and numerous publications on the 

internet.
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the field of comparative linguistics and Uralic Studies to such an extent that László Fejes, a specialist 
of Finno-Ugrian Studies, was forced to write the following about his knowledge: ‘Of course, it is not a 
significant fact that a ‘linguist known from TV’ edits a volume on school-leaving examination 
questions at a reputed publisher, where Mordvin and Cheremis are listed as Pcrmic languages’,14 15 
which, as every person with high school education knows, form the Finno-Volgaic group of Finno- 
Ugrian languages.16

For me it is even more surprising that the director of a teachers’ training college, Lóránt Bencze, 
accompanied by an IT specialist (!), published the following statement in one of the publications of 
one of our universities (!): ‘Those who support Sumerian or Turkic affinity should not be stigmatized 
as »intellectual underworld«, especially by a member of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, keeping 
in mind the great number of nonsense that had appeared in the publications of the Academy, under the 
aegis of the Academy in the second half of the 20th century, like Marrism, the apotheosis of Stailn’s 
linguistic works, the characterization of Saussure as ‘’devolution’ and Gombocz as ‘demoralizing’, 
just to mention a few linguistic example, but a large pile of dung accumulated in historiography and 
other disciplines as well. [...] We should not be surprised if the fact of Finno-Ugrian affinity is 
associated for many with foreign oppression and the nonsense it forced on us.’16 It is strange that the 
authors (at least one of whom could have a clue about linguistics, even if he does not know much 
about historical-comparative linguistics....) blame the Academy for the activities of a political party 
made up partly by criminals, and do not want to realize that they are promoting a pile of dung and 
nonsense they appear to fight against.

Researchers with a background in linguistics of this group belong to the at best half-educated 
people -  at least from a scientific point of view, q. e. d.

Finally, I would like to review those attempts, whose proponents are well-known for their work in 
the field of Uralic (Finno-Ugrian) Studies and phonetics. Their views are far from being concurrent 
(not all the elements briefly reviewed here are supported by all of them!), they still assiduously quote 
each other’s works, call their activities ‘revolution’ or ‘breakthrough’, themselves ‘reformers' or 
‘young rebels’ (I have to note that this latter label is rather grotesque, since the youngest among them 
is in his fifties, the oldest in his seventies), and call the representatives of historical-comparative Uralic 
(Finno-Ugrian) linguistics ‘traditionalists'.

One of their boldest thesis is that in ancient times, almost all northern Europe from the Urals to the 
British Isles was populated by Finno-Ugrian speaking peoples. They deny the existence of a Uralic or 
Finno-Ugrian proto-language and the affinity of the languages included in the family tree model set up 
by E. N. Setälä,17 18 or their separation from the proto-language according to that scheme. Before I 
proceed, I would like to give a brief definition of a proto-language. A proto-language is a hypothetic 
linguistic system, from which related languages originated. Thus, modern Indo-Germanic (or Indo- 
European) languages are derived from the Indo-Germanic (or Indo-European) proto-language, Uralic 
languages from the Uralic proto-language, and Finno-Ugrian languages from the Finno-Ugrian proto
language (I would like to note that both the Finno-Ugrian and the Samoyedic proto-languages are 
derived from the Uralic proto-language). The proto-language of Romance languages was (Vulgar) 
Latin. According to the reformers, modern Finno-Ugrian languages do not originate from the proto
language, but were formed from a so-called lingua franca}* They do specify, however, what they

14 L. Fejes: Még egyszer finnugor rokonságtudatunkról [Once again on our Finno-Ugrian identify]. Finnugor Világ 8/4 
(2003) 26, note 1.

15 For the exam question see G. Balázs (ed.): Érettségi témakörök, tételek [School-leaving examination topics and questions], 
Budapest 2000,215.

16 L. Bencze-K. Csébfalvi: Genetika-számítástechnika-tudásszociológia. Az ugor-török háborít új szakasza avagy vége 
[Genetics-information technology-sociology of knowledge. A new phase, or the end, of the Ugrian-Turkic war]? hi: 
Büky László-Forgács Tamás (eds): A nyelvtörténeti kutatások újabb eredményei III. Magyar és finnugor jelentéstörténet. 
Szeged 2003, 11.

11 Setälä ( 1926) 53-54.
18 E.g. J. Pusztay: Diskussionsbeiträge zur Grundsprachenforschung (Beispiel: das Protouralische). Veröffentlichungen der
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mean with this term, only rather obscurely that ‘the lingua franca of Uralic languages (in the widely- 
used modern sense of the term -  lingua franca, creolisation and pidgin[iz]ation together',19 but what 
this exactly means, remains unexplained. I know two main meanings of the term lingua frcmca, but 
neither of them fits their theory:

(a) a contact language of created out of a mixture of the mutually unintelligible languages of 
communities with frequent contacts to each other, with very' few syntactic rules, usually following the 
mles of the mother tongue of the speaker,

(b) an existing and frilly functional language used by communities not speaking each other's 
language (like Hungarian for the peoples of the historical Hungary, German for most of Europe, 
Russian among the peoples of the former Soviet Union, or most recently English in our globalized 
world).

Should these ‘reformers’ choose the first option, then that would be a pidgin that may become 
crcolized, that is become the mother tongue of a community, but it is highly unlikely that the ancestors 
of modern Finno-Ugrian speaking peoples inhabiting almost the whole of Europe created a common 
pidgin despite the geographical distance, and would have formed an uniform morphological structure 
through creolization. This cannot be reconciled with the great grammatical difference between the 
Finno-Ugrian languages and those of the other large Eurasian language family, Indo-European (since 
creolization creates very similar linguistic structures), although one of these reformers suggested that 
both were linguae francae originally. He also purports to know that the northern was the language of 
hunters, while the southern that of farmers, the northern becoming Finno-Ugrian, the southern Indo- 
European, and the first being the ‘common people’, the latter the ‘ruling upper class’. A variation of 
this theory, lacking all signs of restraint from a linguistic point of view, suggests that the proto- 
language was a linguistic area, (Sprachbund), forgetting that a linguistic area is not a language or a 
means of communication, but a system of grammatical phenomena formed in the languages of certain 
regions through interaction. (From such a statement it would follow, for example, that the Balkan 
linguistic area made up by Bulgarian, Macedonian, Greek, Albanian and Romanian could become in 
the future the source of a ‘Balkan language family or proto-language’.) Even the concept of linguistic 
area seems to be arbitrary to a certain extent, as demonstrated by the w'ords of Uriel Weinreich, an 
often quoted specialist of linguistic contacts: ‘Yet although the phenomenon id familiar, the term 
»Sprachbund« is admittedly unsatisfactory. Its fundamental fault is that it implies a unit, as if a 
language either were or were not a member of a given Sprachbund. But of course a grouping of this 
sort has no specific a priori criteria: a group of geographically continuous languages may be classified 
as a Sprachbund ad hoc, with respect to any structural isogloss.’20 Should the reforms accept the 
second definition, then we can talk only about language shift, like in the case of the Bulghar-Turkic 
speaking Danube Bulghars, who shifted to the Slavic language now known as Bulgarian. The 
reformers try' to make their linguistically untenable theories more plausible by suggesting that 
thousands of years ago the laws of linguistics w7erc different than today, although the speakers of the 
proto-languages were the representatives of the same Homo sapiens species as the people of modern 
times, and the specialists of historical-comparative linguistics, including palaeolinguistics, agree that 
the languages of the human race behaved and changed according to the laws observable today.

One of the favourite method of these reformers is to ascribe assumptions and statements to authors 
they quote, which have never been put forward by those people.

Societas Uralo-Altaica 43. Wiesbaden 1995, 118, 121, 125; idem'. Ajatus uralilaisten kansojen ketjumaisesta alkukodista. 
In: K. Julku-M. Äärelä (eds): Mmerensuomi-eurooppalainen maa. Oulu 1997, 9; idem (2000) 550; K. Wiik: Pöhja- 
Euroopa rahvasteja keelte päritolu küsimusi. Keel ja Kiijandus 40 (1996) 582-583; idem: Suomalaistyyppistä ääntämistä 
germaanisissa kielissii. In: K. Julku-M. Äärelä (eds): Itamerensuomi-eurooppalainen maa. Oulu 1997, 75; idem: How Far 
to the South in Eastern Europe Did the Finno-Ugrians Live? Fennoscandia Archaelogica 14 (1997) 23; Ktinnap (2000) 
142.

19 Kiimiap (2000) 142.
20 U. Weinreich: On the compatibility of genetic relationships and convergent development. Word 14 (1958) 378-379. (my 

emphasis-L. H.)
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One such statement of the ‘traditionalists’ is connected to the proto-language. The point of the lie is 
that the ‘traditionalists’ assume the existence of a proto-language reflecting a uniform state and try to 
reconstruct it completely: they try to extrapolate the frill structure of the proto-language without 
linguistic remains, from modern languages. Ironically, there has been no member of the generations 
working on the languages and their history of our language family, who would have set such a naive 
goal (I myself tried to make this point clearly at the beginning of my career21)... If we gave up the 
reconstruction of those elements and characteristics of the proto-language, which is enabled by 
modern languages, then we also had to give up the investigation of those processes of linguistic 
history, which formed the features of modern related languages. To return to the already mentioned 
example of Latin and the Romance languages, I would like to note that every linguist specializing in 
historical-comparative linguistics known that reconstruction can -  to use a metaphor -  delineate only 
the skeleton of a proto-language: the Latin proto-language reconstructed on the basis of Romance 
languages is not identical with the preserved versions of either classical or Vulgar Latin, but shows 
many of their characteristics.

Another trick of the ‘reformers’ is to use ‘information’ from works unconnected to Uralic Studies, 
which do not contain those, or ignore those statements of these works, which do not conform to their 
views. Among the reformers Künnap and Wiik repeatedly quote a work, which examines from many 
aspects contact induced linguistic change.22 They state -  referring to this book -  that all languages are 
created through a mixture of languages, although the authors of their ‘Bible’ established on the basis 
of authentic information that most languages arc not mixed: ‘Our major conclusions are these: there 
are indeed mixed languages, and they include pidgins and creoles but are not confined to them; mixed 
languages do not fit within the genetic model and therefore cannot be classified genetically at all; but 
most languages arc not mixed, and the traditional family tree model of diversification and genetic 
relationship remains the main reference point of comparative-historical linguistics owing to the fact 
that it is usually possible (except in relatively rare borderline cases) to distinguish mixed languages, 
whose origins are nongenetic, from languages whose development has followed the much more 
common genetic line.’2. Since Thomason and Kaufman used abundant literature, their statements seem 
to be more trustworthy than the ad hoc ideas of the reformers. I would only like to mention it as a 
curiosity that one of those who frequently cite this book heard about it from me, and previously I did 
not see it in none of their publications. This remark is only meant to demonstrate that the knowledge 
of the reformers of the literature is rather arbitrary'. Most recently Pusztay thought to find a verification 
of his own ‘lingua franca' theories in a book by Dixon,24 although the book contains statements which 
contradict his views: ‘In the normal course of linguistic evolution, each language has a single parent. 
That is, when two groups of people -  each speaking a distinct language -  merge to form one 
community, with a single language, this will be a genetic descendant of just one of the original 
languages, not both of them equally (it is, however, likely to have a sizable substratum or superstratum 
from the second language)’,24 or ‘Sometimes the family tree model is applicable, and a genetic 
relationship can be proved in the same way as it has been for IE, c.g. Uralic, Semitic, Algonquian.’26 
The methods of the reformers differ radically from those of the first two groups: they do not publish 
primitive, ad hoc explanations of words, but try to interpret phonetic, morphological and syntactic 
phenomena historically as if they were evidence for a lingua franca, as if the material and structural 
matches between related modern languages were the results of unexaminable linguistic contacts, 
borrowings, substrata, and this way they can appear in front of the representatives of the other two 71

71 L. Honti: On the question of the proto language reconstruction. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 77 (1975) 125-136; idem: 
Az alapnyelvi rekonstrukciók kérdéséről. In: L. Benkő-É. K. Sál (eds): Az etimológia elmélete és módszertana [The 
theory and methodology of etymology]. Nyelvtudományi Értekezések 89. Budapest 1976, 131-137.

22 Thomasoti-Kaufinan (1991).
23 Thomason-Kaufman (1991) 3 (emphasis in original).
24 Pusztay (2000) 553-554.
25 Dixon (1991) 1 1.
26 Dixon (1997) 28, see also 31,40-41, 98.
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groups as scientific. They usually present their ideas ridden already to death based on a large 
bibliography, but they consistently ascribe statements to their sources which those do not contain (e.g. 
that all languages are created through the mixture of other languages). Often the data quoted from 
members of the Uralic family are imperfect of faulty -  in fact distorted. They want to interpret all 
linguistic change exclusively as a consequence of language contact, and not as a natural process 
inherent in the existence and constant modifications of language. With what demonstrable language 
contact would this approach explain the transformation of Hungarian between the language of the 
Halotti Beszéd and contemporary Hungarian? It is not by chance that a young colleague, who studied 
Uralic linguistics in the Netherlands, Estonia and Finland labelled the ‘oeuvre’ of the reformers 
‘voodoo science’ (De Smit).27 28

These reformers reckon with the appearance of the ancestors of the Baltic-Finns in the Baltic and 
Finland around ten thousand years ago, which reminds us of the Daco-Romanian myth, which is used 
to justify their sovereignty over the areas that presently belong to them through their alleged 
temporary primacy.

Some of these scholars like to invoke the most recent work on human genetics, mainly by the 
Italian scientist Fuigi Cavalli-Sforza and his co-workers. These geneticists connect the results of the 
investigations with language families and proto-languages2s -  in contrast to the statements and opinion 
of the reformers who deny the existence of proto-languages and the origin of related languages from a 
common ancestor. The methodology of these geneticists and their apparently inaccurate knowledge on 
the ethnic groups and the degree of the relatedness of the languages they mention raises doubts in the 
reader knowing Finno-Ugrian peoples and languages to some extent, since e.g they locate the 
Cheremis in the northern part of the middle Ural Mountains,29 30 31 32 33 although they live along the Volga, and 
think that the closest linguistic relatives of the Hungarians arc the Finns, ’0 although they are the west 
Siberian Voguls and Ostyaks.

Reijo Norio Finnish geneticist also commented on the American research results and conclusions. 
In his opinion, these investigations are not really suitable to demonstrate the relatedness of certain 
European peoples. ’1 I have also repeatedly discussed the fallacious views of these reformers. For 
those, who wish to know more about these issues I would like to recommend my debate article/2

I have to mention in connection with Cavalli-Sforza's assumptions that similarly presumptuous and 
ambitious idea invoking genetics have already been put forward in Hungary as well, although it 
belongs to the products of the second group of researchers. According to this view, ‘through the 
history of the Ugrians, the history of the Hungarians reaches back to 40 thousand years’.3’ The author 
of this view uses the term Ugrian not in the sense entrenched in linguistics, but as denoted an arctic 
group of hunters of the Uralic population, made up by the actual Ugrians (Hungarians, Voguls and

27 M. De Smit: Uralic Linguistics vs. Voodoo Science or The “New Paradigm” on the Uralic Urheimat. Size Does Matter! 
Internet: www.geocities.com/isolintu/voodoo. html; M. De Smit: Uralics vs. Voodoo. A bibliography, hitemet: 
www.geocities.com/ Athens/Avropolis/3093/voodoobibl.htm.

28 E.g. L. Cavalli-Sforza'. Geni, popolazioni e lingue. hi: G. Longobardi (ed.): Le lingue del mondo. Le Scienze quademi 
dalPedizione italiana di Scientific American 108 (1999) 51, 52; see also Cavalli-Sforza et al. (2000) 192, 290, 291, 713!, 
714.

29 Cavalli-Sforza et al. (2000) 428.
30 C. R. Guglielmo-A. Piazza-P. Menozzi-L. L. Cavalli-Sforza: Uralic Genes in Europe. American Journal of Physical 

Anthropology 83 (1999) 65.
31 R. Norio: Was kann die Genforschung über die Finnen aussagen? Jahrbuch für finnisch-deutsche Literaturbeziehungen. 

Mitteilungen aus der Deutschen Bibliothek 30 (1998) 26-27; idem: Suomi-neidon geenit -  tautiperinnön takana 
juurillemme johtamassa. Otava 2000, 137.

32 L. Honti: “Was ihr wollt!” Science fiction und Sprachwissenschaft in den uralistischen Forschungen. In: E. Helimski-A. 
Widmer (lirsg.): Wttsa wfisa -  Sei gegrüßt! Beiträge zur Finnougristik zu Ehren von Gert Sauer dargebracht zu seinem 
siebzigsten Geburtstag. Veröffentlichungen der Societas Uralo-Altaica Bd 57. Wiesbaden 2002, 117-153.

33 J. M. Szabó: A magyar őstörténelem egy biológus szemével [The prehistory of the Hungarians through a biologist’s eyes]. 
In: I. Farkas: A magyar őstörténetkutatás új távlatai [New perspectives of the research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians]? História 25 (2002) 46.
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Ostyaks), the Poles, Ukrainians and Croatians, and the Native Americans of the Penutian language 
family in the western United States. The exact statement of this science-fiction-like linguistic theory is 
the following: ‘The theory of the American Ugrians is supported by linguistic research as well. In the 
system of Native American languages, Penutian languages were compared to Ugrian languages. 
American scholars hypothesize that part of the Ob-Ugrians moved to America and scattered there 
(Penutian Native Americans have lived in California for three thousand years)/ Well, no trained 
linguist knowing and respecting linguistic facts have ever stated that, and no specialist of historical- 
comparative linguistics support this view, furthermore they do not try to come up with theories in 
cosmology, palaeobotany. microbiology or endocrinology -  at least as far as I know.

Beside the works of Finno-Ugrian ‘rebels’, 1 have recently encountered an article by a gentleman 
from Rome, Paolo Agostini, in a publication of an Italian University on Hungarian Studies (I only 
believed as a consequence of this fact that he as a linguist), in which he reached the surprising 
conclusion, based on the Uralisches Etymologisches Wörterbuch(!), the result of two decades’ of 
research at the Institute of Linguistics of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, that the Uralic or 
Finno-Ugrian proto-language was in fact a Turkic-based pidgin, created under the influence of mainly 
Latin, to a smaller extent Greek, in the 2nd-3rd centuries AD (!!!) north of the Black Sea. In his 
opinion, ca. hundred words were taken up into this pidgin, many of those as well, whose ancestors -  as 
undoubtedly demonstrated by scientific research -  were inherited from the Uralic or Finno-Ugrian 
proto-language, e.g. Hung, hal ‘fish’ — Finnish kata, Hung, fiú ‘boy’ — Finnish poika, Hung, néz ‘look' 
— Finnish neike, Hung, lesz ‘will be’ — Finnish lie-, Hung, van, volt ‘is, was’ — Finnish ole-:'4 This 
outmatches even the above-mentioned reformers, and deserves no further commentary.

To my greatest surprise, Mario Alinei Italian linguist considers Etruscan an archaic form of 
Hungarian, although only due to his deficient knowledge of the history of the Hungarian language/’5

The members of all three groups arc characterized by graphomania, they reinterpret the sources 
they refer to according to their own taste, and distort linguistic, historical and other facts. (E.g. persons 
untrained in Finno-Ugrian linguistics, but making statements about it anyway, hardly ever manage to 
spell the Finnish word keisi ‘hand' properly, it usually appears as kesi; a pseudo-etymologist tried to 
put it across that authors of the Magyar Nyelv Történeti-Etimológiai Szótár (TESz) [Historical- 
Etymological Dictionary of Hungarian] tried to hide the Turkic elements of the Hungarian vocabulary, 
so they left out the word kor ‘age’ from the dictionary.’') Trained linguists rarely point out the 
impossibility of the statements of the representatives of the first two groups (who usually have a 
serious problem with spelling as well), if they do, then only to prevent unsuspecting readers from 
falling into primitive traps. But the only wish of the proponents of these theories is that scientific 
circles, and especially the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, take notice of their views. Usually only 
the representatives of the third, rarely the second, group receive reactions and harsh critique at 
scientific fora, of course without any result, since they usually do not respond to the criticisms, as they 
arc maniacs of their unscientific explanations and assumptions. If they do react, they resort to 
calumniations and an aggressive, patronizing tone.

The researchers of the second and third groups pose a problem for the profession from a personal 
point of view. These people might be acknowledged experts in their own disciplines, so they are rarely 
warned publicly: every man to his job! Colleagues with a more realistic approach are often lenient 
towards their colleagues, who might even have contributed significantly to other fields of linguistics, 
since they often have a good personal relationship with them, they might even be good friends, and 
their criticisms reflect what is apparent from private conversations: ‘true, he is talking nonsense, but 
he is a good person’; this reaction is most characteristic for older ‘traditionalist’ colleagues. Our 34 35 36

34 P. Agostini: Per ima nuova teória sulla genesi delle lingue uraliche ed ugrofinniche. Rivista di Stndi Ungheresi 3, 39-50, 
esp. 46-50.

35 M. Alinei: Etrusco: Una forma arcaica di ungherese. Bologna 2003.
36 But see L. Benkő (ed.): A magyar nyelv történeti-etimológiai szótára II [Historical-Etymological Dictionary of 

Hungarian]. Budapest 1970, 567.



‘rebel’ colleagues received smashing criticism in Hungarian and international scientific fora, and 
‘traditionalists’ tried repeatedly to educate them about the basic concepts of historical-comparative 
linguistics and draw their attention to the most fundamental publications in debate articles -  in vain... 
It is true for them as well: they only write and not read, if they do. they interpret the source according 
to their own taste.

The relationship between these groups is also not uninteresting. The representatives of the third 
group form the elite, while those of the first group are the intellectual proletariat of these ‘alternative 
thinkers’; there is absolutely no communication between them. The members of the second group pay 
attention in both directions, and their sympathy towards the completely untrained inventors of 
linguistic oddities is apparent from their adoption of their ideas, sometimes even without references. 
Oddballs trained in historical-comparative linguistics often justly criticize the hocus-pocus of these 
amateurs ignorant of the most basic concepts, e.g. ‘Such cases belong not to the competence of 
linguistics, but the sociology of science, or even more clinical psychiatry. These authors seem to 
mistake freedom for the inobservance of the fundamental rules of linguistics, and the freedom of 
opinion for scientific statements based on authentic research.” 7

I did not list all the representatives of the second and third groups either, since it is almost 
impossible review all those who try to publish something new and extraordinary. These oddballs 
apparently try to compensate for something with their aggressively presented wild theories, perhaps 
the lack of success in their real professions.

After the fall of the Soviet empire, freedom of speech brought along the non-observance of certain 
rules, irresponsibility and sensationalism. The voice of self-praising dilettantes in linguistics became 
louder in the countries of all three Finno-Ugrian peoples. There is a reason for this. All three peoples 
suffered from communism, the Estonians and Hungarians from direct Russian occupation, the Finns 
from the embarrassing Russian tutelage. After getting rid of these, some tried to propagate the 
superiority of their nation as compensation. This was described rather aptly by a Finn scholar the 
following way: ‘A good example of how history' can be (re)interpreted is the shift in speculations of 
where Finns originate from. During the period When the Soviet Union was still very strong and 
Finnish foreign policy was adjusted to these realities, the story of how Finns came to Finland -  told 
e.g. in the schools -  was that the Finns and other Finno-Ugric peoples came from the East and 
travelled through Russia and settled down in Finland, Estonia and Hungary. Part of the ‘family’ stayed 
behind in Russia. Today, as Finland has joined the EU and the Soviet Union no longer exists, history 
tells us a different story. Finns did not only come from the East but also from the West and are 
definitely part of the western culture. ” s In our case, one of the reasons for this romantic search for 
relatives was the unprecedented humiliation of the Hungarian nation in Trianon, and some try to find 
consolation in looking for more illustrious relatives.

Those objecting against the Finno-Ugrian origin of the Hungarian language usually try to do refute 
it by referring to the pre-conquest history' of the Hungarians; e.g. dilettantes of ‘Turkic persuasion' 
focus their investigations on the linguistically undoubted fact that the early Hungarians had intensive 
contacts with Turkic-speaking peoples. It is, however, clear for sober-minded people that the Turkic. 
German, Slavic, etc. populations culturally and linguistically assimilated in ancient or more recent 
times into the Hungarians do not make it necessary' for us to consider the history, identity, etc of these 
ethnic groups as our own, just like the French speaking a Romance language do not feel related to 
Celtic- or Germanic-speaking peoples, it is the origin of their own language, which shapes their 
identity.

The above are interesting not because of the content of the writings of these sometimes trained, 
sometimes untrained, even ignorant, ‘linguists’, but rather as a social phenomenon. It would perhaps 37 38

37 Pusztay: Nyelvünk rokonítási kísérletei [Attempts at finding our linguistic relatives]. In: L. Sipos (ed.): Pannon 
Enciklopédia. Magyar nyelv és irodalom. Budapest 2000,41-42.

38 Quoted by A. Künnap: A Pragm-Areal Linguistic Challenge to Uralistics. Pragmatics, Ideology, and Contacts. Fenno- 
Ugristica 20 (1996) 64.
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be worth to devote more time and energy to the more thorough study of the phenomenon from this 
point of view. It should also be reconsidered whether specialists should not publish more often popular 
syntheses about the main elements of Uralic/Finno-Ugrian affinity and historical-comparative 
linguistics, so that the public would receive more than the tsunami of this opium.

The above can be regarded as a reaction to Enikő Szij's paper. Now I would like to review briefly 
how I see the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians from a linguistic point of view. A language 
can only make an authentic statement about the language itself, if someone understands what it has to 
say. Of course, indirectly it testifies about the past of the people speaking it as well, which however 
does not mean, that the ancestors of all contemporary Hungarian-speaking individuals belonged to this 
ethnic group or linguistic community. According to my knowledge, specialists of Finno-Ugrian 
Studies have always been aware of this, and never engaged into speculations about course and date of 
historical processes, or the ethnic identification of archaeological cultures. On the other hand, they 
have continuously attempted to elucidate the various changes of these languages and linguistic groups, 
the extent of relatedncss of these languages, and the various contacts between these languages and 
languages of other language families, and their consequences. I have no knowledge of a scientific 
discovery that would require the revision of the knowledge acquired during the past 150 years, serving 
as the basis for the description of the prehistory of the Hungarian language. The furthest point of this 
perhaps 6000-year-long history is the linguistic state of the Uralic period, followed by Finno-Ugrian 
and Ugrian proto-language in the sequence of events leading to Hungarian. The separation of the 
Hungarian languages and its ancestors is still best illustrated by Sctälä's model of descent.39 These 
various linguistic states can be reconstructed only imperfectly based on the testimony of related 
languages. The generations of researchers managed to reconstruct the sound system of these proto
languages with some confidence, we know the elements of conjugation and declination, and some of 
the formative suffixes. Our knowledge on syntax is based not only the testimony of modern languages, 
it is confirmed by the regularities discovered by typological research, and the shared vocabulary of 
Uralic languages enables us to have a glimpse into the social and cultural life of past periods. The 
linguistic states of the proto-language, imperfectly reconstmctcd through the methods of historical- 
comparative linguistics, are necessarily not identical with the languages once spoken, and the 
specialists of Finno-Ugrian studies never hoped to fiilly reconstruct them, just like they never thought 
that the means of the vocal communication of the distant ancestors was some kind of a uniform 
language. It is still a problem that we have not managed to point out marked differences between the 
various states of the proto-language, primarily in the case of the Uralic and Finno-Ugrian proto- 
languages. The thorough, detailed stud}1 of certain segments of the history' of certain modern 
languages, and the conclusion drawn, will hopefxilly refine the so-far sometimes rather rough contours. 
In this respect, the more detailed investigation of the prehistory of the Hungarian language and of the 
events of the past 3000 years40 could contribute to the better understanding of the linguistic states of 
the more distant past and the changes between its periods.

The picture drawn with the help of modern languages can be further refined by the interpretation of 
the observable phonetic and morphological changes and by the use of the results of typological 
studies. These studies can be complimented by the investigation of the contacts between Uralic and 
other languages. Contacts with Bulghar-Turkic languages shed light on the earliest history of the 
already separate Hungarian language, and post-Conquest period linguistic remains inform us already 
about the processes that shaped the contemporary state of Hungarian.

As a conclusion I would like to establish that as far as we can trace back the past of our mother 
tongue based on the joint testimony of the members of the language family, i.e. to the Uralic period, it 
is certain that the three pro-languages in question, Proto-Uralic, Proto-Finno-Ugrian and Proto-Ugrian, 
were fiilly functional, normal languages, and linguae francae or pidgins.

39 Setälä (1926) 53-54.
40 See L. Beukő (ed. in chief): A magyar nyelv történeti nyelvtana I [Historical grammar of the Hungarian language], 

Budapest 1991.
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With regard to ancient contacts with other languages, we should leave unmentioned the possible 
related ness of our language family and other Eurasian languages and languages families (Yukaghir. 
Altaic, Indo-Germanic). Based on certain shared lexical and grammatical elements a few specialists of 
Finno-Ugrian, Altaic and Indo-Germanic Studies suggest that there might be very ancient genetic 
relationship between these families. The other camp, however, firmly denies the possibility of such a 
relationship. Some caution is most certainty justified, since already the Uralic is dated to the most 
distant and rather murky past, and we can only guess about the Pre-Uralic period. Thus, the Uralic- 
Altaic affinity can hardly be considered a fact, especially since specialists of Altaic linguistics do not 
agree on whether the groups of languages of this family can be traced back to a common ancestor. It is 
also clear that linguistic affinity has its own criteria, and if two languages or language families do not 
fulfil these, all we can do is establish this fact, formulated shortly the following way: these languages 
or language families are unrelated. Of course, this may also raise the question whether the languages 
of humankind are monogenetic, i.e. can be traced back to one common ancestral human proto
language, or not. Both views have proponents and opponents, but this bears hardly any significance 
with regard to the prehistory of our mother tongue.

Specialists of Uralic Studies have always paid attention the results of other linguistic fields 
(Turkology, Germanistics, Slavic Studies, general linguistics) and tried to benefit from these. In this 
respect, in Hungary especially the work of Péter Hajdú and György Fakó deserve to be highlighted, 
who were also very active in education. Since Hungarian is a member of a larger linguistic 
community, foreign scholars also participate in the research on its (pre)history. Since Uralic Studies 
has three ‘large’ languages, Hungarian, Finnish and Estonian arc all used, and the understanding of 
Hungarian publications poses no problems. A significant portion of the studies, however, are 
published in German and English to enable the non-specialists to have access to information. In view 
of the huge specialist literature, one may ask: Ts there anything left to study?’ There is obviously still 
a lot of work to do, there are unfinished issues, and newer and newer recognition and the examination 
of hypotheses may lead to the refinement of our knowledge. It is a characteristic of science that it is 
always ready for self-correction, which is apparent in the history of Uralic Studies as well. This only 
makes a discipline stand more firmly on the ground.

According to my knowledge, politics never interfered with this discipline, during the Soviet 
occupation even Marrism had nothing to say about the relatcdness of Uralic languages. The statements 
of dilettantes, that the Vienna court forced on us the theory of Finno-Ugrian affinity using German and 
Jewish scholars, later maintained by the Kremlin, are just as far away from the truth as their 
phantasms.
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COMMENT ON ENIKŐ SZÍTS STUDY

Károly Rédci

The originally advertised title of Enikő Szíj’s paper was ‘On the state of Finno-Ugrian linguistic 
research’. Instead, the lengthy paper we received was titled ‘Research on the Prehistory of the 
Hungarians and Finno-Ugrian Studies’ (see the edited version in this volume). What was the cause of 
the change of the topic? We would have been glad to hear a review of Finno-Ugrian linguistic 
research. The change of the topic, however, is understandable for two reasons:

1) Enikő Szij’s special field is not really Finno-Ugrian linguistics, not to mention prehistory, but 
the history of Finnish and Finno-Ugrian cultural history.

2) This modified talk may be a better fit for a workshop titled ‘The state of research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians’, although it also touches upon physical anthropology, genetics, etc.

Enikő Szij’s paper is a remarkably thorough and detailed review of the history of research, with a 
detailed, meticulously collected bibliography. Although she hardly takes a position in scientific 
questions, nor docs she provide any specific linguistic concept on prehistory, she might not have 
considered that a task at all. In many places, she handles the representatives of romantic linguistic 
dilettantism (rather: pseudo-science, scientific underworld) as equal debate partners, although we have 
bad memories of such gestures: at the 3ld International Conference of Hungarian Linguistics (23-27 
August 1997), one way or another, Árpád Orbán, a supporter of the theory of Sumerian-Hungarian 
affinity, infamous for his references to a Soviet scholar named Ocherki, managed to make a comment. 
In a short time, a dilettante Hungarian publication in France reported that there had been a 
breakthrough: the Hungarian Academy of Sciences finally accepted -  at least as a debatable concept -  
the theory of Sumerian-Hungarian affinity. I would also like to note that Ferenc Badiny Jós, the 
amateur Sumcrologist also repeatedly referred to the phantom scholar Ocherki.1 From the point of 
view of the politics of science, it was not a clever choice by Enikő Szíj to close the paper with the 
words of Zoltán Somogyi, a crucial figure of the anti-Finno-Ugrian camp. We have to be careful, 
where and how we quote our compatriots, who have escaped into the world of dreams, and we should 
not participate in scientific debates with those, who carry out linguistic and prehistoric research 
without any scientific methodology. A publication of the Academy might not be the best place for the 
rebuttal of such pscudo-scicntific views. My suggestion for the author is to minimize the energy spent 
on the research of dilettante theories, and publish their rejection -  we cannot talk about falsification, 
since they do not try to prove anything -  in another, more popular organ.

In her paper, Enikő Szíj repeatedly mentions the problem of the narrow and extended homeland 
based on the relevant literature, but never offers a solution to the questions raised.

Even if only briefly, this is the issue I would like to turn to in this comment. I would like to touch 
upon chronology only briefly, for the sake of clarity:

1) Pre-Uralic period (a long phase before 4000 BC);
2) Uralic period (until 4000 BC);
3) Finno-Ugrian period (until 3000 BC);
4) Ugrian period (3000 BC-1500/1000 BC);
5) the period of the Uralic homeland of the Hungarians (1500/1000 BC-the beginning of the 

Christian era);
6) the period of migrations (first centuries AD-AD 9th century).
The traditional or classical theory of the location of the homeland is based on linguistic 

palaeontology. The study of the Uralic/Finno-Ugrian flora and fauna by Koppen’s method suggests

' Rédey (2003) 97.
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that the Uralic homeland in the 6th-4 th millennia BC was in western Siberia, between the area of the 
Middle and Lower Ob and the Ural Mountains. The separation of the Finno-Ugrians and Samoyeds 
took probably place in the 4th millennium BC. The Samoyeds stayed in western Siberia for a long time 
afterwards, and then broke up into a northern and southern branch, while the Finno-Ugrians moved to 
the European side of the Urals. The Finno-Ugrian homeland must be sought somewhere in the forested 
area between the Volga bend and the Urals, along the rivers Kama and Byelaya. We have no objection 
against the relative chronology, the small (narrow) localization of the homeland, however, has a 
weakness: it cannot explain the early contacts with the Indo-Aryans. These contacts can only be 
localized somewhere in the north Pontic area (and slightly to the east). A more westerly location of the 
larger homeland is supported by the distribution of Indo-Aryan elements in Finno-Ugrian languages: 
these are more frequent in Cheremis, Mordvin and the Permié languages, while their number is much 
smaller in Finn, Saami and the Ugrian languages. According to the archaeologist István Fodor, the 
Uralic/Finno-Ugrian-Aryan contacts could have taken place in western Siberia as well. This cannot be 
excluded, but then it is difficult to explain how the ancestors of the Finns can be found in southern 
Finland already around 2000 BC. This is the theory of the small (narrow) homeland in a nutshell. This 
view is supported -  obviously under the influence of Péter Flajdú -  by most Flungarian specialists of 
Finno-Ugrian Studies.2 3

According to another concept (Aillio, E. Itkonen, Joki, Setälä, Toivonen, Wiklund, P. Aristc, H. 
Moora, Mcinander), the Uralic homeland occupied a much larger territory. E. Itkonen emphasized2 
that the Finno-Ugrians and the Indo-Europeans could have come into contact only in Europe, and by 
no means in Siberia. E. Itkonen adjusted his theory to the views of the archaeologist Halikov. 
According to this view, the Uralic homeland stretched from the Volga to the Urals, perhaps even to the 
Siberian side of the mountains. The Finno-Ugrian homeland -  at least the territory of the reindeer 
hunters -  can be localized between the Baltic and southern Finland. Of course, other peoples could 
have lived in the area between the Gulf of Finland and the Ural Mountains. This homeland theory can 
be easily reconciled with the contacts between the Uralians (Finno-Ugrians) and the Indo-Europeans 
(Indo-Aryans).4 5 Both the small (narrow) and the large (extended) homeland occupied a vast area, 
consequently it would be more expedient to use the terms eastern and western homeland (the latter 
with a larger occupation areal). No larger migrations took place from the extended homeland. The 
ancestors of the Finns and the Saami moved to the area of the Baltic and southern Finland (if they had 
not lived there before). The ancestors of the Ob-Ugrians moved to western Siberia, while the ancestors 
of the Hungarians (Proto-Hungarians, Ancient Hungarians) reached the Carpathian Basin during their 
migrations. The Zyrians moved from the Prolo-Pcrmic homeland in the Kama-Byclaya region to the 
north (Sisola, Vychegda, Izhma, Pechora etc.).

In Hungary, the first proponent of the theory of the large (extended) homeland was the outstanding 
archaeologist and prehistorian, Gyula László. In Hungary, I myself am one of those, who accept the 
thesis of the large (extended) homeland.2 Starting from different premises, János Pusztay also places 
the Uralic/Finno-Ugrian language alliance (and not proto-language!) in the large homeland.6 It seems, 
however, that Enikő Szíj is not aware of these.

The derivation of language families (and then languages) from one proto-language and their 
evolvemcnt through contacts (contact-theory) do not exclude each other. It is conceivable, indeed 
probable, that the agglutinating Uralic proto-language derived from an isolating Pre-Uralic proto
language in the cyclical developmental sequence (isolating —> agglutinative —> inflected, then isolating

2 Rétlei (2003) 19-21.
3 E. Itkonen: Suomcn suvuin esihistoria. In: O. Ikola (ed.): Suomen kielen käsikirja. Helsinki 1968, 11-35; idem: Zur 

geographischen Ausdehnung der finnisch-ugrischen Urheimat. UAJb 41 (1969) 303-306.
4 Rédey (2003) 21.
5 K. Rédey: Zu den indogermanisch-uralischen Sprachkontakten. Wien 1986, 15 pp.; idem (2003) 17 pp.
6 ./. Pusztay. Zur Herausbildung des Proto-Uralischen. Specimina Sibirica 3 (1990) 157-167; idem'. Arktischer Sprachbund in 

der vorprotosprachlichen Zeit. Specimina Sibirica 5 (1992) 211-214; idem: Einfuhrende Bemerkungen zur Konferenz über 
“Die Vorgeschichte der uralischen Völker”. Specimina Sibirica 10 (1994) 7-10.
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again, etc.) during the millennia following the break up.7 8 This would mean that the Uralic (<— Pre- 
Uralic) proto-language did not exist, but became. Recently a few scholars conceived of the formation 
of the Indo-European languages in the same way.7

It is probably correct, what Enikő Szíj wrote about the role of genetic research in the study of 
prehistory: ‘There is a grounded suspicion that we are victims of a world-wide swindle, if we believe 
that today’s favourite science, genetics can solve all the problems of physical anthropology. The 
genetic research of the billions of people should follow the basic rule of areal linguistics, the principle 
of spatial continuity, which is a physical impossibility.’

Two final notes:
1) ‘For readers who would like to get acquainted with views proposing a non-Finno-Ugrian origin 

of the Hungarian language we may recommend the strongly criticized book by Károly Rédei [...], 
which is useful despite János Makkay’s smashing critique.’ I know about reviews, but no critical 
evaluations. The only exception is János Makaky’s small book titled Hogyan kell őstörténelmet írni 
[How to write prehistory] (sic! without a “?”!), published by the author. This small, gross book 
indulges in personal remarks, but contains no specific scientific criticism, and the insinuations beyond 
the competence of the author have already been replied to.9 Makkay accused me of including him 
among the charlatans. I certainly did not, this is a misunderstanding. But so much about this issue!

2) Enikő Szíj wrote that ‘etymological research is about to be reborn’. Hardly! As an etymologist, I 
can firmly state that we cannot except the formation of a large number of new etymological families -  
expanding to all or many Uralic languages -  with regard to ancient vocabulary from new dictionaries 
of Finno-Ugrian languages. Only certain corrections or the discovery of a few etymological elements 
(Hungarian, Ostyák, Zyrian etc.) are possible. At the same time, the investigation of the layers of 
loanwords from various languages and the exploration of so-called inner etymologies still deserve 
attention.
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH ON THE 
CONQUERING HUNGARIANS: A REVIEW

Péter Langó

Foreword

The investigations into the early history of Hungarians have always crossed the boundaries of 
historiography. Its popularity has remained unchallenged among the Hungarian-speaking population 
of the Carpathian Basin for the last two hundred years. The results of the research on ethnogenesis 
were always followed by the wider scientific community. The importance of its role in national 
thought is clearly shown by the great number of academic writings and works of art, and the general 
interest in the issue often resulted in public debates. Many have their own opinion about the origins 
and culture of our people. This great attention, however, not only inspired research but also provided a 
possibility for dilettantes and the ideological and political extremists to promote their own views under 
the disguise of theories about the past.

Archaeology acquired an increasingly important role among the disciplines researching the early 
histoiy of the Hungarians. Through the study of material remains, this discipline investigates a group 
of sources that has been growing exponentially for the last 170 years. The richness of data enabled, 
and still enables, the discipline to influence research results and raise new questions.

In the past centuries, archaeology itself has undergone continuous change. Its axioms, the 
methodology of the study of the sources and, consequently, the conclusions reached have changed and 
become more sophisticated. The continuously renewing academic world has come up with, and 
rejected, many new paradigms. Today many earlier statements and arguments are merely colourful 
episodes in the history of research. Scholars consider numerous opinions and theories out-of-date, 
which fellow disciplines still use as valid archaeological explanations.

During the past two centuries, the sphere of authoritiy of the field has also changed continuously. It 
was mostly the personal qualities of scholars, which determined the kinds of topics archaeology 
contributed to. The borders of the discipline, however, were also shaped by the opinion of specialists 
regarding the extent to which they thought their sources enabled an answer to the most important 
questions of the period under study, and by the extent such answers were accepted by other disciplines. 
By reviewing the history of research we may see that there were periods in archaeology when its most 
prominent scholars leaned on explanations delivered by historiography or ethnography, and there were 
periods when fellow disciplines built their own theories on the results of archaeology.

Due to the difficulties of mastering a continuously extending knowledge base, these disciplines 
slowly drifted apart. By now, no scholar is able to be informed up to date in every aspect of the 
research on the prehistory and early history of Hungarians. A good example is the work of András 
Róna-Tas. His handbook is the most comprehensive review of the present state of the research on 
the conquest, and one of the most popular ones.1 It is unfortunate, however, that the results of 
archaeology were not given the place they rightly deserve.2 The discussion of archaeological results 
contains some inaccuracies3 and mistakes.4 In the author’s opinion, archaeologists entered a realm

1 Róna-Tas (1996); Róna-Tas (1999). Here only the English translation will be referred to, unless the content of the 
Hungarian version is different.

2 Róna-Tas( 1999) 134-139.
3 In some cases, site names are given wrongly in captions, for example Alsóverecke is given for the sabre-tache plate of

Bodrogvécs. Róna-Tas (1999) Tab. XI. The book contains a few questionable statements as well, for example ‘[s]everal
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beyond their competence and sources, the reconstruction of material culture.5 András Róna-Tas 
might be right, since a number of archaeologists held the opinion that the period can be described by 
a few specific assemblages. By now, these trends have become much less influential, and 
archaeologists try to present correlations allowed by the analysis of their data, staying within the 
borders of their own discipline. These investigations, however, may cast new light on a number of 
historical and cultural questions, without requiring the archaeologist to leave their own field and 
intrude into linguistics.

We face an outsider assessment of the archaeology of the Hungarian Conquest Period similar to 
that of Róna-Tas, when we examine these problems in relation to the international archaeological 
research of the Middle Ages. A further question is how widely the opinions and results of Hungarian 
scholars are accepted by the international academic community. An important conference held on the 
occasion of the millennium was aimed at the presentation of the results of the archaeology of the 10th 
century. A number of studies touched upon the material culture of the 10th century Carpathian Basin 
and the early Hungarians.6 The essays of prominent specialists cited only a few outstanding works

methods of suspending the stimips have also been demonstrated’ Róna-Tas (1999) 136. However, it is not the ways of 
suspending the stirrups, which differed, but the form of (lie suspension loops. The difference between these suspension 
loops does not necessarily imply different harnessing methods. See G. Szőllősy: „Mindenki másképp csinálja” ...(A 
különböző lovaglási módok régészeti tanulságai) („Everyone does it in his own way...” (Archaeological lessons from 
different ways of riding)). In: Á. S. Perémi (ed.): A népvándorláskor fiatal kutatói 8. találkozójának előadásai. (Veszprém, 
1997. november 28-30.) Veszprém 1999, 152-165.

The use of the term 'the culture of Biyelo Brdo’ (Róna-Tas (1999) 134) -  correctly Bielo Brdo, as seen in the 
Hungarian version, see idem (1996) 115 -  is controversial. As a number of studies have pointed out, this term was always 
used to denote the material of the Hungarian commoners exclusively. Szőke (1959); Cs. Bálint: A magyarság és az ún. 
Bjelo Brdói kultúra (Die Ungarn und die sog. Bjelo-Brdokultur). Cumania 4 (1976) 225-254; idem (1991) 159-193; 
Mesterházy (2002) 329-332. After Szökés review, the term Bielo Brdo was used mainly by foreign -  mostly 
Czechoslovakian and Yugoslavian -  authors, usually for a political, and not scientific, reason. Hungarian archaeological 
research has for long identified these graves with tire material remains of the commoners. Of course, it is debatable how 
homogeneous the communities characterized by this material were, and which language they spoke. In this case, however, 
the term ‘commoners’ refers to a social group independent from ethnicity: Bálint (1991).
It is an erroneous assumption that ‘[mjore or less simultaneously with the Conquest came the appearance of a culture’ 
featuring burials with S-tenninated hair rings. Róna-Tas (1999) 134. According to the present state of research, these 
objects appeared not earlier than the second third of the 10th century -  Mesterházy (2002) 332 -  and became popular in 
the Carpathian Basin only from the 960s-70s on. Kralovánszky (1959). It was also wrongly stated that ‘it is surprising 
that practically no foreign objects have been found in these graves’. Róna-Tas (1999) 134. Numerous studies have 
analysed the objects that did not originate in the Carpathian Basin and -  like the coins perforated for decoration: L. 
Kovács: Kárpát-medence IX-X. századi francia pénzei és a kiskunfélegyházi sírlelet (Pieces de monnaie Fraii9aises du 
IXe et du Xe siecles dans le bassin Carpathique et le mobilier funéraire de Kiskunfélegyháza). ArchÉrt 112 (1985) 36- 
51; idem (1989) -  were preserved in the graves. See Bálint (1991) 98-120; Kovács (1985b); idem (1986a); idem 
(1986b); idem (1996); idem: A  kora Árpád-kori (1000-1141) pénzmellékletadás egyes kérdései a magyar királyság 
temetőiben (Vázlat) [Some questions of the problem of coins as grave-goods in the cemeteries of Hungarian Kingdom 
in the Árpád period]. In: F. Piti-Gy. Szabados (eds): „Magyaroknak eleiről” Ünnepi tanulmányok a hatvan esztendős 
Makk Ferenc tiszteletére. Szeged 2000, 277-285; Mesterházy (1981); idem (1990b); idem (1991); Révész (1996a); 
Schulze-Dörrlamm (2002a) 115. Another false statement was that ‘ [i]t is not characteristic of the graves of the Magyar 
conquerors that items of food or drink were given for the long journey into the next world.’ Róna-Tas (1999) 138. 
Many graves did contain food as grave-goods, as indicated by the vessels -  A. Kiss: Ober die mit Keramik 
verbundenen Bestattungsarten im Karpatenbecken des 10-11. Jahrhunderts. MFMÉ (1969) 2. 175-182; Bálint (1991) 
177-178; Révész (1996a) 186-187 -  and bones -  idem (1996a) 191; /. Vörös: Az algyői honfoglalás kori temető 
archaeozoológiai vizsgálata (Die archäozoologische Untersuchung des landnahmezeitlichen Gräberfeldes von Algyö). 
MFMF-StudArch 6 (2000)401.

5 Róna-Tas (1999) xvi, 134, 138.
6 Schulze-Dörrlamm (2002a); L. Révész: Archäologische Forschungen zur Landnahmezeit in Ungarn: Ergebnisse, 

metodologische Probleme, ungelöste Fragen. In: J. Heiming (lvrsg.): Europa im 10. Jahrhundert. Archäologie einer 
Aufbrachszeit. Internationale Tagung in Vorbereitung der Ausstellung „Otto der Große, Magdeburg und Europa”. Mainz 
2002, 123-130; McCormick (2002); A. Ruttkay: Ländliche Siedlungen des 9. bis 11. Jahrhunderts im Mitteldonaugebiet. 
In: J. Henning (hrsg.): Europa im 10. Jahrhundert. Archäologie einer Aufbruchszeit. Internationale Tagung in 
Vorbereitung der Ausstellung „Otto der Große, Magdeburg und Europa”. Mainz 2002, 123-130; T. Kind: Archäologische
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from the abundant literature on Hungarian research results published in various foreign languages. 
One of the authors, for example, ignored the fact that already his earlier opinion contradicted 
Hungarian research results.7

This phenomenon, however, is not a unique one. Many other factors could and do play a role in 
why scholars of related disciplines and from abroad ignore the results of archaeologists. But is this 
always due to the ignorance of these scholars, or are Hungarian archaeologists also responsible for the 
omission of their results in the works of the scholars of related disciplines and from abroad? Is the 
archaeological investigation of the Conquest Period a provincial issue, or are the questions asked 
provincial and the methods outdated?

One sentence could not give an answer, but a short review may clear some of the issues. The aim of 
this study is to briefly sketch the history of archaeological research on the conquering Hungarians 
during the past 170 years. I will try to outline the work of the most prominent scholars of Hungarian 
research and examine the background of their theories, since the views of these outstanding 
forerunners arc still veiy influential. The subject of the present study is therefore research itself, but it 
hopes to offer a bit more than a simple review of its history. I would like to examine the changing 
relationship of archaeology and other related disciplines, the influence of external factors and 
ideologies, the relationship between Hungarian and foreign research and the main problems of present 
research.

7. The scope o f archaeological research on the Hungarian conquest

1.1. Time

The period under study is the so called ‘Conquest Period’ denoting the 10th century in Hungarian 
historiography and archaeology since the synthesis of József Hampel.8 The term is still in use despite 
the fact that in the course of research it became clear that the material culture of the 10th century has 
strong connections with the assemblages and finds of the 11th century. As a consequence, in later 
studies the period was referred to as the ‘period of the conquest and the foundation of the Hungarian 
state’ or the ‘period of the conquest and the early Árpád era’.9

The term ‘Conquest Period’ might sound misleading first, because it connects the archaeological 
record of 100-120 years to the at most 10 years long period of the conquest itself.10 After the 
publication of a book by Gyula Pauler and Sándor Szilágyi, the term became popular in the literature

Funde von Teilen dr Raitausrüstung aus Europa und ihr Beitrag zur Kultur- und Sozialgeschichte der Ottonenzeit. In: J. 
Henning (hrsg.): Europa im 10. Jahrhundert Archäologie einer Aufbruchszeit. Internationale Tagung in Vorbereitung der 
Ausstellung „Otto der Große, Magdeburg und Europa”. Mainz 2002, 283-297; S. Felgenhauer-Schmiedt: 
Herrsachaftszentren und Burgenbau des 10. Jahrhunderts in Niederösterreich. Neue archäologische Forschungen im 
nördlichen Grenzgebiet. In: J. Henning (hrsg.): Europa im 10. Jahrhundert. Archäologie einer Aufbruchszeit. Mainz 2002, 
381-395; Giesler (2002).

7 Jochen Giesler — in his study in this volume Giesler (2002) -  devoted not even a footnote to the critical essay by László 
Kovács, published in German - Kovács (1985b) -  and commenting on one of Giesler’s earlier studies. Giesler (1981).

8 Hampel (1900) 509-515. Before Hampel, Ferenc Pulszky called this period ‘pagan’ -  Pulszky (1891) -  or the ‘period of
the chieftains’: Pulszky (1891) 4; idem (1897) 119. The period preceding the conquest is called -  wrongly -  ‘the
prehistory of the Hungarians’ by Hungarian research. However, as András Róna-Tas pointed out in numerous studies, this 
period is more ‘proto-historic’ than ‘prehistoric’. A. Róna-Tas: Előszó [Foreword]. In: A magyarság korai története. 
Szeged 1995, xi-xxix; idem (1996) 241-250. The general term őstörténet ‘prehistory’ is connected to the medieval 
concept of őshaza ‘homeland’, as shown by István Vásáry. See I. Vásáiy: Középkori elméletek a magyar őshazáról 
[Medieval theories of the original homeland of the Hungarians], Életünk (1997) 10. 1127—1144, 1129-1131.

9 Szőke (1962); Bakay (1978); Kiss ( 1983).
10 The dates of the beginning and end of the conquest given in various works on history are reviewed in the following studies. 

Pauler (1900) 34; Kristó (1980) 151-228; Bóna (2000) 25-35.
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very fast," though in the 19th century we can find attempts to define it as the ‘period of the chieftains’ 
within Hungarian history.11 12

Thus, the term is connected to a series of specific events and refers to the settlement of the 
Hungarian tribal alliance in the Carpathian Basin. It is the historians’ task to establish exactly how this 
migration happened; the general opinion is that the conquest started in the last decade of the 9lh 
century and ended with the battle of Bratislava/Pozsony in 907.13

How can these historical dates be connected to the archaeological record of the period? The written 
sources make it clear that after the conquest the Hungarians settled in the Carpathian Basin. The dating 
of the first burial from the Conquest Period and in general the identification of later finds was made 
possible by the deposition of coins as grave-goods. It became evident already in the 19th century that 
these coins can date that group of finds known from graves in the Carpathian Basin, which is clearly 
distinguishable from previous and later periods in the region through its burial customs, material 
culture and the ornamentation of the objects. This group of finds can be connected to the appearance 
of the conquering and raiding Hungarians in the written sources.14

Most of the burials dated to the 10th century, however, did not contain such a rich material as those 
which served as the basis for the definition and description of finds of this horizon. These poorer 
burials were classified as a separate group on the basis of their assumed type-find, the S-terminated 
hair-ring, in the 19th century, and — partly due to political considerations — were identified as the 
cemeteries of the Slavs.15 Later on, the periodization of the finds was facilitated by the coins found in 
graves as well, although they often indicated not the 10th, but the 11th century. The Slavic 
identification of these cemeteries was ambiguous already then, since in many of these graves the more 
important objects of the burials characterized by the S-terminated hair-rings were found together with 
the finds of burials containing horse remains, horse harness and rich palmette-decorated mounts. 
These burial assemblages were usually -  but wrongly -  interpreted in ethnic terms, ignoring other 
possibilities that could be more important than ethnic affiliation: chronological differences and the 
differences of the ‘wealth’ of the deceased. In the 19th century, scholars were led by their national 
sentiment and positivist attitudes, which called for ethnic identification and left no room for the 
investigation of the internal relations of the cemeteries and the chronological and archaeological 
background of the finds.

Nowadays, the identification of an assemblage or a grave with a specific ethnic group is rarer. The 
written sources make it clear that the Hungarian tribal alliance formed an independent state which -  
through its military power -  could control not only the geographical unit of the Carpathian Basin, but 
the adjacent areas as well.16 The population was heterogeneous already at the time of the conquest:17 
the Hungarians did not eradicate the local population, but -  as far as written sources allow any 
conclusions -  absorbed the indigenous groups.18 The material culture of these two groups -  the 
indigenous and the immigrant -  started to mingle and a new material culture was bom.19

11 Gy. Pauler-S. Szilágyi: A magyar honfoglalás kútfői [The sources of the Hungarian conquest], Budapest 1900. The term 
was used by András Jósa. Mesterházy (1997c) 31.

12 Gy. Panier: A magyar nemzet története az Árpádházi királyok alatt I. [The history of the Hungarian nation under the kings 
of the Árpád Dynasty I.] Budapest 1899, 1-16. For another version of the term see Mesterházy (1997c) 31 -32.

13 Bóna (2000) 25-35; Schulze-Dörrlamm (2002b) 117.
14 For an overview see Kovács (1989).
15 Bóna( 1997a) 347-352.
16 Bóna (2000) 36.
17 With the Hungarians smaller fragments of the Khazar tribal alliance also arrived to the Carpathian Basin, as reported in the

Annales Iuvavenses maximi in connection with the earlier Hungarian incursions: ‘Primum bellum cum Ungaris ad 
Weniam. Secundum bellum cum Cowaris ad Culmite.’ MGH. SS. XXX. 742.

IS This integration seems to be supported by the letter of Theotmar, the Archbishop of Salzburg, who wrote the following 
about the Slavs accusing him: ‘Ipsi Ungariorum non modicam multitudinem ad se sumpserunt et more eorum capita 
suorum pseudochristianorum penitus detonderunt et super nostros christianos immiserunt.’ F. Loselc: Epistola Theotmari 
cpiscopi. MGH Studien und Texte 15. Hannover 1997, 150, 10—13; A. Fejérdy: Theotmar salzburgi érsek levele IX. János 
pápához [Letter of Theotmar, Archbishop of Salzburg to Pope John IX], In: A. Róna-Tas (ed.): Források a korai magyar
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To sum it up: nowadays it is widely accepted to call these cemeteries the cemeteries of the Hungarian 
commoners, where ‘Hungarian’ refers to the tribal alliance controlling the area, and not to the ethnic 
identity of the people in the given cemeteries (graves). These cemeteries cannot be regarded as the 
remains of exclusively Hungarian-speaking communities on the basis of the finds, since the objects of 
these burial assemblages cannot be defined in ethnic terms. Their distribution was often influenced by 
other factors, while the uniformity of the burial customs can be best explained with assimilation.20

1. 2. Space

The geographical area studied by research is the Carpathian Basin. Previously, archaeologists 
investigated primarily the finds of the steppe using the remains of the Carpathian Basin and leaning on 
the written sources in order to find the material remains of the Hungarians before the conquest. By 
now it has became clear that the relationship between the 9th century finds of the steppe and those of 
the 10th century Carpathian Basin is much more complex that hitherto assumed; the investigation 
cannot be restricted to eastern analogies, and the search for the northern, southern and western 
parallels of certain types is inevitable. The deductive generalization during the study of specific 
objects, which reckoned only with eastern parallels, since the Hungarians had arrived from the steppe, 
thus all the elements of their material culture must have been brought from there as well, is loosing 
ground.21

The closer area of study of the archaeology of the conquest is the region where the new material 
culture appeared in the 10th century. This area was always defined by scholars according to 
geographical borders, assuming that after the conquest the control of the Hungarian tribal alliance 
extended over the whole Carpathian Basin. Historians took as starting point the borders of the 
Hungarian Kingdom of the Árpád Period, known from written sources, and projected it back on 
previous periods (often as far back as the time of the Avar Khaganate).22 The sources make it clear that 
the Hungarian tribes occupied the central area of the Carpathian Basin in two waves.23 As written 
sources inform us, the Danube served as a borderline -  similarly to the times of Frank rule or the 
Roman Empire — for only a short period.24 The Hungarians controlled both banks of the river and for 
most of the 10th century their rule extended over the western zone of the Danube basin as far as the 
Enns.25 In the north, their sphere of influence probably reached beyond the Carpathians, to the valley

történelem ismeretéhez. Budapest 2001, 102, 90-93. The connection of the two groups was described similarly by another 
contemporary source, the chronicle of Abbot Regino of Prüm, who noted that the Hungarians ‘[c]apillum usque ad cutem 
ferro caedunt’. Regino 133. 18. The ethnic connections may be confirmed by the hypothesis that ‘Bugát rex’ — Liutprand 
II. 60 -  was a leader of the raiding Hungarians with a Slavic name (Bogát > ‘rich’). Z. Kordé: Bogát. In: Gy. Kristó (ed.): 
Korai magyar történeti lexikon. [Lexicon of early Hungarian history], Budapest 1994, 116.

19 The heterogeneous cultural influences can be clearly observed in the remains of cemeteries like the one at Csekej. See 
Rejholcová (1995). The openwork disc of grave 269 - Rejholcová (1995) II. 29, 137. Tab XLVII. 1 -  or the jewellery of 
grave 376 -  Rejholcová (1995) II. 40-41, 151. Tab. LXI. 1-6 -  are ‘unique pieces’ without parallels among the finds of 
the 10th century Carpathian Basin or of previous periods. Rejholcová (1995) I. 64.

20 Rejholcová (1995) I. 94-95; M. Hanuliak: Reálne faktory a ich iicasf pri vystrojovani hrobov v 9. az 12. Storoöi (Reale 
Faktoren und ihr Anteil bei der Gräberstattung im 9. bis 12. Jahrhundert). SlovArch 46 (1998) 55-69.

21 This approach was called ‘Steppenfixierung’ by Csanád Bálint. Cs. Bálint: Zwischen Orient und Europa. Die 
„Steppenfixierung” in der Frtihmittelaletrarchäologie. In: J. Henning (hrsu V Zwischen Byzanz und Abendland. Pliska, der 
östliche Balkanraum und Europa im Spiegel der Frühmittelalterarchä0 i<jo... . rankfurt am Main 1999, 13 16.

22 Gy. Györffy: István király és műve [King Stephan and his work]. Budapest 1977, 196-197. On the use of the concept of 
natural borders as tropes see L. Boia: Mythologie historique roumanie (XIXC et XXC siede) Analele Universtitätii 
Bucaure$ti. Istorie 41-42 (1993 -1994) 3-22, csp. 10-12.

23 Bóna (2000) 33-35.
24 B. M: Szőke: A népvándorláskor és a korai középkor története Nagykanizsán és környékén [The history of Nagykanizsa 

and its environs in the Migration Period and the Early Middle Ages]. In: J. Béli-M. Rózsa-A. Rózsa-Lendvai (eds): 
Nagykanizsa, városi monográfia I. Nagykanizsa 1994, 168-194; idem (2004).

25 Bóna (2000) 36.
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of the San river.26 In the cast, the borders of the Hungarian settlement area were defined by the 
Southern and Eastern Carpathians,27 while in the south most probably by the Sava and the Danube.28

The studies of István Dienes and István Bóna demonstrated that the exact borders of the early 
Hungarian dukedom cannot be easily determined.29 The definition of the borders is further 
complicated by their frequent changes -  reflecting changes in military power relations.30 We do not 
know if there was a march (gyepű) — as assumed by earlier historical works — or it was a later 
development and thus is only a historical topos similar to the concept of geographical borders.31 A 
further problem is that we do not know the relationship of the Hungarians arriving from the steppe in 
the 10th century to the geographical landscape. According to steppe analogies,32 there is a possibility 
that in the 10lh century the position of the borders were not important for the Hungarians, only the 
location of the communities accepting their rule. The archaeological record cannot help define these 
borderlines, since the finds can be interpreted in the terms of fashion and acculturation as well. 
According to the sources, the political tribal alliance did not expect complete and ultimate 
acculturation from the indigenous population and -  especially in the peripheral areas -  their cultural 
identity could survive undisturbed along with their linguistic separation, just like a fashion in clothing 
may reach far beyond the political control of the Hungarian tribal alliance.33

The finds studied by archaeologists were recovered mainly from the central area, undoubtedly 
within the political boundaries of the Hungarian tribal alliance. The connections of the finds, however, 
call attention to a wider horizon, since they imply contacts with areas beyond the Carpathian Basin, 
and demand special attention and explanation. Some of them can be connected to military 
expeditions34 or armed groups separating from the Hungarian tribal alliance.35 Another part of the 
material sheds light on the complex network of contacts within the contemporary Carpathian Basin. 
These are partly the remains of the already mentioned military expeditions (reflected in the finds of 
both the Carpathian Basin and beyond) and partly the traces of trade connections (which were never 
one-directional, i.e. not only various foreign artefacts and goods reached the Carpathian Basin, but the 
local products found their way to other areas as well).
Thus, research uses primarily the finds of the Carpathian Basin dated to the 10th— 11th centuries. It is, 
however, important to study those finds as well, which do not belong to this geographical region, but 
display evident archaeological connections with the archaeological culture under study here. At the 
same time, Hungarian antiquities may serve as an important, but yet uncxploited, source of 
information for the research of other regions (e.g. the Viking-Varangian sphere of influence in the 
north, the areas ruled by the steppe alliances of the steppe in the east, and Byzantium in the south.

26 A. Koperski-M. Parcewski: Das altungarische Rcitergrab von Przcmysl (Südostpolen). ActaArchHung 30 (1978) 213-230; 
Koperski (1996); Fodor (1996a) 437-439.

27 Bóna (1986); idem (2001); Benkö (2001).
2S A. Kiss: Zur Frage der Bjelo Brdo Kultur. Bemerkungen zu den ethnischen Verhältnissen des heutigen Slawonien und 

Syrmien im 10.-11. Jahrhundert. ActaArchHung 25 (1973) 327-340; Bálint (1991) 182-184.
29 Dienes (1 972) 25-26.
30 Bóna (2000) 25-28, 33-37, 76-82.
31 Vékony (1983); Bóna (2000) 42; Szőke (2004) 181.
32 K. Tagányi: Gyepű és gyepűelve [March and marchland]. MNy 9 (1913) 97-104; Vékony (1983); M. Dobrovits: Az avar 

kérdés és az avar népnév az orhoni feliratokon [The Avar question and the Avar ethnonym in the Orhon inscriptions]. In: 
A. Márton (ed.): A Kárpát-medence és a steppe. Budapest 2001, 86—105.

33 N. Miletic: Nakit i oruzje 1X-X11 veka u nckropolama Bosne i Hcrccgovine (Schmuck und Waffen des IX.—XII. 
Jahrhunderts in den Nekropolen Bosniens und der Herzegowina). GZM 1963, 155-178.

34 Schulze (1984); Schulze-Dörrlamm (2002b); I. Stork J. Wahl: Eine Doppelbestattung aus Bietigheim, Kreis Ludwigsburg, 
als Beleg der Ungareinfälle des 10. Jahrhunderts. Fundberichte aus Baden- Württenberg 13 (1988) 741-753.

35 Some of the burials at the Desyatina (Tithe) Church in Kiev probably belong to this group. See Galimdzsán (1941); Karger 
(1958) 166-205.
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1.3. The archaeological culture

The main archaeological sources of the period are provided by cemetery excavations. But the available 
record is not constituted only by the finds from graves. The spatial organization of the cemeteries, the 
character of the burials and the observed burial customs are equally subject to analysis.

Beside cemetery excavations, the remains of contemporary settlements are also of great 
importance. Their structure and finds complete the information gained from the excavation of 
cemeteries. Settlement research often yielded the same typical material, which was discovered in 
burials dated with coins. The joint study of the two types of assemblages enables the analysis of the 
archaeological culture of the period in the Carpathian Basin.

The connection between these remains and the Hungarian conquest was evident already at time of 
the presentation of the first finds,30 and was never questioned by later studies either. There were two 
issues that generated greater debates regarding the interpretation of material remains. These were 
related to the variety and distribution of the archaeological material, since scholars tried to order this 
varied material into smaller units.36 37 38 They considered it possible to separate the material culture of the 
commoners with poor grave-goods from the richer burial assemblages. In interpreting these burials, 
most often only the differences were emphasized, which led to the conclusion of connecting the poorer 
graves to a different ethnic group.

The other debate is connected to the establishment of the chronological framework of this material 
culture. Some scholars, pointing at the analogies of the material outside the Carpathian Basin, found 
the correlation of the beginning of this culture with the chronology based on written sources 
problematic, and preferred dating the appearance of a few types to the second third of the 9th century.’13 
According to another opinion, the custom of rich burials had disappeared by the 960s and later burials 
are characterized by poor and increasingly uniform grave-goods.39 Hungarian research, however, 
pointed out that both hypotheses can be rejected on the basis of the coins found in 10lil century 
assemblages. The variety of the material can be explained not only with chronological differences, the 
internal characteristics of the data could be influenced by social and regional factors, access to certain 
objects, and the differences in the periods of their diffusion.

Despite the difficulties, the material record of the Carpathian Basin dated to the 10lh century -  as 
scholars as early as the 19th century recognized -  indicates the appearance of a coherent, new 
archaeological culture differing from those of the preceding periods. This archaeological culture is a 
wide, homogenous unit -  although very varied internally -  with contacts reaching far beyond the 
boundaries of the given geographical region. Some of its elements reveal eastern connections, while 
other features developed locally. This cultural unit can neither be traced back solely to the 
archaeological material of the steppe, nor to the remains of earlier -  local -  cultures. Both, namely, 
had an impact on this culture. Beside these, its development was greatly influenced by broader cultural 
horizons, whose periphery the Carpathian Basin belonged to.40 Thus, the 10th century of the region can 
be described with a uniform material culture, well defined in space and time, which can be compared 
to the events outlined through the interpretation of historical records. The beginning of this culture 
coincided with the Hungarian conquest and its end with the consolidation of the west-oriented 
Christian kingdom of the Árpád Dynasty. The geographical distribution of the culture under study is 
identical with the territory of the later Hungarian Kingdom. It is evident from the analysis of the 
archaeological finds, that the social structure of the period was rather complex, its connections wide- 
ranging.

36 Jankovich (1835).
37 Hampel (1900); idem (1907a).
38 Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988).
39 Giesler (1981).
40 Such was Byzantium in the south -  Bálint (1991) 98-120; Mesterházy (1990b); idem (1991); idem (1993); idem (1994b) -  

and the areas under Carolingian and later Salian rule in the west. Giesler (1981); idem (1997); Lennartsson (1997—1998).
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Research on various remains is making the regional distribution and internal chronology of certain 
object types increasingly clear. The analysis of the archaeological material has contributed 
significantly to the description of the general cultural practices, costumes and life-styles hidden behind 
the use of the objects. However, a number of problems still await solution, and a critical archaeology, 
relying solely on its own sources, has several areas, where considerable development can still be 
expected.

2. Stations and methods

2.1 The period o f Romanticism

At the end of the 18th century, ideas spreading from France changed European thought fundamentally. 
Due to Enlightenment, the national identity of each nation also underwent changes.41 Later, during 
Romanticism, this national attitude became even more dominant and shaped the concepts of history as 
well. This process took placc also in the Habsburg Empire. In the Hungarian Kingdom, the neologist 
movement, aimed at the creation of a Hungarian scientific terminology, played an outstanding role in 
the search for political and cultural identity.42 The transformation of national identity was promoted by 
the system of enlightened absolutism: national history received a greater role in education 43 In this 
period, sciences, including historiography, previously mainly in the hands of clergymen, entered a 
phase o f rapid development. Historical subdisciplines -  codicology, heraldry and sigillography, 
genealogy, numismatics and archaeology -  started to diverge.44 The latter first belonged to the 
auxiliary disciplines, and became independent only in the first half of 19th century.45 The foundation of

1 Trigger (1990).
42 Kosáry (1996) 320.
43 Oroszlán (1966) 58.
44Marosi (1999a) 328.
45 The birth of modem Hungarian archaeology could be dated to 1761 -  for the antecedents see Vékony (2003) 15-16 -  when 

Johann Ferdinand Miller published his study on Pannonian small finds.
Scientific fieldwork was launched by the earlier prefect of the Theresianum in Viemia, István Schönwisner 

(1738-1818). In 1777 he became the first lecturer of the department of archaeology and numismatics at tire university. He 
continued his work there till 1794, when he was appointed as the director of tire University Library. In his first work he 
described the Roman bath unearthed in Óbuda, at Flórián Square. His debate with István Szalágyi (Salagius) was tire first 
of its kind in Hungarian archaeology -  the subject was tire Roman road system. I. Szentpéteri: A Bölcsészettudományi Kar 
története (1635-1935) |The history of tire Faculty of Arts (1635-1935)]. Budapest 1935, 297; Gárdonyi (1926) 12; Kosáty 
(1996) 577; Zs. Visy: A  római limes Magyarországon [The Roman limes in Hungary], Budapest 1989, 12-13; Marosi 
(1999a) 328-329; Vékony (2003) 16-17. The work of András Blaskovich and Antal Balia in tins field should also be 
mentioned, together with Péter Katanics (1750—1825) who, coming to the university from Eszék, continued the work of 
Schönvisner as his successor.

Archaeological research in these times was closely connected to university education, dominated by Classical and 
Roman archaeology, thus research on artefacts o f Hungarian origin was minimal or non-existent. The first Hungarian 
artefacts that awoke interest were the Holy Crown and the royal insignia: the beginning was a study by Péter Révay 
(1659), the keeper of the insignia, then in 1790, when the crown was returned to Buda, Elek Ilorányi and József Péczely, 
and five years later István Weszprémy and István Katona, carried on the studies. This period was closed by the work of 
József Koller published in 1800. In 1788, a debate flared up around Lehel’s Horn from Jászberény. For the history of 
research see Gárdonyi (1926) 15; Marosi (1999a) 328; E. Kiss: A  jászberényi Lehel kürt -  kései recenzió néhány 
elfeledett tanulmányhoz (L’olifant de Lehel conservé á Jászberény -  un compte rendu tardif guelgues ouvarges oubilés). 
In: P. Langó (ed.): Szállástól a mezővárosig. Jászfényszam 2000.

In this early period, Antal Szeredy carried out research on medieval remains in his study of the finds of Gyulafehérvár 
(1771). For a review of the history of research in this period see Banner (1960); Oroszlán (1966) 55-63; Nagy (1985) 
122-124; Marosi (1999a) 327-330.
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the National Museum (1802) was a turning point, since it provided for the first time a framework for a 
collection suitable for scientific analysis.46

The beginning of the 19th century witnessed significant changes in public mentality in Hungary.4' 
The strengthening of national feelings is reflected in the works of contemporary literature and 
historical studies.46 The increased attention towards the early history of the Hungarians helped greatly 
the young discipline of archaeology -  still in search for its institutional framework - identify the 
material remains of the conquering Hungarians.

The archaeology of the Conquest Period started in 1834. The circumstances of the first discovery 
are well-known. The finds from the vicinity of Ladánybene were first given to sub-prefect Móricz 
Szentkirályi, and then delivered to the Hungarian National Museum. Szentkirályi informed the famous 
collector Miklós Jankovich about the antiquities, who published a study straightaway and identified 
the assemblage as the remains of the early Hungarians.49 This study enabled the identification of other 
finds from the 1011' century, which were similar to the Benepuszta material but contained no coins. A 
relatively longer time (19 years) passed before the next group of Hungarian antiquities, the burial from 
Vereb presented by Miklós Érdy, was published. These two assemblages and studies can be regarded 
as the starting point of the archaeological research on the Conquest Period.

2.2 The period o f  Positivism

In the second half of the 19lh century, the huge increase of objects in European museums demanded 
some kind of classification.50 C. J. Thomsen Danish scholar was the first to divide objects into three 
groups according to their raw material.61 The classification of the finds and Darwin's theory of 
evolution resulted in a great breakthrough in west European archaeology.52 The increasingly rich 
collections open to more and more visitors appeared in Hungary in this period.53 Along with the aim of

46 This followed the trend of similar Central European initiatives. The parallels of the Hungarian institute, founded by Ferenc 
Széchényi, appeared in the region at the same time. In Poland, two years after the foundation of the Hungarian National 
Museum, in 1804, S. K. Potocky opened his collection in Wilanów. A number of other Polish aristocrats followed his 
example, see Sklenár (1983) 78. In Prussia, Frederick William III founded the Berlin Museum - the later Altes Museum - 
in 1815. The Prague Museum (1818), Zagreb Museum (1821), Ljubljana Museum (1821) were founded in the same 
period. Local wealthy aristocrats with strong national sentiment played a crucial role in these initial stages. In Hungary the 
Széchenyi family, in Poland J. Ossolinski and Lubomirski beside Potocki, in Bohemia Count Sternberg helped establish 
these collections. Sec Sklenár (1983) 78-81; Slapsak Novakovic (1996) 276; Marosi (1999a) 330. On the foundation of 
the Hungarian National Museum see also T. Kovács: Fejezetek két évszázad múzeumtörténetéből. [Chapters from the two 
hundred years of museology]. In: A 200 éves Magyar Nemzeti Múzeum gyűjteményei. Budapest 2002, 9-15.

47 Kosáry (1996) 321-323.
4S Domokos (1990) 63-86. In this period, it was not only Hungarian national identity that became stronger, but the ethnic 

identity of certain groups as well, which had immigrated into Hungary in the Middle Ages, like the Jász and the Cumans. 
P. Langó: A jászok „felfedezése” és beköltözésük a Kárpát-medencébe (Discovery of the Jász and their settlement in the 
Carpathian Basin). Jászsági Könyvtár 4. Jász Múzeum Évkönyve (1975-2000) [2000] 151-176.

4<) Jankovich (1835).
50 The separation of archaeological and historical remains from those of natural sciences was carried out simultaneously, in 

the middle of the 19lh century. One of the prominent Hungarian thinkers of the time, Ferenc Pulszky, played a significant 
role in the arrangement of object groups in specialized museums replacing earlier holistic collections, and in larger 
collections. Sec Szilágyi (1997) 27-28.

51 János Érdy was the first in Hungary to review Thomsen’s work. See J. Érdy: Dánországi régi sírhalmok [Old Danish 
barrows]. Magyar Akadémia Értesítője (1847) 217. See also Banner (1960) 8; Vékony (2003) 17.

52 Renfrew-Bahn (1999) 24-27. According to Trigger, it was due to the impact of evolutionary theory that the amount of 
drawn documentation of observations at excavations rose. Trigger (1989) 197. Trigger’s remark, however, should be 
corrected, since even before the works of Darwin a number of drawings, in many cases paintings, documented the objects 
and burials.

53 A review of museum foundations in 19lh century Hungary is given by P. Maczó (ed.): Múzsák kertje. A magyar múzeumok 
születése [The garden of the Muses. The birth of Hungarian museums], Budapest 2002; T. Hofer: Néprajz és őstörténet a 
millennium idején (Ethnography and prehistory at the time of the Millennium). MT 103 (1996) 1018-1025. On Eastern 
Europe see also Trigger (1989) 52.
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increasing the material, the aim of classification according periods also appeared in Hungarian 
archaeology.

The archaeology of the Migration Period left the antiquarian approach behind and was strengthened 
by the ideas of Romanticism. In this period, its scientific publications were made up mainly by 
excavation reports. Archaeologists tried to adjust their views to the picture drawn by historians.54 The 
published material played the role of curiosities colouring the glamour of the past depicted in the big 
historical synthesises, later they served as illustrations, then as evidence.

The finds from the Conquest Period were first classified by József Hampel,55 who tried to publish 
every piece of the material from the period following the west European trend. His huge material 
collections are still valuable sources. He presented the classified finds in great detail and in the case of 
some types he collected the closest eastern parallels as well. With regard to the latter, he could rely on 
the work of his contemporaiy, Béla Posta, who -  in connection with the Zichy expeditions -  discussed 
the subject in such detail that remained unchallenged for long.56 In this period another trend combining 
historical and archaeological arguments appeared in Hungarian research, represented first by Géza 
Nagy.57 The work of these three scholars reflects the positivist approach of their time in different 
ways: they collected everything they could in their fields and their studies served as the starting point 
of later research for a long time.

After World War I there was no change of paradigm in archaeology. There was, however, a change 
in the relationship between archaeology and its fellow disciplines. The most prominent scholars of the 
time, Nándor Fettich and Gyula László, tried to place their results in a wider historical context through 
the means of archaeology. In contrast to earlier practice, they did not try to accommodate their views 
to those of the historians, but attempted to create a new picture of the period using their sources. 
Fettich’s approach based on object history and the technique of goldwork, and the social historical 
interpretations of Gyula László based on ethnography, contextualized the archaeological record in a 
general historical framework. Their hypotheses greatly influenced the views of contemporary 
scholars.58

2.3 The Modern Em

Due to the political changes after World War II, Marxist ideology determined the direction of research 
in archaeology as well (the problem and detection of social stratification in the record, the emphasis on 
continuous development and the dominance of local elements in the integration of nomadic groups). 
Research on the archaeological remains of the conquering Hungarians was neglected (in part due to 
the influence of the ‘anti-nomadic’ trend of Soviet historiography and archaeology),59 while the 
archaeological demonstration of the assumed presence of the indigenous Slavic population received 
greater emphasis.60 This fundamentally positivist -  although strongly nationalist (Pan-Slavic) -  
approach changed only after Stalin’s dictatorship.61 The appointment of Gyula László as university

54 Nagy (1985) 122.
55 T. Ortvay: Emlékbcszéd Hampel József rendes tag fölött [In memóriám József Hampel]. Budapest 1913; Oroszlán (1964).
56 Banner (1962); Fodor (1996b) 16-18.
57 Szinnyei IX. 572-576.
58 On their role see Mesterházy (1993) 273-281.
59 Fodor ( \994) 48.
60 Mesterházy (1993) 281-282. History and archaeology remained closely interlaced in Soviet research. This can be 

explained with the fact that scholars regarded archaeology as an auxiliary discipline of history, which on the one hand 
provides new data on early periods; on the other it offers answers to the questions of early society besides providing 
insights into cultural history. After the debates about Marxism, the discussion of methodological problems -  which lead to 
the renewal of research in Western Europe were put aside for a longer period. See Klejn (1997) 31-51; Trigger (1989) 
235.

61 The study of György Györffy published in the journal Századok -  Györffy (1958) -  then, due to the great attention, re
published separately Györffy (1959) -  was the first sign of these changes. Many younger archaeologists had the chance
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professor and the establishment of the ‘László school’ brought about a renewed interest in the research 
of the period.

Béla Szőke’s studies, which reformed the foundations of the discipline, were published at the end 
of the 1950s and the beginning of the 1960s. In contrast to the direct historical interpretation of 
archaeological data, the study of the internal relations of the source groups gained importance, which 
questioned many earlier assumptions based on mixed argumentation and preconceptions. His work 
could become fundamental because he was the first after Hampel who reviewed in detail the various 
object types of the Conquest Period and reclassified them. His conclusions have remained fundamental 
ever since.

After Szőke, two branches of research developed close to each other. One was represented by 
István Dienes, a member of the first generation of the László school. In his works, Dienes approached 
finds -  similarly to his master — by focusing on their use. Among the early László students János 
Győző Szabó, from the younger generation Csanád Bálint, László Kovács and Károly Mesterházy 
followed the typological approach of Béla Szőke. Csanád Bálint and Béla Kürti, as the members of the 
research team of prehistory in Szeged, and later László Kovács gave the fullest syntheses of the basic 
types of the material remains in separate volumes.62 This initiative of the university of Szeged, the aim 
of which was to give a concise review of the sources of the prehistory and early history of the 
Hungarians, had a great impact on archaeology as well. Csanád Bálint and Béla Kürti published a still 
essential handbook -  useful for the representatives of other disciplines involved in this research as 
well -  in which they not only presented the object types on plates, but also organized all the 
archaeological sources of the prehistory of the Hungarians.63 A slightly different trend was represented 
by István Fodor, who joined Hungarian research after returning from the Soviet Union. He emphasized 
a broader approach towards the earlier phases of prehistory as well, which was, to some extent, related 
to positivist traditions.64

László Révész followed the steps of Dienes and Fodor, and reached new conclusions not only 
based on the approach of his teachers, but also by continuing the analytical typological method started 
by Béla Szőke. István Bóna and Csanád Bálint chose new ways. They attempted at giving a general 
outline of main trends deduciblc from the archaeological record combining the new directions of west 
European research with Hungarian results.65 They kept their eyes not only on the Carpathian Basin, 
but investigated the broader chronological and cultural context of the finds.

In the second half of the 20th century, the new west European trends had barely any influence on 
Hungarian archaeology: neither the processual, nor the post-processual paradigms made any impact.66 
This had several reasons. These new paradigms had only a belated effect on the archaeological 
research of historical periods (known from written sources).67 In Hungary the situation was 
exacerbated by the isolation of scholars due to political reasons,68 the political criticism of New

to turn towards fields not preferred between 1948 and 1953, e.g. István Bóna published his study on early Germanic finds 
at this time -  I. Bóna: Die Langobarden in Ungarn. Die Gräberfelder von Várpalota und Bezenye. ActaArchHung 7 (1956) 
183-244 -  and István Dienes on the Conquest Period cemetery at Basatanya. Dienes (1956); Dienes (1957).

62 Bálint-Kürti (1977); L. Kovács: Képes szótár vázlata a Kárpát-medence magyar honfoglalás- és kora Árpád-kori 
sírleleteinek leletkataszteréhez [Outline of a visual dictionary for the catalogue of grave finds in the Carpathian Basin from 
the Conquest Period and the Early Árpád Period], Manuscript. 1993.

63 Bálint -Kürli (1977).
M Fodor ( 1982).
65 Bóna (1996a); idem (1997a); Cs. Bálint: Byzantinisches zur Herkunftsfrage des vielteiligen Gürtels. In: Cs. Bálint (hrsg.): 

Kontakte zwischen Iran, Byzanz und der Steppe in 6-7. Jh. VAH 9. Budapest 2000, 99-162.
66 On the different paradigms see Trigger ( 1989) 286-312; Renfrew-Bahn (1999) 24-44.
67 Not to mention the fact that these new methods reached eastern European archaeology generally rather late. This can be 

explained partly by obligatory Marxism, partly by the continuous efforts of the political systems to isolate scholars from 
west European trends. See Klejn (1997) 15-17, 24-25.

6S This was felt both in the lack of access to international literature and the accidental, mainly personal, nature of academic 
contacts.
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Archaeology,69 the static nature of university education and the overshadowing authority of traditional 
scholars in university courses.70

The previous decade took the archaeology of the conquest to a new boundary. The effects of 
political changes were felt in archaeology as well. By now, connections with international academic 
circles have become regular, and the various new paradigms reach Hungarian research much faster.71 
The evaluation of the archaeological data is promoted not only by the syntheses published on the 
occasion of the Millecentennary and the studies written in connection with large international 
exhibitions, but also by the continuously published series describing all the known finds of the 
Conquest Period.72 The series enables scholars to get acquainted with the full corpus of the material 
including those from long finished but unpublished excavations -  for the first time since Hampel's 
syntheses. The series, which started earlier, was later interrupted, provides a basis for the preparation 
of comprehensive studies using the latest methodological considerations as well.

3. The sources

The majority of the finds of the conquering Hungarians is known from cemetery excavations. The 
research on 10th— 1 1th century settlements has a more modest past.7. Their study was constrained by the 
opinion that the conquering Hungarians were a nomadic people, thus their settlements could not be 
detected with archaeological methods.74 Another factor was that settlement excavations demanded 
greater financial investment than cemetery excavations and their finds could be dated less easily.7"

69 The antagonism between the models of New Archaeology and tire views based on the Marxist approach of the socialist 
countries is well explained in Raczky (1995).

70 Although in recent years, the education of these theoretical approaches has already begun. See Laszlovszky-Siklódi (1991) 
286.

71 For a Hungarian review of the results of Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988) see Révész (1998); Bóna (2000) 18-19. In connection 
with Jochem Gieslefs study (1981) see Kovács (1985a); Kris tó (1995) 162-163; idem (1997) 259-260; Keszi (1999) 140.

" Révész (1996a); Kiss (2000); Nepper (2002); Istvánovits (2003).
73 The time lag of settlement research is well demonstrated by István Méri’s work, who -  independently from the 

international research results -  created a framework for the scientific research of settlements on the basis of his own 
results. Méri (1952); idem (1954). International research on the Middle Ages was much more advanced by that time. See 
G. P. Feltring: Die Archäologie des Mittelalters. Eine Einführung. Dannstadt 2000, 7-8.

14 Beside the earthworks generating much polemic -  Németh (1973); Gy. Nováki: Várépítészet Magyarországon a X-XI. 
században [Castle architecture in Hungary in the 10 th- !  1th centuries]. In: F. Glatz-J. Kardos (eds): Szent István és kora. 
Budapest 1988, 145-150; I. Feld: Megjegyzések a tudományos várkutatás módszertanához (Comments on the 
Methodology of Scientific Castle Research). Műemlékvédelem 34 (1990) 129-138; 1. Bóna: Az Árpádok korai várai [The 
early castles of theÁrpáds], Debrecen 19982; idem: Várak Szent István korában [Castles in the age of St. Stephen], In: Gy. 
Kristó (ed.): Államalapítás, társadalom, művelődés. Társadalom- és művelődéstörténeti tanulmányok 27. Budapest 2001, 
101-106 -  data from villages also provided invaluable data on daily life in tire period. The history of research was 
reviewed recently by Wolf (1996a) 57-61; idem: 10—11. századi települések [Settlements of the 10th—1 lUl centuries]. In: 
Zs. Visy (ed.): Magyar régészet az ezredfordulón. Budapest 2003, 325-332.

73 Institutes with lower budgets could not take part in settlement research for a long time. Till the 1970s these works were 
executed within the framework of planned excavations, for example at Tiszalök-Rázompuszta and Túrkeve-Móric 
(1950-1953). These were the first well documented excavations. Méri (1952); idem: Egy Árpád-kori magyar falu 
leletmentő ásatása Tiszalök-Rázom 1950-53. (Die Fundrettungsgrabung eines ungarisches Dorfes aus der Arpadenzcil 
Tiszalök-Rázom 1950-53.) Opuscula Hungarica 2. Budapest 2000. The excavations at Visegrád-Várkert illustrate well the 
possibilities of tire time. The excavators could work in three campaigns (1955; 1962-1963; 1980-1981). .7. Kovalovszki: 
A  visegrád -  várkerti Áqrád-kori faluásatásról [On the excavation of the Árpád Period village at Visegrád-Várkert]. In: J. 
Kovalovszki (ed.): A magyar falu régésze Méri István 1911-1976. Cegléd 1986, 61-63.

Among the first excavated sites we have to mention Csongrád-Felgyő, excavated by Gyula László from 1955 with 
interruptions -  Gy. László: Felgyő. (Egy honfoglalás kori falu ásatásáról) [Felgyő (The excavation of a settlement from the 
Conquest Period)]. Tiszatáj (1978) 2. 33^10 -  and the part of an 11®1—12th century settlement found at Tiszaeszlár- 
Bashalom by Júlia Kovalovszki. J. Kovalovszki: Településásatások Tiszaeszlár-Bashalmon /Bronzkor, III—IV. század és 
XI-XIII. század/ (Siedlungsausgrabungen in Tiszaeszlár -  Bashalom /Bronzezeit, 3^1. und 11-13. Jahrhundert/). 
FontesArchHung Budapest 1980.
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The material of early settlements is still much more homogeneous than the remains of the 
cemeteries.76 The leading group of finds at settlements is pottery. This class of objects of the 10th 
century still cannot be dated precisely due to local manufacturing traditions and the long lifespan of 
certain types, thus the archaeological studies of the problems of the period are still based on cemetery 
analyses. However, settlements regarded as early -  10th-  11th centuries -  have yielded a number of 
finds that can be found in the material of the cemeteries as well.77

Another important source of the archaeology of the 10lh- l  1th centuries in southern and northern 
Europe are hoards. With the sole exception of the dirham find of ‘Huszt’,78 important hoards that can 
be connected to the conquering Hungarians arc hardly known.79 The archaeology of the Conquest

76 As pointed out already by István Méri in his review of the history of research. Méri (1952) 54.
77 Most of the cemeteries did not yield a considerable amount of pottery, except the commonsers’ cemetery at Halimba: 

Török (1962). On the other hand, settlement excavations yielded only a limited number of metal or bone objects. These 
were:
1. fragment of the cheek-piece of a bone horse-bit: Edelény-Borsodi földvár: Wolf{ 1996a) 423; Sály-Lator.- N. Parádi: A 

sály-latori palmettás zablapálca (Der palmettenverzierte Trcnseknebel aus Sály-Lator). FolArch 36 (1985) 173-181; N. 
Parádi-K. Mesterházy: Sály-Lator. In: I. Fodor-L. Révész-M. Wolf (eds): Ancient Hungarians. Exhibition Catalogue. 
Budapest 1996, 431 -432.

2. a fragment of a bone mouth of a leather bottle with palmette decoration: Edelény-Borsodi földvár: Wolf (1996b) 228, 
237.

3. iron arrowheads: Edelény-Borsodi földvár: idem (1996a) 236; Fclsőzsolca-Várdomb: Simonyi (2003) 124; Rákospalota- 
Ujmajor, house 363: Bencze (1999) 19, 64; Sopron-Bánfalvi út: J. Gömöri: Az avar kori és Árpád-kori vaskohászat 
régészeti emlékei Pannóniában (The Archaeometallurgical Sites in Pannónia from the Avar and Early Árpád period). 
Sopron 2000, 170; idem (2002) 115-116.

4. S-terminated hair-rings with round cross-section: Felsőzsolca-Várdomb: Simonyi (2003) 124; Királyszentistván-Site 4: 
Takács (1996) 332; Rákospalota-Újmajor, house 363: Bencze (1999) 19, 64.

5. bead: Edelcny-Borsodi földvár: Wolf( 1996b) 227.
6. bracelets made of wire with round and rectangular cross-section: Edelény-Borsodi földvár: Wolf (1996b) 221, 227—228, 

235-237.
7. ring: Felsőzsolca-Várdomb: Simonyi (2003) 124; Sopron-Krautäcker: Gömöri (2002) 147.
8. dress mounts with pendants: Edelény-Borsodi földvár: Wolf( 1996b) 220-221.
9. lyre-shaped buckle: Edelény-Borsodi földvár: Wolf( 1996b) 239.

These objects have been unearthed in large numbers at 10lh century cemeteries. Their appearance in settlements 
indicates the contemporaneity of the two groups of finds. Takács (1996); M. Takács: Pottery. In: I. Fodor-L. Révész-M. 
Wolf (eds): The Ancient Hungarians. Exhibition Catalouge. Budapest 1996, 62-63; WoIf( 1996b).

7fl Fomin-Kovács (1987); Kovács (1997b); Brother (1995-1996) 99. Despite the thorough analysis of László Kovács and 
Alekszej Fomin, the hoard raises a number of questions. It is still problematic, how precisely the Arabic dirhams date the 
10lh century burials of the Carpathian Basin. The connection of this hoard to the conquering Hungarians is also 
questionable. Hoards with similar composition were unearthed recently in the vicinity of the findspot of the hoard of 
Máramaros County, at Sigethu Marmatiei/Máramaossziget-Szalaván hill site and Krylos. Kovács (1997b) 242; Kropotkin 
(1973) 444; Brother (1995-1996) 140. Although Krylos is located already outside the Carpathian Basin, a cemetery from 
the area is connected to 10lh century Hungarians. ./. Pasternak: A krylosi /Galicia/ magyar sírleletek (Die ersten 
ungarischen Grabfunde nördlich der Karpaten), ln: Fettich (1937) 137-141,297-303, CXXXIV-CXXXVII; Fodor (1994) 
55—56; idem (1996a) 437. The location of the cemetery might suggest that this part of Galicia was under the control of the 
Hungarians, but it is also possible that the local population was only influenced by the clothing and burial customs of the 
new population in the Carpathian Basin. The relationship of the hoards from Nizniev and Grabovec near Krylos, and those 
from Máramaros, and the connection of these dirham finds with the early Hungarians require further examination. 
Kropotkin (1973); Brother (1995-1996) 140-141; idem: Frühmittelalterliche Dirham-Schatz- und Einzelfunde im 
südlichen Ostseeraum. Die Anfänge der Gewichtsgeldwirtschaft bei den Westslawen. In: S. Brather-Ch. Bücker M. 
Hoeper (hrsg.): Archäologie als Sozialgeschichte. Studien zu Siedlung, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft im 
frühgeschichtlichen Mitteleuropa. 179-197. The latest coins of the hoards are dated to the first half of the 10th century in 
all four cases (‘Huszf: 935-941?, Krylos: 935/936, Nizniev: 925/926?, Grabovec: 919), which may indicate that they 
were buried roughly at the same time.

79 There are two further coin hoards, found in the same period, in the 19lh century, which can possibly be connected to the 
conquering Hungarians. One was discovered in Gaj/Gája in 1858 -  Kovács (1989) 39 -  the other in Streda nad 
Bodrogom/Bodrogszerdahely in 1885. ibidem 20-21. The only conclusive gold solidus of the find of Bodrogszerdahely 
dates the hoard -  containing an unknown number of coins of unknown types -  to the period following the second half of 
the 9th century. The hoard of Gája contained 210 coins, including both solidi dated securely to the first half of the 10th
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Period is dominated by finds from cemeteries, thus it is the volume of this body of evidence that can 
be compared to the contemporary finds of other regions.

The archaeological record of the early Hungarians as known from the burials has reached a 
considerable size. Almost 30,000 burials have so far been excavated from the cemeteries, which were 
in use from the period after the conquest till the 11th -  or in many cases the 12th -  century.80 A part of 
these falls into the 10lh century; the so-called row cemeteries were often used longer than the 
historically defined end of the period -  the coronation of St. Stephan I and the political adoption of 
Christianity. The finds and the latest datable coins of these row-cemeteries are from the reign of 
Kálmán I (1095-1116) and Bela II (1 13 1-1141 ).81 A significant part of these cemeteries ended in the 
period of the Árpád Dynasty, and at many places this was the time when graveyards around churches 
appeared -  and remained often in use during the Middle Ages and the Early Modern Era. Similarly to 
west European medieval cemeteries, these were located around the church of the settlement.82 Thus, 
the cemeteries of the so-called Conquest Period and Early Árpád Period cover ca. 150-200 years.83

The burials from the Conquest Period and the Árpád Period can be compared in number to those 
from the preceding periods. When compared to the burials of the Avar Period, we can see that the 
approximately 60,000 Avar burials outnumber the early Hungarian ones.84 But the Avar Period was 
significantly longer. The archaeological material of the Avars can be followed from their appearance

century (minted by Romanos I Lekapenos and Constantine VII), and coins dated to the second half of the century (minted 
by Nikephoros II Phokas and Basil II in 963).

On the ‘Tokaj find’, regarded as a hoard for long, see B. Kövér [J. Hampel]: Újabb adatok az ötvösség történetéhez 
hazánkban [On the history of goldworking in Hungary], ArchÉrt 17 (1897) 227-253; Z. Kádár: Der Schatzfund von Tokaj 
und seine byzantinsch-slawischen Beziehungen. Slavica 1 (1961) 193-209; P. Németh: Bemerkungen zur Auswertung des 
sog. Schatzfundes von Tokaj. MFMÉ (1969) 2. 189—199. Károly Mesterházy demonstrated that the group of finds sold in 
two parts in 1896 and 1897 was unified only by the antiquarian who expected a higher profit. Mesterházy (1994b); idem 
(1996a).

Three other hoards have been found in the Carpathian Basin, but all are dated to the 1 l lh century:
1. Darufalva: Bóna (1964); Gömöri (2002) 39-42.
2. Királyföld: K. Mesterházy: A királyföldi kincs és kapcsolatai (Der Königsbodener Schatz und seine Verbindungen). In: 

M. Wolf-L. Révész (eds): A magyar honfoglalás korának régészeti emlékei. Miskolc 1996, 57-64.
3. Zsennye-Kastélykert: K. M. Poll: A zsennyei kincs. Tanulmány népvándorláskori karkötőkről (Der Schatzfund von 

Zscnnye). ArchÉrt 46 (1932 -1933) 62-84, 201-202; Bóna (1964) 169; Mesterházy (1996a) 378; Kiss (2000) 264-268.
80 Bóna (1997a) 352.
81 E.g grave 296 of the cemetery at Csekej-Templomdülő -  Rejholcová (1995) 33, 140. Tab. L. 14; Kovács (1997a) 88. Tab 

7 -  grave 254 of the cemetery at Halimba-Cseres -  Török (1962) 99, 161, Taf. LXXXVII1; Kovács (1997a) 85, Tab. 4; Gy. 
Török: Halimba-Cseres X-XII. századi temetője [A cemetery from the 10lh— 1 l lh centuries in Halimba-Cseres], FolArch 6 
(1954) 102 - , and graves 119-120 and 137 of the cemetery at Pusztaszentlászló. Szőke-Vándor (1987) 29, 33, 78; Kovács 
(1997a) 93. Tab. 12. See also idem (1997a) 198. 1269.

82 Ritoók (1997); Sz. A. Szuromi: A temetésre vonatkozó egyházfegyelem a XII XIII. században [Church prescriptions 
regarding funeral in the 12th- 13th centuries], Budapest 2002; Á. Ritoók: Szempontok a magyarországi templom körüli 
temetők elemzéséhez [Approaches to the analysis of Hungarian graveyards]. In: B. F. Romhányi-A. Grynaeus- K. 
Magyar-A. Végh (eds): „Es tu scholaris” Ünnepi tanulmányok Kubinyi András 75. születésnapjára. Monumenta Historica 
Budapestiensia 13. Budapest 2004, 115-123.

83 The cemeteries under study cannot be dated more precisely. This is partly due to the fact that their use terminated at 
different dates in the various parts of the country. There are groups which abandoned the cemeteries opened at the 
beginning of the 1 O'1' century, while other examples show continuous use sometimes till the reign of Béla II. Sec Szőke 
(1962) 28-35; Ritoók (1997) 167—168. The monograph series covering the grave finds of the Conquest Period and the 
Early Árpád Period also connects the row-cemeteries to the period. Kiss (2000) 6; Nepper (2002).

A few recently excavated cemeteries without 10th century antecedents, such as Pusztaszentlászló-Deáksíírün -  
Szőke-Vándor (1987) -  and Tiszaluc-Sarkadpuszta -  Kovács (1986a) — form another category. These were used only in 
the 1 llh century.

84 István Bóna estimated the number of Avar Period burials to be ca. 50,000. Bóna (1988) 437. Later, in one of his last works, 
he wrote again 35-40,000. idem: Gli Avari. Un popolo d'Orientc nell1 Europa dell’ Alto Medioevo. In: E. A. Arsalan- M. 
Buora (eds): L’oro degli Avari. Popolo delle steppe in Europa. Milano 2001, 10-33. Bóna’s 1988 estimate was accepted 
by Daim (1996) 199; Vida (1999) 13. In the light of recent excavations Tivadar Vida puts the number around 60,000. idem 
(2003) 304.
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in the Carpathian Basin in 567 till the first half of the 9th century. This period of almost 300 years is 
twice as long as the lifespan of the cemeteries of the Conquest Period and the Early Árpád Period. The 
ratio of the excavated burials is different, however, if we take into consideration their distribution 
according to the phases of the Avar Period. 40 percent of the known burials of the Avar Period are 
dated to the early and middle phases.85 More than the half of the finds comes from the Late Avar 
Period beginning with the 8th century.86 It means that during an equally long time-span, the number of 
known burials from the Late Avar Period of the Carpathian Basin is equal to the number of the burials 
from the succeeding Conquest Period and the Early Árpád Period.

To evaluate the volume of the material, it is worth to include other periods in the comparison. The 
number of the known burials of the Gcpids occupying the Carpathian Basin east of the Danube, 
Translvania and Syrmia before the Avars, is much smaller: approximately 5000 Gépid burials have 
been excavated.87 Still smaller is the number of Langobard graves -  around 600 -  since they stayed in 
the Carpathian Basin only for a short period (40 years).88

Regarding the archaeology of early medieval western Europe, the number of graves from the area 
of the Merovingian culture exceeds 100,000.89 We have to bear in mind in connection with the 
archaeology of the Merovingian and the succeeding Carolingian cultures that both covered a much 
larger area than the Carpathian Basin and lasted much longer as well.90

In the case of the Köttlach culture, to the west and southwest of the Caipathian Basin, some 20,000 
burials are known from the 10th century.91 Tracing the archaeological remains of the period to the south, 
4000-5000 burials can be placed the 9th—1 Ith centuries in Croatia (including Dalmatia); in Serbia 
(including the north of Montenegro and the vicinity of Novi Pazar) approximately 2000 burials have 
been excavated from this period. Bosnia and Slavonia each yielded 1000-1000 burials dated to this 
period.92 Approximately 1000 graves are connected to the late Komani culture in Albania.93 The number 
of graves found in the area of the Bulgarian state in the last phase of its first apex (controlling Macedonia 
and Eastern Serbia as well), is almost the same as that of the conquering Hungarians.94

85 Vida (2003) 304.
86 On the periodization of the Avar Period see Bóna (1988) 440-442; Daim (1987) 158-159; M. Martin: Awarische und 

germanische Funde in Männergräber von Linz-Zizlau und Kömye. Ein Beitrag zur Chronologie der Awarenzeit. WMMK 
15 (1990) 65-90.

87 On the archaeology of the Gépid Period see Bóna (1993); idem: Előszó [Preface], In: P. Havassy (ed.): A gepidák. Gyulai 
katalógusok 7. Gyula 1999, 7-9; A. B. Tóth: "Gothiskandza"-tól a Tisza vidékig. A gepidák eredete, vándorlása, korai 
régészeti emlékanyaga [From ‘Gothiskandza’ to the Tisza region. The origin, migration and early finds of the Gepids], In: 
P. Havassy (ed.): A gepidák. Gyulai katalógusok 7. Gyula 1999, 13-27; I. Bóna-M. Nagy: Gepidische Gräberfelder am 
Theissgebiet. I. Monumenta Germanorum Archaeologica Hungáriáé 1. Budapest, 2002.

88 W. Menghin: Die Langobarden. Archäologie und Geschichte. Stuttgart 1985, 207-208.
89 Steuer (1982) 309; H. Steuer: Helm und Ringschwert. Prunkbewaffung und Rangabzeichen germanischer Krieger. Studien 

zur Sachsenforschung 6 (1987) 190. Of the almost 100,000 burials of Merovingian Period excavated until the beginning of 
the 80s, 5000 are dated to the 5lh, 40,000 to the 6th, and 55,000 to the 7th century. On the spatial distribution of the burials 
see H. Roth: Bemerkungen zur Totenbearbung während der Merowingerzeit. AKorr 7 (1977) 287.

90 When comparing the history of research we have to take into consideration the political factors influencing research 
possibilities, as pointed out by Chrysos: E. Chrysos: Conclusion. De foederatis herum. In: W. Pohl (ed.): Kingdoms of the 
Empire. The Integration of Barbarians in Late Antiquity. Leiden-New York-Köln 1997, 185-206, esp. 185-190.

91 Giesler (1 9 9 7 ).
92 For the information on the area of the previous Yugoslavia I gratefully thank Miklós Takács.
93 V. Popvic: Albanija i kasnoj antici. In: M. Garasanin (ed.): Les Illyriens et les Albanais. Beograd 1988, 201-250, 232, SI. 16; 

idem: L'Albanie pendant la basse antiquitc. In: M. GaraSanin (ed.): Les Illyriens et les Albanais. Beograd 1988, 251-283.
94 Z. Väzarova: Slavjani i prabälgari po danni na nekropolite ot VI-XI v. na teritorijata na Bälgarija (Slaven und 

Protobulgaren nach Angaben aus den Nekropolen aus dem 6. bis 11. Jahrhundert im Landesgebiet Bulgariens). Sofija 
1976. The finds from 9lh—11th century Bulgaria are a group of material that had close relations with the finds of the 
contemporary Caipathian Basin. A fundamental difference between the two regions is the context of the material in 
concern. In the Carpathian Basin metal objects, belts with mounts were deposited in graves, while in Bulgaria they are 
usually discovered in settlements, implying different burial customs. See Jotov-Atanasov (1998); Pletnjov-Pav/ova 
(1994-1995) 98, 130; Jotov (2004).
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The cemeteries of the Moravian-Slavic state, flourishing in the last third of the 9th century, were 
used for ca. 80 years. Despite the often large number of graves in cemeteries, only 6-7000 burials can 
be assigned here.95 In the cemeteries of the pagan Baltic peoples, 1500 graves of the excavated 108 
Prussian cemeteries are dated to the period.96 The cemeteries of the northern Vikings and Varangians, 
often compared to the conquering Hungarians, have fewer graves than the ones of the conquering 
Hungarians, 91 although the numerous hoards from the area expand the source material considerably.95

From the Rus founded by Oleg and his successors, the number of graves from the cemeteries of the 
armed druzhina is again modest compared to Hungarian cemeteries of similar nature.99 The situation is 
even worse in the steppe. Even today, the establishment of the chronological position of a find or 
assemblage or its relation to a tribal alliance can be very complicated in many cases.100 The archaeological 
material of states formed on the basis of previous tribal alliances often shows great similarity. The material 
of tribes is also hard to distinguish from each other, consequently it is difficult -  in many cases impossible 
-  to identify the tribes of the written sources in the material record. Research on the ethnicity of these tribes 
has a huge literature, but earlier works often ignored the fact that the ethnic background of early nomadic 
tribal alliances cannot be modelled on the national approach of the 19th—20th centuries. The archaeological 
identification of these groups is even more uncertain, since the finds of the period arc not ethnically 
specific. The character of costume and everyday items was determined by fashion and trade connections. 
The changes observed in weaponry and other technological innovations spread rapidly, so these changes 
can be used for identification only to a limited extent.101 Thus on this ground less than 50 Turkic or Turkic 
Period graves are known in the Minusinsk Basin, and only 150 Turkic Period graves have been found in 
the whole of Asia.'02 The number of the graves of the Pechencg, who occupied the previous settlement area 
of the Hungarians, is also small.103 If we would like to examine the archaeological material of other 9th—10th 
century steppe groups, then the picture is even worse. The number of the graves of the so-called Saltovo- 
Mayaki culture cannot even be estimated. We face a number of methodological problems, because some 
cultures have not been exactly defined yet. In many cases, the approach of earlier research identifying 
peoples with objects is still in use.104

To sum it up, we may say that the archaeological record is significant not only for its richness but 
also for its quantity if wc compare it with the 10lh— 11th century burials of the wider region and the 
graves of the earlier cultures of the Carpathian Basin.

If we investigate the growth rate of the material under study, we may establish that the slow 
increase after the early steps105 was followed by a steady, then in the second half of the 20th century a

>s B. Dóstól: Slovanská pohfebistc ze stfední doby hradistní ni Moravc (Slawische Begräbnisstätten der mittleren 
Burgwallzcit in Mähren). Praha 1966, 10-11, Obr. 1.

96 A. Luchtanas: The Balts during the 10,h century. In: P. Urbanczyk (cd.): The Neighbours of Poland in the 10lh Century. 
Warsaw 2000, 199-204.

97 Fodor (1981); Bóna (1997a); Kovács (2003).
98 On the importance of hoards see Brather (1994-1995).
99 Mocja (1997).

100 Bálint (1997); A. Kiss: A 375 és 1000 közötti kincslelctek, mint a Kárpát-medence kora középkori történeti forrásai. A 
kincslelctek katalógusa (Die völkerwanderungszeitlichen und frühmittelalterlichen Schatzfunde im Karpatenbecken. 
Katalog der Schatzfundc von 375 bis 1000). ZM 9 (1999) 55-75.

101 Certain identification is possible only if a tribal alliance controlled an area for a longer period and the distribution and 
chronology of the archaeological culture correspond to the written sources, such as in the case of the Volga Bulghars or the 
Cumans.

102 Bálint (1989a) 241.
103 A. Pálóczi-Horváth: Nomád népek a kelet-európai steppen és a középkori Magyarországon [Nomadic peoples in the 

Eastern Europen steppe and medieval Hungary], In: Gy. Havassy P. (cd.): Zúduló sasok. Új honfoglalók - besenyők, 
kunok, jászok -  a középkori Alföldön és Magyarországon. Gyulai katalógusok 2. Gyula 1996, 9-10, 17-1 8; Kroumova 
(2001) 56-61.

104 Pletneva (1958); Kirpichnikov (1973) 29-29.
105 In 1872 only 11 burials were known from the Conquest Period. In 1878 it was 18: Pulszky (1878a); in 1883 it was 23: 

Tergina (1883); in 1893 it was 40: Nagy (1893a); in 1895 it was 43: Pulszky (1897) 118-130; Bóna (1997a) 345-346; 
Mesterházy (1997c) 31.
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bursting, growth. In the last phase of the 19th century the volume of excavated and published material 
grew significantly. This was partly due to the strengthening of national approach towards history 
reinforced by political changes (the Compromise), as an increasing number of social groups could 
identify with the national past, which increased the number of finds that reached the specialists. 
Another reason was economic prosperity, since railway projects, river regulations and new industrial 
investments disturbed many archaeological sites.

The celebration of the Millennium of the conquest was preceded by intensive archaeological 
research increasing again the volume of finds.106 The comprehensive study published on the occasion 
of the Millennium listed already 56 cemeteries.107 108 The analyzed material grew fast due to József 
Hampel’s interest and achievements.106 As research started in Transylvania as well,109 1 50 sites 
became known from the period by the beginning of World War I.

Following World War I, the number of excavations was determined by the economical possibilities 
of the country. A number of regions, previously part of Hungary, were annexed by neighbouring 
countries after the peace treaty, which put limitations on the geographical range of archaeological 
research as well. Besides excavations in Flungary, mainly Czechoslovakian and Yugoslavian research 
yielded new finds. Till the middle of the 1940s, 200-250 new cemeteries of the period were unearthed 
partly or completely.

After Worl War II, relaunched excavations discovered a large number of commoners’ cemeteries, 
which not only increased the volume of data, but also completely changed the interpretation of the 
material from poor graves -  previously identified as Slavic. The growth of the source material was 
contributed to by the increasing number of foreign publications on cemeteries beyond the borders of 
Flungary following the pioneering work of Anton Tocik.110 But the most important role in this growth 
was played by systematic and legally regulated excavations.1" Due to rescue excavations preceding 
construction works, field surveys and regional research,112 by 1962 more than 1200 sites were listed in 
the catalogue of the burials of the period.113 By the beginning of the 1980s, the number of sites known 
from reports exceeded 1600.114 After the regime change, industrial growth, infrastructural investments 
and the modifications of legal regulations increased further the volume of the available data. But this

106 This series of celebrations helped increase the number of sources, since both local archaeological societies - formed on 
Flóris Rómer’s initiative at many places and central authorities organized planned excavations to discover the finds of 
the Conquest Period before the festivities. Wosinszky (1896) 1036.

1117 Hampel (1896),- idem (1900) On the importance of Hampel’s work see Bóna (1997a) 346; Bálint (2004).
108 In his study from 1905, Hampel already listed more than 80 sites, and by the publication of his 1907 work the number of 

the sites exceeded 100. Hampel (1907a).
109 On the early difficulties see Róna (2001) 71-72; Vincze (2002) 29-31.
110 Tocik’s work was decisive because in the neighbouring socialist countries the official scientific policy did not encourage 

research on early Hungarians and such studies could be published only occasionally. The next step in the process was 
Yugoslavia, while in Romania only after the political changes was it possible to divert from the nationalist and 
unscientific theory of Daco-Romanian continuity and to give priority to scientific thinking. Boia (2003).

111 On the laws in Hungary see J. Korek: A muzeológia alapjai [Introduction to Museum Studies]. Budapest 1988, 118—120, 
126-127.

112 The possibilities of the new research paradigm were first outlined in Béla Szőke’s survey of the sites in the Kisalföld. See 
Szőke (1954a). The importance of regional research is well illustrated by the fact that following the comprehensive survey 
of Csanád Bálint, 334 sites became known from the south of the Carpathian Basin -  Bálint (1991) 206-262 -  more than 
the total of the sites known from the whole Carpathian Basin till 1914. The steady growth of known sites is shown in the 
micro-region of the Maros influx, where in contrast to the 70 sites reported by Csanád Bálint, already 90 sites are listed in 
the latest review by István Kürti. Kürti (1994). The ratio is similar in the Rétköz. The systematic field survey of István 
Dienes and Péter Németh registered 50 sites in the region -  I. Dienes: Felső-Tisza-vidék a X. században. Szabolcs- 
Szatmár-mcgye régészeti emlékei II. [The archaeology of Szabolcs-Szatmár County II. The Upper Tisza region in the 10lh 
century] In: G. Entz (ed.): Szabolcs-Szatmár megye műemlékei I. Budapest 1986, 92-114; idem (1996a) — while the study 
of Eszter Istvánovics lists already 58 sites. Istvánovits (2003).

113 FÉK 20-85. On its importance see Mesteházy (1993) 286-288.
114 A. Kiss: Studien zur Archäologie der Ungarn im 10. und 11. Jahrhundert. In: H. Friesinger-F. Daim (hrsg.): Die Bayern 

und ihre Nachbarn. Wien 1985, 217-379. For its review see Bóna (1986) 576—577.
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quantitative growth does not necessarily turn into qualitative changes as well.115 116 Modem analytical 
methods must play at least as important a role in the revitalization of research as the publication of 
excavation reports.

4. The history o f the research on the archaeology o f the conquest

4.1. Introduction

It is an often retold anecdote of Hungarian historiography, how the official date of the celebration of 
the Hungarian conquest was fixed in the 19th century.117 The government was planning an appropriate 
celebration of the first Millennium of the existence of the Hungarian state and asked the Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences in 1882 to establish the date of the conquest. The board of scholars led by the 
noted historian of the period, Arnold Ipoly, put the date of the conquest between 888 and 900 after 
long debate."8 The government marked 1895 to be the date of the celebrations,119 and in the following 
year the parliament codified 896 as the date of the conquest. The change again was not due to 
scientific causes: it was required simply because only the budget of 1896 could cover the expenses of 
the grandiose celebrations.120 The date and phases of the conquest have been discussed by several 
studies,121 but the above story sheds light on the non-scientific research motivation that often had a 
great influence on what was presented to the public about the Conquest period history of the 
Hungarians. Despite these non-scientific aspects, however, the most prominent experts of the 19th—20th 
centuries have had a crucial impact on the evaluation of the archaeological data. Their views are often 
‘forgettable, but cannot be completely ignored’.122 A comprehensive historiography can answer a 
number of questions about why and what is articulated today by the archaeological research of the 
Conquest Period. All this may show the development and validity of the various -  and from time to 
time recurring -  approaches.

4.2. Warrior Bene — Miklós Jankovich

As already mentioned above, the archaeological remains of the conquering Hungarians had been 
recognized by the period of Romanticism. At the beginning of the 19th century ancient chronicles 
became popular. The increase in the interest towards the early history of the Hungarians is indicated 
by literary works with historical topics -  such as Zalán’s Run by Mihály Vdrösmarthy (1825), marking

115 The growth of data led to qualitative changes in earlier research. Among the syntheses written at the turn of the 19lh—20th 
centuries, József Hampel’s art historical analysis can be regarded as such. Hampel (1904). The next qualitative change 
was due to methodological improvements observable in the works of Nándor Fettich and Gyula László. The next step was 
made by Béla Szőke, who studied the characteristics of various regions -  Szőke (1954a) — and laid the foundations of a 
typological system. Szőke (1962). The constantly increasing material enables the refinement of these and the formulation 
of new questions.

116 This review of the history of research will not touch upon every topic and scholar, but is restricted to those scholars of the 
last two centuries who had the greatest influence on the inteipretation of the archaeological remains of the 10lh century. 
As a consequence, some prominent and important scholars focusing more on site reports - such as András Jósa, Lajos 
Kiss or Arnold Marosi -  were omitted.

117 A. Gem: A magyar polgárosodás [Hungarian bourgeosie]. Budapest 1993, 344-345.
Ils4. Ipo/yi-V. Fraknói: A millenarium az Akadémiában. A történelmi bizottság jelentése [The Millennium in the Academy. 

The report of the board of history]. Századok 17 (1883) 185-195, 194.
119 Act from 1892.
120 Act from 1893.
121 For a comprehensive review of the most important views in this regard sec Kristó (1980); Gy. Kristó: Hungarian Histoiy 

in the Ninth Century. Szeged 1996; Tóth (1998).
m  Marosit 1999a) 326.
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the beginning of the nationalist romantic movement, which had the conquest as its topic123 -  and the 
wide popularity of István Horváth who refused academic membership and developed his own pan- 
Hungarian theory.1“4

The finds from the vicinity of Ladánybcne were found by three shepherds in July 1834. They 
collected the objects and handed them over together with the skull to Móricz Szentkirályi, the ‘learned 
notary’ of Pest County. The sub-prefect informed Miklós Jakovich, the respected noble collector. 
Jankovich immediately reported the find in the yearbook of the Magyar Tudós Társaság (Hungarian 
Scientific Society). His study with a baroque title is a still useable archaeological report of great 
significance.125

The author’s wide reading and expertise in antiquities is still evident from the writing.126 The 
methods of this renowned collector were also modern, but unfortunately not adopted by his 
contemporaries with similar interest.127 He tried to gather exact information on the context of the 
find128 -  and most of his conclusions based on the collected information were verified by later 
research.129

Jankovich -  being a pioneer -  could not lean on other scholars’ results and the misunderstandings 
in his works were mainly due to the deficient observations at his disposal. One of his mistakes, 
however, had a lasting effect on later research: the incorrect identification of the sword deposited in 
the grave. He put forth one of his pet ideas in the study when suggesting that the weapon of the 
deceased had to be a double-edged sword and not a sabre, since the latter became widespread only 
later, during the fight against the Otoman Turks.130 His excuse is that he did not see the sword: the 
shepherds kept it and turned it into firesteel. Jankovich could only guess the type of the object from 
the sub-prefect’s report. Later, scholars studying weapons and referring to the Benepuszta find took 
the definition as a ‘sword’ for granted.131 For István Zichy and Nándor Fettich this was the find that

123 On Vörösmarty’s role see L. Szörényi: „Múltaddal valamit kezdeni” [‘To do something with your past’]. Budapest 1989, 
36-85; idem: Hunok és jezsuiták. Fejezetek a magyarországi latin hősepika történetéből [Huns and Jesuits. Chapters from 
the heroic epic in Latin from Hungary], Budapest 1993, 6-8.

124 Domokos (1990) 89-91.
125 Jankovich (1835).
126 Nagy (1985) 127; Szentesi (2002) 32; Mravik (2002) 344-347.
127 Mravik (2002).
128 In his studies and reviews Jankovich consistently emphasized the importance of observing the context of archaeological 

discoveries. In his review of the report about a Roman gravestone found at Kékkút, he put forward some principles almost 
in line with those of modern archaeology when he expressed the opinion that the evaluation of objects is only possible in 
the possession of every piece of information: ‘Thus their complete collection cannot be escaped -  and most harmful is 
their separation, or the preservation of only the more precious or decorative parts; as a piece does not tell us about the 
other, the same way it enables us to define its age -  furthermore, the transcription of stone inscriptions cannot be omitted 
[...] the drawing of wood-carvings, engravings and any forms cannot be escaped’ cited by Nagy (1985) 128, from M. 
Jankovich: Vélemény a Balaton mellett Kékkúton ki ásatott római sírkőről és annak felírásáról [On the Roman grave
stone unearthed at Kékkút near Lake Balaton and its excavation]. OSzK Kézirattár Quart. Hung. 4096. Jankovich 
expressed a similar opinion regarding the burial at Benepuszta when he thanked Móricz Szentkirályi for his ‘scholarly 
discretion’ that he did not sort out the finds but ‘collected each and every piece whether pricy and precious or nothingly, 
whether nice and decorative or ugly and worthless, so that one may shed light on the other and be better understood.’ 
Jankovich (1835) 282. However, he was more permissive regarding the provenience of the objects as pointed out by 
Piroska Biczó. P. Biczó: A „lelet” mint gyűjteményi tárgy. Proveniencia-problémák [The ‘find’ as part of a collection. 
Problems of provenience]. In: A. Mikó (ed.): Jankovich Miklós (1772-1846) gyűjteményei. Budapest 2002, 24-29.

,2,) In the case of this Conquest Period grave, Jankovich mentioned the remains of a horse deposited beside the dead and a 
number of arrowheads placed in the grave. According to the description, the arrowheads were laid aligned in a quiver and 
ca. 40 coins were sewn on the dress. See Jankovich (1835) 285.

130 His concept was formed much earlier, as suggested by a remark by György Fejér when describing Jankovich’s collection: 
T held in my hands the huge claymores that were in use from the 10'1' century at us.’ Gy. Fejér: Vadassi Jankowics 
Miklós1 Gyűjteményeiről és Régiségei között találkozó két ismeretlen Emlékekről, eddig meg nem magyarázott írásokról 
[On Miklós Jankowics Vadassi’s collections and two unknown remains among his antiquities, and on some unexplained 
inscriptions]. Tudományos Gyűjtemény 1 (1817) 3-46, 34. See Dienes (1968) 140.

131 Pulszky (1891) 5; Hampel (1900) 547; Zichy (1923) 79.
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served the most serious argument for a 9th century date of the classical Conquest Period material, on 
which -  in their opinion -  northern Viking material had a great influence. In their view, early double- 
edged swords supported this connection.132 Furthermore, the mistaken identification of the weapon 
was not only accepted by the scholars of the period, but was even used to support other theories.133 
The object was properly identified only in the 1980s, when the mistake was corrected on the basis of 
Jankovich’s report and it was demonstrated that it could not have been a double-edged sword, only a 
sabre.134 Beside the weapon, other objects from the grave were re-examined as well.135

132 Zichy expressed his opinion several times. Zichy (1923) 79-80. In one of his studies Fettich mentions a talk given by 
Zichy in 1922 that touched upon this problem — Fettich (1937) 195 -  which was later elaborated by Fettich in more detail. 
See Fettich (1937) 196.

133 A. Marosi: Levcdiai vonatkozások a székesfehérvári múzeum anyagában és a rádiótelepi kard [Finds connected to 
Levedia in the material of the museum in Székesfehérvár and the sword from Rádiótelep]. SzSz 8 (1938) 49-55.

134 ‘...im Grabfund von Benepuszta kein normannnisches zweischnieidiges Schwert, sondern ein typisch ungarischer Säbel 
enthalten war’ L. Kovács: Der Säbel von Benepuszta (Ladánybene, Komitat Bács-Kiskun, Kreis Kecskemét). 
ActaArchHung 32 (1980) 315. Prior to László Kovács’s study, István Dienes had already doubts about the type of the 
weapon: ‘Jankovich considered the lost sword of the Bencpuszta grave a double-edged straight sword, although he did not 
see any of its fragments. Thus, his identification is not conclusive.’ However, a few lines below he carefully noted that 
‘although scholars generally think it possible that the warrior of Bcnepuszta had a straight, Norman-type sword which lie 
had brought with him from Etelköz, this could have been exceptional.’ Dienes (1968) 140.

135 One of these is the strap-end with animal figures. The front side of the strap-end has a winged griffin surrounded by floral 
ornaments in a beaded frame, while the back has a tendril turning into a wreath. Fettich (1937) 215-216; Révész (1996b) 
338. Jankovich considered the strongly worn object to have ‘north Asian ornaments’. Jankovich (1835) 288. Various 
locations have been given as the place of manufacture of the mount. In lack of exact parallels, it has been suggested that 
the mount was of Byzantine -  Riegl (1893) - ,  Carolingian -  Pulszky (1891) 7; Hampel ( 1900) 549; idem (1905) 473-474; 
Lennartsson (1997-1998) 582 -, or Viking -  Hekler (1936) 67; Fettich (1937) 72; Moberg (1940); Dienes (1968) 139; 
Révész (1996b) 338 -  origin.

The place of manufacture is sometimes determined on the basis of the niello inlay (Viking origin), sometimes by the 
rivets with beaded edges on the end of the strap end and the floral ornaments (Carolingian parallels), but in both cases 
scholars recognized the numerous Byzantine parallels -  reviewed by Moberg (1940) 146-151 -  which led modem 
research to emphasize Byzantine analogies. Révész (2002) 102. Contemporary Byzantine goldwork also used niello 
technique, thus this feature alone does not point to Nordic goldwork. See S. La Niece: Niello before the Romans. 
Jewellery Studies 8 (1998) 49-56; F. Schweizer: Nielle byzantin: étude de son évolution. Genava 4 1 (1993) 67-82.

Dienes suggested that the mount was made in the second half of the 9lh century based on the parallel from Birka 
mentioned by Moberg, stating that ‘its owner surely acquired it in the pre-conquest settlement area’. Dienes (1968) 139. 
The shaping of the object strengthened the hypothesis that the person was born in Etelköz and grew up east of the 
Carpathian Basin. While physical anthropological analysis does not exclude the possibility that the individual was born in 
Etelköz, István Dienes’ idea about the acquisition of the object is questionable, since the animal on the strap-end from 
Birka cannot be compared to the strap-end from Bcnepuszta. This is supported not only by the difference of the animal 
figures, but also the fact that the two compositions have nothing in common. The connection of the Birka mount cited by 
Moberg with the Bcnepuszta piece can be questioned in general. The dating of the assemblage is not as straightforward as 
Dienes -  following Moberg thought. Since Arne’s work, the first half of the 9lh century is preferred, not its end. See 
Arne (1914) 119-120.

The mount has been connected to the buckle with animal figure from grave 561 of Vörs-Papkert. Költő (1996a) 
376—377. The two finds arc related through the similar animal figures and the chalice-shaped heads. The much less 
elaborate piece from Vörs differs from the Bcnepuszta find in many respects. One beast is winged, the other is not. One 
has a mane, the other does not. There are differences between the body and the tail of the animals: the decoration on the 
Vörs piece is schematic in comparison with the one from Bcnepuszta. The buckle from Vörs belongs to a general 
Byzantine buckle type. These differences do not deny the connection of the buckle from Bencpuszta with Byzantine 
workshops, but demonstrate that the unique features have other connections as well. See Bálint (2004) 334-377.

Scholars have not taken into account József Hampel’s observation, drawing attention to a number of iconographical 
connections between the buckle and the beast on the right side of the sabre-tache plate from Tiszabezdéd in his study on 
Hungarian ornaments. Hampel (1904) 149-151.

Another disputed part of the assemblage consists of 15 silver ornaments formerly identified as harness mounts. Hampel 
(1900) 774; Fettich (1937) 216. These mounts have no parallels in the known material. In the light of recent results, 
László Révész’s hypothesis seems to be the most convincing: they wore made in Byzantine (or western) workshops as 
well, were part of the decoration of a larger object, and the buried man acquired them as booty. Révész (2002) 102.
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Jankovich estimated the age of the deceased around 30-40 years based on his teeth136 and thought 
that the scars on the skull were battle wounds. The assumed wounds and the silver coins from the 
grave fertilized contemporary Romantic imagination and the adventurous story of the Hungarian 
warrior fighting in Italy came to life.137 He established that the Italian coins were from the reign of 
Berengar and decorated the dress of the deceased.138

Despite the mistakes, Jankovich’s work was an outstanding achievement. The definition and 
publication of the archaeological remains of the conquering Hungarians fell into a period when 
nationalistic sentiment awakened by the Romantic Movement had a strong impact on archaeology all 
over Europe: nations were seeking the remains of their -  real or assumed -  ancestors.139

His results were not followed by new ones for a long time. This raises the question: was the 
recognition of this material incidental or his merit? It is beyond doubt that a number of lucky factors 
coincided. This is supported by the fact that private collections donated to museums contained a 
number of objects and coins that once obviously belonged to similar grave assemblages. Most of these 
objects, however, were lost, and only a few stray finds preserve their memory. In the case of 
Bencpuszta, the circumstances of the discovery were advantageous, since the shepherds not only 
handed over the finds, but gave a detailed report about the circumstances of the discovery. Szentkirályi 
possessed the antiquarian attitude characteristic for contemporary Hungarian nobility, and was also 
influenced by Romantic views.140 Miklós Jankovich was also driven by a national vision of the past,141

136 Jankovich identified him on the basis of the place name Benepuszta (lit. Bcne-waste) as chief Bene. The conclusion drawn 
from the toponym was criticized soon by János Jemey saying that ‘a skeleton, baptized inadequately as chief Bene, but 
surely from the pagan era, was discovered’. Jerney (1851) 2, 111.

137 Jankovich thought that Bene not only participated in the Italian raids but was wounded there. The physical anthropological 
analysis of the skull and the exact determination of the age at death were carried out by Lajos Bartucz. Fettich (1937) 213. 
Anm. 1.

138 There were a number of objects from the Conquest Period in the Jankovich collection that were donated to the Hungarian 
National Museum together with his first collection before the discoveiy of the grave of Benepuszta. However, he did not 
realize that they were from the Conquest Period, and considered them to be Roman. It seems that it was the dating of the 
coins from the Benepuszta grave which helped him establish the date of the burial. Nagy (1985) 128. The pendant marked 
Orn. Jank. 27. mentioned by Emese Nagy docs not belong to this group. The objects were published by Hampel (1900) 
735-737.

137 The first identification of an early medieval ethnic group was probably made by Josef Dobrovsky, who recognized the 
Slavs (1786). Brother (2001a) 11-12. The next recognized early medieval ethnic group were the Anglo-Saxons settling in 
Great Britain. James Douglas, in his Nenia Britannica from 1793, not only published the results of his almost one and a 
half decade long excavations in Kent, but identified the early Saxon material as well. Wehster (1986) 121; C. J. Arnold: 
An Archaeology of the Early Anglo-Saxon Kingdoms. London-New York 2000, 3. The identification of these two 
archaeological complexes, however, was not accepted everywhere: in many cases Slavic cemeteries were still identified 
as ‘Celtic’ in the first half of the 19th century -  Friesinger (1974) 1 -  although later archaeological results settled the 
question. Brother (2001a) 12. Romantic interest in Anglo-Saxon antiquities gained momentum in Victorian Britain when 
J. M. Kemble successfully identified the early Saxon material in North-Germany -  the Saxon homeland. Webster (1986) 
122.

Attempts at the identification of the material of early Germanic peoples were made already in the Early Modern Era -  
Brather (2000) 139 -  but they were accurately identified only in the 1840s. The Alemanni were identified between 1843 
and 1844 by an engineer based on the cemetery at Nordendorf. G. Fingerlin: Vom Schatzgräber zum Archäologen. Die 
Geburt einer Wissenschaft. In: Die Alemannen. Stuttgart 1997, 45-51. The definition of the Merovingian Period and the 
Germanic finds of the Migration Period is connected to the basic work of the Lindenschmit brothers. W. Lindenschmit- L. 
Lindenschmit: Das germanische Todtenlager bei Selzen in der Provinz Rheinhessen. Mainz 1969; K. Böhner: Vorwort 
zum Neudruck. In: W. Lindenschmit L. Lindenschmit: Das germanische Todtenlager bei Selzen in der Provinz 
Rheinhessen. Mainz 1969, VII-XIX.

The Avars Pulszky (1874) and Langobards (1871/1878) were identified slightly later. Búna (1993) I 15. In this 
light, although the material of the conquering Hungarians was not identified first among early medieval ethnic groups, it 
stands out among contemporary, often dubious, identifications due to the detailed description of the material.

140 Szentkirályig romantic attitude is also illustrated by the fact that later, in 1846, he donated the finds to the National 
Museum. Révész (2002) 101.

141 Mravik (2002) 341-342, 361-376.
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but it were the coins from the grave that helped determine its age.142 His study published in the 
yearbook of the Scientific Society drew the attention of the wider public towards the conquering 
Hungarians.143 Thus, the question should be modified: why were there no new Conquest Period finds 
between 1835 and 1848?144

4.3. The pagan burial at Vereb -  János Erdy

While ‘good fortune’ acted through the shepherds’ wisdom at Benepuszta, other circumstances played 
a role at the discovery of the grave from Vereb. In May 1953, the finds came to light on the estate of 
János Végh, whose tutor 30 years earlier was János Erdy.145

Erdy registered the finds immediately in the National Museum, and analyzed them with the same 
promptness as Jankovich 19 years before. But lie did not have an opportunity to publish these 
antiquities.146 While the nationalistic atmosphere of the Reform Era facilitated Jankovich’s work, in 
1853, during the period of increasing Habsburg centralization, there were fewer possibilities to publish 
the latest results. Erdy presented the finds already in the month following the discovery -  with the help 
of Endre Kovács head physician -  at the academic meeting of the Medical Society of Pest-Buda, but 
could not publish his results.147 However, he got the opportunity to do so five years later when, 
following the 1857 crisis in the empire, the imperial court had to give up its earlier efforts to create a 
‘Gesamtmonarchic’.148 As a consequence, the absolutist censorship lost its influence and could not 
effectively constrain the publications of the results of nationalistic subjects in science any more. The 
report about the burial of Vereb could be published in 1858 at last.

Erdy was the appropriate person to publish the finds in many respects. He was the one who 
registered the finds of Benepuszta in 1847 as the recently appointed keeper of the National Museum,

142 Jankovich’s excellent archaeological library was exceptional in Hungary in those times. The archaeological collection 
comprised of more than 1600 volumes and included all the available scientific studies of the period. See J. Berlász: 
Jankovich Miklós pályaképe és könyvtári gyűjteményei (Laufbahn und Bibliothek von Miklós Jankovich). In: H. 
Bclitska-Scholtz (ed.): Jankovich Miklós a gyűjtő és mecénás (1772-1846) Művészettörténeti Füzetek 17. Budapest 1985, 
23-78.

143 This was reflected in his letter to Duke Móric Dietrichstein as well, when he wrote that the costume of the ancient 
Hungarians can be described with the help of the miniatures of the Képes Krónika (Illustrated Chronicle) and the relief in 
the tower of ‘either Regensburg or Augsburg’ representing a Hungarian mounted warrior. The Miklós Jankovich’s letter 
to Duke Móric Dictrichstein, 28lh March 1837. OSzK Kézirattár 16/ 723. The letter is also referred to by Nagy (1985) 
140.

144 This hiatus can be explained only partly by the fact that no attention was paid to these finds at many places and, as the 
discoverer of the Conquest Period find of Nagytercmia later argued in a letter, ‘[i]n lack of experts, research was forgotten 
in those times’. MNM Régészeti Irattár (100/1877). After the publication of Jankovich’s study, the contemporary press 
and the nobility open to reformist ideas started to show interest in the remains of the conquering Hungarians, as 
demonstrated by the leaflet of Miklós Szeremley. Szeremley (1847) 4-5. Not even later memoirs contain any data on the 
recovery of richer 10lh century antiquities. It is not know when those finds from Kisvárda were discovered, which were 
delivered to the National Museum in 1852. See Dienes (1961); idem (1996a) 293; Révész (2002) 102. It cannot be stated 
with certainty either that the graves without grave-goods from Nagytercmia were from the 10th—1 l lh centuries. It is clear 
from the documents that the earlier two burials discovered during cellar construction cannot be connected to the rich 
female grave described in 1 875 by the local teacher. Mesterházy (1996a) 342. This is also supported by the phrasing of 
the letter, emphasizing that the earlier finds were discovered on another ‘hill of similar kind’. MNM Régészeti Irattár 
(100/1877)

145 Érdy spent a relatively long period in Vereb in the 1820s, where -  while aspiring at a position of a university lecturer - he 
lived at Ignác Végh’s place, who trusted him with the education of his son, János, and employed him as the overseer of 
the estate. Erdy left Vereb in 1839, but his tics remained, as the publication of the Conquest Period grave find 
demonstrates. Szinnyei II. 1014-1016; Nagy (1873) 7; Érdi János (1796-1871). Vasárnapi Újság (1871) 260-261.

146 The potential political elite’s room to maneuver in cultural issues became restricted after the revolution and freedom fight. 
Compared to the previous period, intellectuals became much more exposed to political forces. Dictatorial oppression 
heavily influenced both scientific and cultural development. Kosáry (1990) 411.

147 Érdy (1858) 25; Bartucz (1966) 370-372.
148 Kosáry (1990) 415.
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thus he knew very well the objects of the first identified burial of the Conquest Period.149 He had a 
wide knowledge in the field of early coinage and was a well-respected numismatist at that time in 
Hungary.150 The grave of Vereb contained numerous coins minted by King, and later Emperor, 
Berengar, similar to the ones from the grave of Benepuszta.151 Beside the coins the burial at Vereb

149 Pulszky (1891) 7.
150 Nagy( 1873) 17-18.
151 A Pavian denarius minted by Hugh of Provence was later mixed into the find. In the 1880s, it was already believed to 

belong to the assemblage. Meanwhile, a number of coins from the grave of Vereb were mixed into the assemblage of 
Benepuszta. The coins were later sorted out by Nándor Fettich and Lajos Huszár, reconstructing the unity of the 
assemblages, but the story of these objects has a further lesson. They provide an insight into the approach of 
contemporary research towards the archaeological record.

Fettich assigned the mixing of the coins to László Réthy, because Hampel mentioned his descriptions and ‘the find- 
bags’ with his handwriting, when he republished the already mixed finds. Hampel published the two assemblages in his 
first comprehensive work from 1896 with the wrong composition, suggesting that by that time the coins of these two early 
finds had already been mixed. It is evident from Pulszky’s first study on Conquest Period material from 1878 that the 
finds were not mixed yet. As Pulszky wrote, the following coins were found in the assemblages: ‘at Bene coins of the 
Italian king Berengar, at Vereb of Charles the Bald, Louis II, Charles the Simple, Pope Sergius and Berengar, covering a 
time between 840 and 924. At Pilin again of Louis, at Gödöllő of Athelstan King of England, at Neszmély of Berengar, at 
Galgócz of Amir Nasr ben Ahmad from the Samanid dynasty of Khorasan. Pulszky (1878a) 64.

Thus, the finds were still in their original assemblages at the time of the exhibition opened in 1878. The mixture must 
have happened in June 1 884, during the dismantling of the exhibition titled ‘Hungarian historical goldwork’, when the 
early Avar finds suffered ‘wounds still unhealed’. Bóna (1982-83) 86. Beside the finds from Neszmély, Nagyteremia and 
Pilin, those from Galgóc, Vereb and Benepuszta were exhibited as well. Less attention was paid to the general condition 
of the objects in three cabinets in room I (cabs. V, VIII, IX) when the exhibition was taken down. See K. Pulszky J. 
Radisits: A magyar történeti ötvösmű-kiállítás lajstroma [Catalogue of the exhibition Hungarian historical goldwork], 
Budapest 1884, 10.

Réthy’s role supports this theory. He could study these coins only after 1885, when he became the underkeeper of the 
Department of Numismatics and Antiquities of the National Museum. Szinnyei XI. 824-828. Unfortunately, when the 
exhibition was taken down, neither the entries of the Antiquities Inventory nor the articles written by Jankovich and Érdy 
were used. Rcthy, who neither before nor later studied coin depositions from the Conquest Period, probably did nothing 
else but identified and marked the hastily packed finds as they were removed from the cabinets after the exhibition. 
Apparently he had no doubt about the unity of the assemblages.

A few years later it escaped József Hampel’s attention as well that the finds were mixed. It has been suggested that 
they got mixed when Hampel had them drawn by Passuth. It is, however, contradicted by the fact that Hampel mentioned 
Réthy’s notes on the bags containing the finds.

There are two studies, which seemingly contradict the theory that the objects had been mixed up already in 1884: in 
Ferenc Pulszky’s 1891 synthesis the finds were listed correctly -  Pulszky (1891) 11-12 -  just like in Géza Nagy’s 1892 
study on the antiquities discovered near Székesfehérvár. Nagy (1892) 299. Hampel knew both, but did not mention the 
differences between the reports and the assemblages. See Hampel (1900) 511,668, 690. But Hampel’s behaviour suggests 
that the two studies only seemingly contradict the theory that the finds got mixed before the 1890s. Pulszky’s study is not 
more than a slightly expanded version of his 1878 study. Hampel was obviously aware of this, and that is why he did not 
pay much attention to the difference between the coins in Pulszky’s study and the ones in the inventory. Hampel probably 
knew the work methods of his father-in-law fairly well and might have thought that Pulszky checked the finds only 
cursory and did not consider his study conclusive. The contradiction is also easily resolved in Géza Nagy’s case, as 
demonstrated by his remarks about the sabre from Szolyva. Bóna (1982-1983) 109-111. These make it clear that Géza 
Nagy did not see the objects in person, but knew them only from the literature. As the keeper of the collection, Hampel 
surely knew that his colleague used only the publications. T. Kovács: Hampel József. In: S. Bodó-Gy. Viga (eds): Magyar 
múzeumi arcképcsarnok. Budapest 2002, 352.

The origin of the Pavian coin minted by Hugh of Provence is still a mysteiy. Such coins from the Conquest Period are 
known only from three sites. Kovács (1989) 95, Abb. 14. One of them was discovered in 1957 -  Tocik (1968) 60; Kovács 
(1989) 17-18 - ,  and the others in 1913 -  Jósa (1914) 315; Kovács (1989) 36. It is evident that none of those could have 
been mixed into the assemblage in 1896. Thus, there had to be a fourth coin of unknown provenance, which was, 
however, later lost, since László Kovács’ catalogue of sites does not mention such a coin, not even among the stray finds. 
Kovács (1989) 87-89. The coin was probably removed from the assemblage already before Fettich’s and Huszár’s time, 
since they do not seem to know about it.

Fettich made another interesting remark in his work saying that despite the mixing of the coins, the number of objects 
from the Benepuszta finds did not decrease, but rose from 104 to 123. Fettich (1937) 68. This increment can only partly 
be explained with the breakage of two ‘tendrils with leaves’. Beside the mixing and the addition of new finds to the
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contained a number of objects, which are still among the unique finds of the period in the Carpathian 
Basin.

The study reflects the positivist approach of the time. The author -  in line with other contemporary 
Hungarian thinkers -  emphasized the importance of the national ideals of Romanticism through the 
revival of the national past.152 The study included the results of Endre Kovács head physician in 
connection with the skull, giving Erdy the opportunity to discuss the historical sources of trepanation.

Érdy knew well the archaeological literature of the time. He was familiar with international 
research as well and followed the results of foreign scholars studying the Early Middle Ages, used, 
adopted and debated their views.15’

The publication of the Vereb burial can be regarded as the continuation of the trend started by 
Jankovich, although it was not a breakthrough in itself. The reason may be found again in the political 
context: in 1861 the parliamentary session initiated by the Court could not agree on the conditions of 
the compromise urged by the Habsburg house, and -  after a few years of consolidation -  the previous 
oppressive politics returned temporarily.154

4.4. The 'hussar-tciche ' from Galgóc - Flohs Römer

The real turn in archaeological research followed political events. After the passive resistance of the 
Hungarian political elite and the Compromise of the imperial house in 1867, great changes took place 
in science as well. Due to the economic uprise following the political consolidation and the more 
liberal cultural policy, the number of finds delivered to the museums and of sites explored grew 
rapidly. During the subsequent national projects (railways, river regulation) workers disturbed many 
archaeological sites. But the growth of data was facilitated not only by these, but the national character 
of the research as well. In the second half of the 19th century, national thinking became even stronger. 
Another factor in the grow th of the material was a change cultural attitude. The role of earlier private 
collections was taken over by local archaeological societies and museums.155 One of the most

Benepuszta assemblage, Erdy ’s notes in the inventory do not help either identify the mounts -  MNM Leltárkönyv (1846) 
2-3 -  beyond the exact identification of the strap-end and the horse-harness decorations, the entries of the inventor}’ do 
not provide any further clues. However, tire unique mount sets of the assemblage exclude the possibility that objects from 
other, similar finds discovered later were mixed into this assemblage.

Consequently, it was probably the small round mounts whose number increased by 17, counting 42 already in 
Hampel’s work. (It is also interesting that according to a later entry by Dienes, their number was only 40, but in the 1996 
catalogue we see again 42 round mounts.) If the conclusion below is correct, the question is where the 17 mounts came 
from, and how and when did they get mixed into the burial assemblage? Tire finds had to come from an unknown site, 
delivered to the museum, but later forgotten. Üntil the 1890s, before the publication of Hampel’s study, similar mounts 
had been delivered to the National Museum only from Nagyteremia. But tire 7 round mounts from Nagyterenria were not 
missing at that time. MNM Leltárkönyv (1877) 29; Hampel (1900) 671. It is another problem, how many round gilded 
silver mounts the grave of Nagyteremia contained, and some research is needed to determine their subsequent fate. See 
tire entry by István Dienes in the inventory of the A/M /  (1877) 29.

152 The desire to publish the glorious antiquities of the Hungarians remained strong in Érdy even after completing the study. 
The scholar driven by nationalistic romantic sentiment was attracted by an even greater aim: finding the grave of the 
conquering duke, Áqrád. But -  unlike tire lunatic Áqrád-researchers of later times -  after a few fruitless attempts he 
accepted tire limitations of research. L. Wekerle: Árpád sírja [Áqrád’s grave]. In: J. Nyáry-I. Henszlmann-K. Tonrra-S. 
Havas (eds): Pulszky-albunr. Budapest 1884, 103-107.

153 He refered to tire work of the Lindenschrnit brothers and the first comprehensive study on the cemeteries in Livland. 1'he 
latter was interesting not only for the 10lh century finds of northern Europe -  which had many parallels in tire material 
from tire Carpathian Basin -  but also for discussing the Ugric connections of the population living there. J. K. Böhr: Die 
Gräber der Liven. Ein Beitrag zur nordischen Alterthumskunde und Geschichte. Dresden 1850.

Erdy listed a number of sites he believed to be contemporary with the burial from Vereb, but those were mainly 
prehistoric. This mistake iirdicates that many assemblages were still awaiting correct identification. See Érdy (1858) 16.

154 Kosáry (1990) 413^114.
155 Korek (1988) 45.
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outstanding experts of archaeology of the time, Flóris Römer, played a great role in establishing and 
operating these institutions.

In the summer of 1868, a grave with a sabrc-tache plate was found at Galgóc. The date can be 
considered symbolic, since it was a year after of the compromise between the Habsburg Dynasty and 
the Hungarian political elite and the birth of the Austro-Hungarian dualist state. Flóris Römer gave a 
short report on the find.136 The scholar, who started his carrer beside Érdy, the Keeper of the 
Department of Antiquities of the National Museum, and later took his place, was a prominent scholar 
due to his systematic scientific work, his organizational skills and huge efforts to save the 
archaeological heritage.137 Although studies on Conquest Period finds make up only a minor part of 
his work, the essays on the burial from Galgócz155 and a number of remarks about studies discussing 
the problems of the period show that he not only followed the new results but influenced the research 
through his advice and opinion on methodology.156 157 158 159

First he published only a short, half page long report on the sabre-tachc plate in his recently 
founded journal, the Archaeo/ogiai Értesítő (Archaeological Reports). He focused on the essential 
issues and gave a brief report: he wrote about the first sabre-tache plate, which he compared to the 
sabre-tache plate of a hussar. Later he returned to this find in another study in which he changed his 
opinion, and -  following Lehoczky160 -  identified the object as a ‘bonnet ornament’.161

His staying away from the research on the Conquest Period had many reasons. At this time, he was 
more occupied with the coordination of local museums and archaeological societies all over the 
country.162 He hoped to find the greatest support for the ‘Archaeological Movements’ from a new 
journal. He was not only the editor of this periodical, but often its sole author.163 Beside these, he was the 
editor of the Archaeológiai Közlemények (Archaeological Communications) and held lectures at the 
university. This versatility and managerial tasks did not allow him to study every period with the same 
intensity, and the Conquest Period was among the unfavoured fields.164 He might have felt that he did 
not need to study the period -  just like other phases of the Migration Period — in detail, since an excellent 
scholar, Ferenc Pulszky, devoted his energies to this field, whom Römer could rightly regard as one of 
the most trained archaeologist of the time. But the most important reason was probably lack of time.

It was also Römer who published the first commoners’ cemetery, although neither he, nor the 
company of ‘diligent archaeologist’ present at the excavation recognized the connection of the finds 
with the rich burials with horses and horse-harness.165 They made the first map of a Conquest Period

156 Römer (1868).
157 Banner (1958); idem: Emlékezés a 100 éves magyar régészeti évfordulóra (Erinnerung an eine Jahrhundertfeier der 

ungarischen Archäologie). DissArch 2 (1960) 1-13, 9-10; J. Banner-M. Kanozsay: Ismeretlen Römer fogalmazvány 
(Unbckaner Entwurf von F. Römer). DissArch 9 (1968) 54-62.

158 Rówer (1870b); Karabacek (1870) 117.
159 F. Römer: Pilin. ArchÉrt 6 (1872) 113-114; J. Nyáry: A pilini Leshegyen talált csontvázakról [Skeletons discovered on 

the Leshegy near Pilin], ArchKözl 9 (1873) 24-25; Römer (1875) 41-42.
160 T. Lehöczky: A szolyvai hun sír (Hunnische Grab von Szolyva). ArchÉrt 3 (1870) 203.
161 Römer (1870b) This work illustrates well his approach. He knew the latest finds and the studies written about them (since 

he edited many of these). He, however, did not compare the latest results with his own earlier observations, and he mostly 
adopted the views of his contemporaries.

162 Banner (1958) 8; S. Bodó: Gondolatok a magyar múzeumok kétszáz éves “születésnapjára” [Thoughts on the two- 
hundredth ‘birthday’ of Hungarian museums]. In: Múzsák kertje A magyar múzeumok születése. Budapest 2002, 6—9.

163 Hampel’s necrology clearly expresses Rómer’s attempts: ‘Only slowly did he raise younger colleagues and local amateurs 
in the countryside, so that he did not have to write the studies, letters, varia, book reviews and others himself. Sometimes 
he was close to reaching the point of giving up the continuous fight against the detachment of the authors.” J. Hampel: 
Emlékbeszéd Römer Flóris rendes tagról [In memóriám Flóris Römer ordinary member]. Emlékbeszédek a Magyar 
Tudományos Akadémia elhunyt tagjai fölött. VI/13. Budapest 1890, 20.

164 Korek( 1988) 45.
165 József Hampel and Gusztáv Varázséji were the first to connect these cemeteries with Conquest Period burials with horses 

and horse-harness. Hampel (1876) 33; Varázséji (1881) 331-332; P. Németh: Archaeology of the Conquest Period: a 
History of Research. In: I. Fodor-L. Révész-M. Wolf (cds): The Ancient Hungarians. Exhibition Catalouge. Budapest 
1996, 19-20; Bóna (1997a) 347.
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cemetery as well, although they thought it was prehistoric.166 He was the first to call the attention of 
Hungarian scholars to Russian and steppe finds in connection with the Migration Period material of 
the Carpathian Basin.167

His exact scientific thinking, excellent knowledge of the material,168 international relations and 
wide reading considerably advanced Hungarian research. His approach, however, had the least impact 
in the research on the Conquest Period.169 As István Bóna aptly remarked: ‘While the other branches 
of archaeology grew from a noble hobby into a more and more democratic discipline, the archaeology 
of the Conquest Period grew from a young Reform Era noble into a cavalier Hungarian gentleman.’170

4.5. The first synthesis — Ferenc Pulszky

In the second half of the 19lh century, it became a general approach to history to represent the early 
history of a nation as a glorious past and set it as an example for the present.171 This attitude originated 
in Romanticism and gave a great impetus -  in many cases brought about sudden changes -  to national 
historiograpy and archaeology.172 173

In Hungarian archaeology this approach was represented by Ferenc Pulszky, a scholar of 
international reputation who had lived abroad for a long time. Due to his activities in the Reform Era 
and later during the freedom fight, Pulszky was forced into emigration in 1849, where he had the 
opportunity to learn the latest results of Anglo-Saxon archaeology.171 After the political consolidation 
he was allowed to return and join again Hungarian political life -  and he wanted to continue his 
academic carrier as well. He was well-respected because of his international connections and former 
political results and was regarded as the most influential scholar of the time. His opinion, even if it 
was often superficial, determined the views of other Hungarian scholars,174 because they paid attention 
to anything he wrote in his studies or said at his lectures. His important political position is indicated 
by the fact that the former emigrant was given an audience with the emperor and after the 
Compromise in 1867 he was the appointed as the director of the National Museum. As a Member of 
Parliament and a friend of Deák, the key figure of the Compromise, he preserved his political 
influence and public reputation till his death.175 He often had to fight to defend the interests of the 
National Museum in and out of the Parliament. His role in cultural life is well illustrated by the 
famous Pulszky saloon, where the intellectual elite of the period congregated for the ‘Saturday 
evenings’.176

166 Römer (1870a) 177; Dienes (1996a) 334-335.
K’7 ‘This makes it clear how important it is to keep an eye on foreign, especially eastern, literature if we want to identify the 

antiquities discovered in our land.’ F. Römer: Sarkantyú és kengyelvas [Spur and stirrup], ArchErt 4 (1870) 168.
u,s This was one of the main reasons why the first Conquest Period finds discovered at Anarcs were delivered to the National 

Museum. Fodor (1996a) 127. On the circumstances of their discovery see Römer (1870a) 175-176; Dienes (1961) 
166-167.

169 Bóna{ 1997a) 347.
170 Róna (1996a) 927.
171 Brother (2004).
172 Brother (2000).
173 Szilágyi (1997) 136.
174 Korek (1988) 45; Csorba (1997); Kabdebó ( 1997).
175 L. Mravik: Pulszky Károly műve [The work of Károly Pulszky], In: L. Mravik (ed.): Pulszky Károly in memóriám. 

Budapest 1988, 6-7; J. Gy. Szilágyi: Pulszky Ferenc és a múzeum helyzete a 19-20. századi európai kultúrában [Ferenc 
Pulszky and the position of museums in 19lh 20lh century European culture]. MT 102 (1995) 916; Szilágyi (1997) 30-31, 
139-140.

176 Many scholars specializing in the Conquest Period were present at these evenings, for example Ármin Vámbéry, Henrik 
Marczali and Vilmos Fraknói, but the saloon was frequented by famous foreign colleagues visiting Budapest as well. H. 
Marczali: Emlékeim [My memories]. Nyugat 22 (1929) 225-226; Szilágyi (1988) 42; Szilágyi (1997) 31, 140; B. Cs. 
Lengyel: Katalógus (Catalouge). In: E. Marosi-I. Laczkó-J. Szabó-L. Tóthné Mészáros (eds): Pulszky Ferenc 
(1814-1897) emlékére Ferenc Pulszky 1814-1897. Mcmoral exhibition. Budapest, 1997,91-96, 177-180, 93, 178.
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His approach was much influenced by his uncle, Gábor Fejérvári, who was one of the most 
outstanding contemporary collectors and Pulszky’s tutor in archaeology and art history.177 Later in 
emigration, he had the opportunity to get acquainted with British and Italian research trends and to 
join the work abroad.178 As a director lie discontinued179 his collections and made great efforts so that 
Hungarian archaeology would keep up with the rapidly developing archaeological research of Western 
Europe.180

In the 1870s he turned towards the Migration Period. He tried to summarize the conclusions drawn 
from the archaeological material of the conquering Hungarians in several lectures and studies. Earlier, 
in connection with Avar burials dated by coins, he called attention to the importance of the coins 
found in 10th century burials.181 His first synthesis on the antiquities of early Hungarians was published 
in 1878. In this work he discussed the finds of the 18 burials published till then and tried to give a 
historical context to the archaeological data complementing the written sources.182 On the basis of the 
perceived similarities of decoration he suggested a relationship between earlier steppe peoples in the 
Carpathian Basin and the Hungarians. His work contained a number hypothesis that influenced the 
direction of later research.183

His study written in 1891 is nothing but an addendum to his 1878 synthesis. It shows that in the 
period between the two works he did not focus on the archaeology of the conquest.184 The first half of

177 Henszlmann (1884) 9-10; Szilágyi (1988) 30-31; Szilágyi (1997) 132-134. On Fejérváry see Török (1996) 146-147; 
Szentesi (2002) 32-34.

178 Szilágyi (1997) 137-138.
177 Ernő Marosi described Pulszky’s deed as a ‘personal change of paradigm’, a change from ‘the role of the collector 

antiquarian to the specialist’. E. Marosi: Az elefántcsont torony. Egyetemes művészet a nemzet szolgálatában. [The ivory 
tower. Arts in the service of the nation]. In: Á. Mikó (cd.): The collections of Miklós Jankovich (1772-1846). Budapest 
2002, 13-15, 13.

180 His principles were expressed in a separate study. F. Pulszky: A múzeumokról [On museums], BSZ 8 (1875) 241—257. He 
emphasized the importance of extending the archaeological library of the Hungarian National Museum and facilitating the 
studies of Hungarian scholars abroad. See Szilágyi (1997) 140; Marosi (1999a) 336-337.

181 Pulszky clearly expressed the importance of graves dated with coins: ‘it is obvious what a great attention those finds 
deserve that yielded coins, because those can to some extent identify the period which the finds belonged to. However, 
coins discovered this way still cannot provide complete certainty, since it could -  and did -  happen that much earlier 
coins were found together with later treasures; but if the coins are found with objects related to each other, from the same 
period, at different sites, then even the most scrupulous criticism cannot deny the conclusion that these object are 
approximately from the same period as the coins; and if similar objects are found without coins, the congeniality of the 
style is enough to assign them to the same period.’ Pulszky (1874) 6. On the importance of this observation in the history 
of research see Bóna (1982-1983) 81.

182 That time Pulszky was not sure about the identification of the sabre-tache plates as bonnet mounts. He interpreted 
Lehóczky’s theory as follows: ‘The lower part of the quiver -  in my opinion -  was preserved at Galgócz and Szolyva. 
Because I think that is what the two shield-shaped silver sheets decorated with floral motifs are, and not bonnet 
ornaments, as thought earlier, because is has been forgotten that in any floral motif- however stylized -  the stem is on the 
bottom and not the top: thus they were drawn and placed upside down -  not to mention the strong curving of the piece 
from Szolyva, unsuitable even for the smallest skull. The concept of the bonnet was bom from the felt remains found on 
the back of the silver plate from Szolyva; but these turned out to be colt-hair under the microscope.’ Pulszky (1878b) 65. 
In this case, his opinion was not accepted by his contemporaries, although this observation stemmed from the basic 
methodological idea that the position of a find does not necessarily indicate its function or place in the costume.

183 His statement, that the ‘weapon was a straight sword’, was based on Jankovich’s mistake. In his work he was concerned 
with the identification of the manufacturers of the equipment of the conquering Hungarians, and discussed to what extent 
the mounts can be related to Avar goldwork: ‘We may say that weaving and braiding, the craft of the blacksmith and 
swordsmith, the goldsmith and gilder were known to our ancestors. But whether they themselves pursued these crafts or 
the weapons and jewellery were made by slaves and prisoners of war is difficult to ascertain; what seems to be sure is that 
the strap-ends discovered in Hungarian graves are very similar to the golden and bronze Avar pieces regarding both shape 
and decoration, and point to an unbroken tradition; it has to be noted, however, that the decoration often includes stylized 
floral motifs, the embryo of the tulip style.’ Pulszky (1878a) 224; idem (1878b) 66.

IS4 This is clearly indicated by a number of mistakes which were taken over from his 1878 study. Pulszky’s study from 1878 
dated the discovery of the Galgóc finds to 1859. Pulszky (1878b) 64. The same mistake can also be found in the preface 
of his two later studies -  Pulszky (1891) 4; idem (1897) 119 -  although in these later studies the part discussing the
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this article was following the study 13 years earlier, the author did nothing else but amended his 1878 
study, gave a description of each and every new find on the basis of their publications, and wrote a 
new summary.185 The part in the synthesis of 1898 is again an updated version of the study written 6 
years earlier.186 However, the two studies written around the end of the century differ from the 1878 
work not in the sources under study, but in the historical interpretation of the material. Previously 
Pulszky believed that the objects from Hungarian graves had been made either by Hungarian 
craftsmen or by the Hungarians’ servants.187 In his later works he modified his view saying: ‘Since the 
Hungarians were conquerors and not craftsmen, their jewellery was made by their servants, prisoners 
of war or the local people found in our country, in a period when art was on the decline.’188 His 
opinion promoted the process which culminated in the ethnic classification of the archaeological finds 
of the Carpathian Basin.189

4.6. ‘The Hampel ’

József Hampel is still one of the most well-known personalities of Hungarian archaeology abroad. 
Beside Flóris Römer and Ferenc Pulszky, he is regarded as one of the most prominent scholars of the 
19th century. According to an ampt remark by Géza Supka describing their work, Römer represented 
material collection, Pulszky synthesis and Hampel analysis in research.190

Although at the beginning of his carrier, he did not focus on this period, later his most important 
syntheses were devoted to this topic. As Rómer’s student, he started to work in the National

assemblage contained already different data. In 1891 he dated the discovery of the Galgóc finds to 1870. Pulszky (1891) 
13. The reason could have been that he read only Karabacek’s letter to Römer -  Karabacek (1870) -  but Rómer’s earlier 
short report escaped his attention. Rámer (1868). In 1897 he corrected the date to 1868. Pulszky (1897) 127. It is also 
clear from his 1891 study that he did not examine the finds in person in the National Museum, but used only the 
publications. He referred to the finds according to earlier reports, where they were listed completely. By this time, 
however, the coins were mixed to other assemblages, and the round silver sheet from the Vereb find - probably covering 
the wound of the trepanation -  was not even listed in the inventory any more. It demonstrates well how uninformed 
Pulszky was that he did not know the date of acquisition of the finds from Anarcs and Gödöllő. In 1877 he only noted that 
these were part of the collection. Pulszky (1878b) 64. The exact date of acquisition was not clarified later cither. Pulszky 
(1891) 4. These details confute the thesis in the history of research that Römer did not get involved in the archaeology of 
the Conquest Period because Pulszky claimed the field. Bóna (1997a) 347; Révész (2002) 103. Pulszky’s work contradicts 
this: it is clear from his studies that he examined the finds of the Conquest Period maybe once, around 1878, but neither 
before nor later did lie devote much time to the period. The distribution of archaeological periods between Römer and 
Pulszky is contradicted also by the fact that Pulszky’s other works often covered Rómer’s fields of research, but the two 
scholars still managed to work without disturbing each other.

1X5 The change in Pulszky’s attitude is well demonstrated by his view on the sabre-tache plate from Galgóc. In 1878 he 
doubted that the object was a bonnet mount, but by 1891 he accepted it without criticism. Pulszky (1891) 17.

lSi> On the circumstances of the birth of the work sec Korek (1988) 45. The relevant chapters of the book were most probably 
revised by József Hampel who parallel to his father-in-law -  was already working on a thorough review of the 
antiquities of the conquering Hungarians, thus he could correct many of the mistakes. It is his merit that the Hun Period 
cauldron of Törtei was not mentioned as a Hungarian antiquity -  previously see Pulszky (1891) 15-16 -  the date of the 
discovery of the find of Galgócz was correct, and we can read a remark about the coins from the Vereb grave saying they 
were ‘of Berengar and the Italian king Hugh of Provence”. Pulszky (1897) 125. Pulszky, however, did not respect the 
opinion of his son-in-law with regard to the division of the material, therefore these had no influence on him. Korek 
(1988)45-46.

187 Pulszky (1878a) 224; Pulszky (1878b) 66.
188 Pulszky (1891) 3. On the background of the view sec Bóna (1997a) 346.
18:1 The change of Pulszky’s approach followed the nationalistic trend of European archaeology spreading in the last third of 

the 19lh century. Brother (2000) 140. For an example for the strengthening of national identity and its influence on 
contemporary Hungarian archaeology sec Henszlmann (1884) 11.

1 ;0 As Supka already noted ‘the latter two [synthesis and analysis - L.P.] covered the past of our culture in a reverse order’. G 
Supka: A százéves Rcgiségtár [The hundred years old Collection of Antiquities], Budapest 1915, 9. On Hampel see also 
L. Márton: Hampel József. ArchÉrt (1914) 97-117; Mesterházy (1997c) 34.
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Museum,191 where he had his first international success together with his tutor, under his supervision: 
it was the catalogue and the exhibition of the International Congress on Anthropology and Prehistory 
in Budapest. This was the first time he studied Conquest Period material.192 From the 1880s on he 
wrote a number of important monographs on the material of various periods, among which the most 
important is the one on the Bronze Age.193 In 1892 he was asked to write the archaeological chapters 
of a source book prepared for the celebration of the millennium of the conquest.194 The long 
manuscript made up a volume in itself and since the co-authors were late with finishing their task, it 
was first published in a separate volume,195 then in a revised form in 1900 in the volume originally 
planned.196

He distinguished three groups in the material of the Conquest Period: sites dated by coins (A), 
burials without coins (B), and stray finds (C). Between 1896 and 1900 he devoted himself to the 
exploration of the material of the period more intensively.197 He also discussed Conquest Period 
remains in his monograph on the finds of the Migration Period, and later -  after the inclusion of the 
latest finds -  he published a long review in German in 1905. His last studies on this period were 
completed in 1907.19S Henceforth he did not write new syntheses, only touched upon the Conquest 
Period when discussing a few general issues.199

In his last comprehensive study, however, he classified the material according to new 
considerations. Previously, the principle was the possibilities for dating, in the new classification 
historical arguments became just as important as archaeological considerations, and Hampel’s 
scientific reputation gave even more weight to his observations.'Jl0

191 Z. Oroszlán: Hampel József professzor (Hampel, József Universitätprofessor (1849-1913)). DissArch 5 (1963) 3; idem 
(1964) 116; Korek (1988) 45.

192 Hampel (1876). Many mistakes indicate that Hampel did not have a thorough knowledge of the material of the period yet 
(e.g. the name of the site of Piliny was typed as ‘Pilis’ throughout the work: Hampel (1876) 148, 160). Later he touched 
upon 10lh— 11th century finds in shorter lectures several times, see among others: J. Hampel: Őskori emlékek a 
békésmegyei múzeumban [Prehistoric remains in the museum of Békés County], Békésvármegyei régészeti és 
művelődéstörténeti társulat évkönyve (1878—1879) 37-48.

193 J. Hampel: A bronzkor emlékei Magyarhonban. I-III. [The remains of the Bronze Age in Hungary I—III.] Budapest 
1886-1896.

194 J. Hampel: A honfoglalási kor emlékei [The remains of the Conquest Period]. ArchErt 12 (1892) 287. This call was 
addressed at the same time to the talented scholar and university lecturer and the Pulszky family, which occupied an 
important position in the academic world. Hampel namely married Ferenc Pulszky’s daughter, Polixenia Pulszky. Korek 
(1988) 45.

195 Hampel (1896).
196 Hampel (1900).
197 J. Hampel [L. Kárász]: A dettai ékszerek [The jewellery from Dctta], ArchÉrt 16 (1896) 226-232; J. Hampel [A. Száraz]: 

Salamoni sírlelet [The burial from Salamon], ArchErt 16 (1896) 132-135; idem: Der sogenannte Säbel Karls des 
Grossen. ZHW 1 (1897).

198 J. Hampel: A régibb középkor emlékei Magyarhonban (IV-X. század) II. [The remains of the Early Middle Ages in 
Hungary (4lh— 10th centuries)]. Budapest 1897; idem (1905) I-III; idem (1907a); idem (1907b).

199 Hampel (1911).
200 It is a frequent question in the history of research, why he changed the earlier principle and introduced an ethnic 

classification. See Révész (2002) 106. The inconsistencies of the new classification were pointed out by Bóna (1997a) 
347—348. Bóna explained the conceptual change with the increasingly strong Pan-Slavic propaganda of Czech and 
Croatian research. Bóna (1997a) 348. Beside the results of Lubor Nicderle and Josip Brunsmid, who emphasized the 
importance of the early Slavs, there were other scholars influencing Hampel. Among the Hungarian archaeologists 
Csanád Bálint was the first to draw attention to the role of Josef Strzygowski. Bálint (2004) 65-66. Strzygowski, who 
rediscovered the Orient for the archaeology of the Migration Period, published his first comprehensive studies around 
these times. Strzygowski’s question (‘Orient oder Rom?’) placed the emphasis on the ‘comparative approach’ in contrast 
to Riegl’s evolutionist views. See Marosi (1989) 249.

As time went by, Hampel -  probably under Géza Nagy’s influence: Nagy (1892) 308; idem (1893a) 319; idem: 
Hadtörténelmi emlékek az ezredéves kiállításon [Remains of military history at the Millennial exhibition], ArchErt 16 
(1896) 346 -  accepted the hypothesis that the decorative patterns of the Conquest Period can be traced back to Sasanid 
antecedents. Hampel (1900) 821-823. Later he modified this view in the light of Riegl’s work, and emphasized the role 
of Byzantium as well. Hampel (1904) 119-120; idem (1905) 701-702; idem (1911). However, he still had a propensity to
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His conclusion was accepted by Hungarian scholars, and by the 1890s the opinion that burials with 
hair-rings belonged to the early Slavs became widespread.201 Hampel’s colleague, Géza Nagy also 
connected every row cemetery to the ‘Slavic servants’.202 In this period, Hampel faced concepts from 
all directions that interpreted archaeological remains in ethnic terms as a consequence of the 
nationalist Zeitgeist and scientific paradigms. These explanations -  although they had different origins

accentuate the importance of oriental connections and was only reassured by Strzygowski’s research. Hampel (1907a) 
92-95; Supka (1908). Strzygowski’s approach was similar to the contemporary arhcaeological paradigm that identified 
object types with ethnic groups, although he investigated ethnic categories from an art historical point of view. Marosi 
(1989) 249.

For a modem review of the subject see Mesterházy (1997a) 386-388. In earlier times Riegl also emphasized the role of 
Sasanid cultural traditions. A. Riegl: Ein orientalischer Teppich vom Jahre 1202 n. Chr. und die ältesten orientalischen 
Teppiche. Berlin 1895. On Riegl’s role see also S. Radnóti: Későantik és modern (Late antique and modem). In: A. Riegl: 
Későrómai iparművészet. Budapest 1989, 228-248; Iverson (1993); Marosi (1976) 91—93; idem (1989) 248-249; idem 
(1996); idem (2002) 139; Minor (2001) 102-108; Bálint (2004) 64-66.

The third factor that forced Hampel to change his approach can be traced back to German research as well, and was 
connected to the interpretation of the S-terminated hair-rings. The basic aim of contemporary German archaeology was to 
separate Germanic and Slavic finds. Sklenár (1983) 90-101; Brother (2001a) 9-19; Brother (2001c) 718-729. In the 
1870s, a debate arose around the interpretation of these hair-rings in German research. Biefel argued for a Germanic 
origin of these hair-rings, while the young Danish archaeologist, Sophus Müller, argued for their Slavic origin. Müller 
(1877). Their debate also illustrates the archaeological approach of the German-speaking area, which at that time 
influenced mainly by the evolutionist paradigm -  emphasized the role of objects as ethnic markers. Brother (2000).

Most scholars accepted Mülier’s opinion: using West Prussian finds he connected this object type to the Slavs. He built 
his argument on the fact, that some of the sites identified at that time were located in areas where medieval sources 
mention Slavic people (e.g. at Rebesovice in Slovakia, near Skalsko in the Czech Republic, at Levy Hradec, now a suburb 
of Prague, and the cemetery of Köttlach). Müller (1877) 192.

He referred to a number of sites from the Carpathian Basin as well, including Szécsény-Kerekdomb, a part of a 
cemetery from the 1 1th century. Hampel (1876) 46. His other reference to exemplars from Csongrád county and Sopron 
cannot be identified any more on the basis of his catalogue. Hampel (1876) 47, 103, 108, 154. His reference to Iván 
Paur’s collection indicates that Müller was in Hungary for the Congress on Prehistory in 1876, because the catalogue does 
not describe the collection in such detail as Müller did in his study, and his reference to Túrócz County shows that Müller 
worked with the objects in the catalogue and the exhibition, without the help of Hungarian scholars.

Mülier’s ethnic conclusion was based on the early Slavic occupation of the region: ‘Das häufige Vorkommen dieser 
Ringe in allen von Slawen bewohnten Gegenden, von dem slawischen Ostdeutschland an bis nach Ungarn und Rußland, 
und das Nichtvorhandensein dieser Form außerhalb der slawischen Gebiete zeigt deutlich, daß die Ringe slawisch sind. 
Die Gräberfeld im östlichen und nördlichen Deutschland, wo man dieselben fand, müssen demnach den Slawen 
zugeschrieben werden.’ Müller (1877) 195. But later on, scholars ignored this principle; indeed they turned it around, and 
used this jewellery to demonstrate the presence of Slavic populations in the given area. On Müller see also H. Thrane: 
Müller, Sophus. In: B. Heinrich-G. Dieter-S. Heiko (hrsg.): Reallexikon der Germanischen Altertumskunde Band 20. 
Berlin-New York 2002, 302-306.

An archaeologist from the University of Prague, Lubor Niederle, was the first Slavic archaeologist who considered 
these hair-rings as Slavic ethnic markers. He worked on basis of Mülier’s and Lissauer’s results as well. Niederle (1894). 
Later this approach became widespread in the work of other Slavic-speaking scholars due to his influence. See Brunsmid 
(1904); Eisner (1925).

201 Müllers’s views did not remain unheard in Hungarian research, although its first review noted soberly that ‘here, in our 
land, attributing absolute ethnographic meaning to these hair-rings is rather problematic’. B. Majláth: Az orosházi 
sírmező (Cimitiére á Orosház X-XI. siécle). ArchÉrt 10 (1890) 422. Bálint Kuzsinszky emphasized the chronological 
position of these objects against their ethnic interpretation. B. Kuzsinszky: Olasz- és horvátországi leletek a honfoglalási 
korból (Trouvailles en Italic et en Croatie du temps de l’occupation des Hongrois). ArchÉrt 16 (1896) 68-70. Later on 
Lissauer, and then Géza Nagy, did not consider these hair-rings to be characteristic for the early Hungarians. Lissauer 
(1891); Nagy (1893a) 318. Due to the influence of Géza Nagy’s studies, this opinion became more and more widespread. 
See P. Cséplő: A külső Puszta-Kovátsi leletekről [On the finds from Puszta-Kovátsi], ArchÉrt 19 (1899) 360-364.

In the 1890s Lissauer already considered it evident that the deceased buried in row cemeteries with S-terminated hair- 
rings were Slavs. As he was in touch with both Hampel and Niederle, his opinion presumably strengthened the two 
scholars in their view that the hair-rings and the row cemeteries with poor graves in the Carpathian Basin belonged to the 
Slavs. Thus, Hampel probably knew this interpretation -  Lissauer (1891) 334 -  already at the beginning of his work, but 
ignored it until much later, when beside the results of Niederle (1894) and Brunsmid (1904) the orientalist concepts of 
Strzygowski and Lessing forced him to come up with new interpretations.

202 Vagy (1893a) 318.
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-  pointed in the same direction and resulted in the distinction much disputed later by Hungarian 
scholars: the identification of the poor graves of the commoners (group B) with the Slavs. Hampel 
could not do else but simply let these -  then modem -  theories influence him.203

His last work on this period was published in 1908 in a representative volume.204 This work is 
important from the point of view of the history of research because Hampel expressed a clean-cut 
opinion in several, previously debated questions. For example he took sides on the interpretation of 
graves with horse burials in contrast with his earlier careful statements; he was the first among 
Hungarian scholars to make a distinction between swords and sabres; and he did not any more 
interpreted sabre-tache plates as bonnet mounts.205 Despite all these, it is demonstrable that his 
previous opinion regarding the ethnic interpretation of the finds -  that the conquering Hungarians were 
only a small minority -  did not change, not even in his study intended for a wider public.

4 .7. The ‘undisciplined Hungarian-spotter ’ -  Géza Nagy

The work of Géza Nagy and the ideas behind it reflects well the political ideas at the turn of the 
19th—20th centuries.206 His research methods, developed for the archaeology of the Conquest Period, 
and his results, even if covertly, exerted later a great influence on archaeological concepts.

His early articles in newspapers, among others his polemical writings in the Egyetértés, show that 
his interest turned towards the early Hungarians already at the beginning of his carrier.207 208 His scientific 
work gained momentum after he returned to the Department of Antiquities of the National Museum.206

His studies differed in many aspects from those written by Römer, Pulszky and Hampel on this 
issue. His older colleagues confined themselves to the analysis of the sources of their own narrower 
special field, archaeology. As far as sources were concerned, however, Géza Nagy was not content 
with the possibilities archaeology provided. Beside written sources, he tried to include in his studies 
linguistic and ethnographic data as well. He rarely published reports.209

The greatest part of his work was made up by syntheses and studies on the history of weapons. In 
the latter he discussed the material from the 10lh century together with other, earlier and later, periods 
focusing less on the finds than on their changes.210 In the studies on the Conquest Period he examined 
the connections of the customs of the early Hungarians.2" In his comprehensive analyses, however, 
archaeological data were less dominant, because Géza Nagy had a more ambitious aim: the delineation 
of the ethnic background of the conquering Hungarians. He believed that his education and wide 
reading enabled him to come up with informed opinion on questions which his contemporaries 
avoided to discuss.212 Especially linguists criticized seriously Géza Nagy’s statements in this field: ‘If

203 Today it is evident that Hampel’s second classification was methodically less firmly grounded than the system he had 
developed earlier. See Bóna (1997a) 347-349.

204 Hampel (1907b).
205 The significance of his position becomes evident if we consider that in 1906 Géza Nagy still wrote about bonnet mounts -  

Nagy (1906) 414 -  and a few years earlier he himself emphasized that in many cases ‘the warrior was buried sitting on a 
horse facing East’. Nagy (1893a) 229.

206 Szinnyei IX. 572-577; Gedai{1968).
207 G. Nagy: A magyarság eredetéről [On the origin of the Hungarians]. Egyetértés (1877) 2. 2, 5, 2—3.
208 Géza Nagy’s Transylvanian ‘exile’ had a political cause. The young scholar, heated by the ideas of 1848, published one of 

his anti-Habsburg writings in 1881, when the emperor visited Hungary again after a long break. Gedai (1968).
209 Only his report on the finds from Székesfehérvár-Demkóhegy (1892), and a study on Transylvanian finds (1913) can be 

regarded as such. See Bóna (1986) 577.
210 G. Nagy: Hadtörténelmi emlékek az ezredéves kiállításon [Antiquities of the history of arms at the Millennial exhibition], 

ArchÉrt 16 (1896) 344-365; G. Nagy: Karoláig kard [The Carolingian sword]. ArchÉrt 26 (1906) 129-135; Csallány 
(1961) 56-57; Mesterházy (1997c) 35.

211 Nagy (1893b); Nagy (1901); Nagy (1907); Nagy (1912).
212 During his university studies, Géza Nagy took up courses on codicology, literary history and comparative linguistics 

beside history and archaeology. Gedai (1968) 295; Csallány (1961). As a consequence he felt entitled to discuss problems 
like the ethnographic sources of early Hungarian fishing -  G. Nagy: A  magyar halászat eredete [The origin of Hungarian
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one would like to study the questions of the ethnology and linguistics of Turkic peoples, one should 
devote some energy to learn the language of these peoples a bit, otherwise one cannot even take the 
first step without a lapse.’213

His character was ambivalent according to his contemporaries. For his colleagues, he was a scholar 
of great knowledge, who could mediate the latest results of the fellow disciplines.214 On the other 
hand, experts of other fields regarded him mainly as an archaeologist, who transmitted the results of 
his discipline to historians and linguists. Consequently, he had a reputation among archaeologists as a 
well-read scholar of great qualities.

Contrary to contemporary opinion, a number of his views are untenable today. His works were 
characterized by the use of mixed argumentation, which is at first sight very spectacular, sophisticated 
and convincing, but leads to serious mistakes -  and Géza Nagy often ignored the problems that 
emerged this way. Starting from linguistic sources -  but omitting philological detail -  he analyzed the 
ethnic and social stratification of the Hungarians, used his results as evidence and applied them on 
archaeology.211'

His scientific approach was influenced by two paradigms widespread at the turn of the 19th century: 
‘Turanism’, popular in Hungary at that time,216 and Social Darwinism, popular in Western Europe and 
the United States.217 Géza Nagy’s Social Darwinist approach was most pervasive in his journalism: 
‘The continuous struggle and cultural labour of two thousand years have selected the viable elements 
of the Hungarians and destroyed all organs that were flawed and less suitable for development; and as 
our history shows, much vitality have had to accumulate in the Hungarian national character that gave 
our race the ability to contrive even in the most difficult situations and follow the path that leads to the 
accomplishment of greater and greater tasks.’2111 In his work we may detect an attitude, inspired by the 
general socio-political atmosphere and observable in the historicizing art of the time in Hungary, 
which interpreted the conquest as a glorious military feat that legitimated the rule of the Hungarians 
over the Carpathian Basin. The early Hungarians were depicted as noble conquerors whose virtue and 
power justified their deeds.219 He came up with the theory of the double conquest as well, elaborated

fishing], Ethnographia 9 (1900) 241-249 or the Turkic linguistic background of the conquering Hungarians. Nagy 
(1902b); Nagy (1911).

213 Gy. Mészáros: Magna Ungaria (Felelet Nagy Gézának) [Magna Ungaria (A reply to Géza Nagy)]. Ethnographia 22 (1911) 
277-285, 284.

214 Csallány (\%\).
2,5 Nagy (1912); Nagy (1913).
216 His relation to Turanism was only briefly touched upon in his studies. Nagy (1901); Nagy (1907); Nagy (1912). His 

concepts can be more easily detected in his more popular writings: ‘Hungarian was a branch of the Turanian family of 
peoples formed from Finno-Ugric and Turkic-Tatar components, which was carried far away from its place of birth, and 
separated from the environment of its relatives it continuously absorbed alien elements, thus although its physical 
appearance changed, its national character did not dissolve, neither among the Iranian-Persian elements absorbed in the 
first phase of its transformation, nor later among the absorbed Slavic and Germanic elements.’ Nagy (1902a) 21.

217 On its archaeological aspects see Trigger (1989); Jones (1997) 43-44.
218 Nagy (1902a) 25. This approach explains his statement that ‘national and social differences’ can be observed between 10lh 

century graves with horses and the row cemeteries with more modest grave-goods. Nagy (1913) 272. He was the first 
among Hungarian scholars to separate poorer 10lh century cemeteries from graves with horse burials. See Bóna (1997a) 
346, 348.

219 Bálint (1986) 166-167. The nobiliary approach to history, strengthened in the 19lh century, which was mainly based on 
Anonymus’ chronicle, also played a role in the formation of his views. Anonymus used the Biblical pattern and described 
the Hungarian conquest according to the Mosaic tradition: the land belongs to those who conquer it and dispel its 
inhabitants. This concept - although in a more subtle form -  survived in Hungarian historiography. Panier (1900) XI. 
34—35. It also served as a ground for another general belief - based on Anomymus and the Tripartitum -  that all the 
conquerors were noble warriors. This idea found expression in several spheres of contemporary cultural life, e.g. 
historical paintings (the paintings of Munkácsy) or literature (the works of Vörösmarty and Jókai). I. Kriza: A fehér lóért 
vett ország (A country for a white horse). In: T. Hofer (ed.): Magyarok Kelet és Nyugat közt. A nemzettudat változó 
jelképei. Budapest 1996, 45-60. This thesis appeared in archaeology for the first time with Géza Nagy, for its earliest 
expression see G. Nagy: Anthropológia és nyelvészet [Anthropology and linguistics]. Nemere (1883) 334-335. Later, 
after presenting the theory of the double conquest -  G. Nagy: Magyarország története a népvándorlás korában [The
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later by Gyula László.22" The Turanian idea might have played a considerable role in the formation of 
his theory.221 His opinions and approach influenced others both directly (Hampel and Posta) and 
indirectly (Gyula László).

4.8. The Transylvanian school Béla Posta

Sooner or later it became inevitable for the fields involved in the research on the prehistory' of the 
Hungarians to turn towards the East and start to look for the traces of the homelands known from 
written sources. This was the way the linguists Körösi-Csoma and Antal Reguly or the orientalist 
Ármin Vámbéry travelled. Archaeology also recognized the importance of the research on the steppe 
and the Orient.222 This inspired Bela Pósta’s synthesis at the turn of the 19th—20th centuries, which 
became a milestone in the history of research.

Many other scholars tried to draw attention to the importance of the area before Posta. János Jemey 
was the first who wanted to collect antiquities connected to the early Hungarians from the southern 
areas of the Russian Empire.223 Jcnicy's romantic study of the past was followed by Flóris Rómcr’s 
short trip224 and József Hampel’s review.225 In this respect, significant changes occurred only at the 
end of the century, when Count Jenő Zichy organized scientific expeditions to eastern Russia at his 
own charge.226 Zichy's obvious aim was to find the ancient homelands of the Hungarians. In his

history of Hungary in the Migration Period]. In: S. Szilágyi (ed.): A magyar nemzet története. Budapest 1895, CCCLII -  
he refined his views: ‘I find it untenable to simply connect the finds from row cemeteries with the Slavs. These may be 
the remains of the Avar-Finno-Ugric-Slavic population found here by the conquerors, which joined them and settled on 
the castle estates during the organization of the Hungarian state.’ Nagy (1913) 273. His views, however, did not change 
fundamentally: the Hungarians, hardened by their migrations in the steppe, are the rightful owners of the Carpathian 
Basin and this nation is doomed for greatness due to its abilities. This is supported by Béla Pósta’s remarks in Géza 
Nagy’s necrology. Posta (1914) 227.

220 Nagy (1895); Nagy (1912) 219-220; Nagv (1913) 27-275. It had been suggested already before Géza Nagy that there 
might have been some continuity between the Avars and the conquering Hungarians. Pulszky suggested it on tire basis of 
the similarity of the decorative patterns. Pulszky (1878a) 224. Hampel thought on the basis of the finds from Kótaj that 
some Avar material could have survived till the Conquest Period in some places. J. Hampel: A Nemzeti Múzeum 
régiségtárának gyarapodása (Acquisitions de la section arch, du rnusée nat. hongrois). ArchÉrt 22 (1902) 299-300; 
Hampel (1905) II. 649-650; Hampel (1907a) 35, 56, 121-122. The finds from Kótaj, however, came not from one but 
many sites and they were merged as one assemblage due to Hampel’s mistake. A. Jósa: Avar fülbevaló Bujról 
(Awarischen Ohrgehänge von Búj). ArchÉrt 44 (1904) 254-255; ADAM2Í0.

221 Ratobylskaya (2001) 219-220.
222 On the early expeditions to the east see B. Széchenyi: Emlékezzünk régiekről (Souvemons-nous des ancétres). Túrán 

(1917) 8-16.
223 Jemey not only initiated excavations, but also made contact with the Historical and Archaeological Society of Odessa and 

many other Russian scholars involved in the research on the early history of the steppe. Jemey (1851); Nagy (1906) 
388-389; L. Péter: Jemey János 1800-1855. Szeged 1988; I. Fodor: Jemey János a dél-oroszországi kun sírszobrokról 
[János Jemey on Cumanian tomb-sculptures in Southern Russia]. Jászkunság (1986 ) 2 . 32-41; Fodor (1996b) 9—14; 
Fodor (2001) 151.

224 Rómers‘s report can be regarded as a programmatic agenda for future research: ‘What a shame that all those, who were 
and are looking for the ancient homeland of the Hungarians follow exclusively tire ever-changing linguistic affinity, and 
ignore the much more permanent antiquities, the taste of which remained unchanged for millennia among Ütésé peoples, 
to such an extent that they do not even study these treasures before their departure.’ Römer (1875) 42. See Nagy (1906) 
391. Römer’s call, however, reached only very few, as demonstrated by Ferenc Pulszky’s rattier summary review hi 1891. 
J. Szendrei: Az országos Régészeti és Embertani Társulat Zólyom vánnegyei kirándulása [Field trip of the National 
Archaeological and Anthropological Association in Zólyom County], ArchÉrt 11 (1891) 371-372.

225 Hampel (1900) 796.
220 Szárnyéi XIV. 1821-1823. Zichy’s main aim was to demonstrate in opposition of the Finno-Ugric theory that ‘the 

Hungarian race is a basic tribe, an original race’. J. Zichy: A  magyar faj vándorlása (La migration de la race hongroise). 
Budapest 1895,1-L. Scholars participating in the work, however, gave a new impetus to research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians through their results, which differed considerably from the original expectations of the Count. Nagy (1906); 
Fodor (1996b) 14-16; Sebeiken (2000); Szádeczky-Kardoss (2000). The difficulties faced by the Zichy-expedition were 
perceived by contemporaries and the participating scholars as well. Posta (1962) 105.
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second expedition already an archaeologist took part as well.227 The rich material collected was, 
however, analyzed not by the participating Mór Wosinksy,223 but the young researcher of the National 
Museum, Béla Posta.““ After this collaboration, in 1897 Zichy asked Posta to participate in the next 
expedition.231 This provided the framework for Posta to write his synthesis in 1905, which was 
intended first as a ‘preliminary study’.232

The papers he wrote in the National Museum provided a good background for the writing of the 
work analyzing the finds from Russia. His study on the find of Törtei and the manuscript of his talk on 
the row cemetery around the church of Rákospalota reflect already the approach of the Posta, who 
later became the founder of a research school.233 Before the analysis of the material, Posta went to a 
one-year-long research trip to Russia, during which he visited many collections and -  as demonstrated 
by his notes -  tried to review all the relevant literature.234 His approach, methodology and knowledge 
of the literature counted as exceptional within contemporary scholarship. His works reflected the 
positivist approach of Károly Tompa and Ferenc Pulszky,235 and Adolf Furtwängler’s research method 
seems to have made a big impact on him as well.236

His study significantly enlarged the knowledge of the eastern material of the period. For a long 
time, the finds he referred to were considered as the most important analogues for the remains of the 
Carpathian Basin from the steppe.237 He managed to solve numerous questions -  among others the 
function of sabre-tache plates -  with the help of this eastern comparative material. His work -  
similarly to Hampel’s syntheses -  drew great attention immediately after its publication. Despite its

227 Schelken (2000) 9; Szádecky-Kardoss (2000).
228 At this time, Wosinsky worked on his Millennial publication, see Wosinszky (18969; Banner (1963) 409. It was 

Wosinsky’s special achievement that during the expedition he got in touch with the Russian scholar Aleksandr Spitsin, 
who afterwards started his research on the Carpathian connections of the 9lh century material of the steppe. Fodor (1994) 
47. On Spitsin see also M. Miller: Archaeology in the U. S. S. R. New York 1956, 27-28.

229 B. Posta: Az archaeologiai gyűjtemény leírása (Description de la collection archéologique). In: Zichy Jenő gróf kaukázusi 
és középázsiai átázásai. II. Budapest 1897, 327-594.

230 Another sign of his good relationship with Zichy was that he carried out the authentication of the Conquest Period finds of 
Törtei in 1896 together with Elek Kada and the count. Posta (1896) 36.

231 Bnc/ay (1925) 11; Schneller (1941) 21; Banner (1963).
232 Posta (1905). The designation ‘preliminary study’ was also meant to signal that he did not manage to reach any final 

conclusions with regard to the Conquest Period, and his important and interesting statements often involved finds from 
sites separated by huge distances. A closer relationship was not found between these sites.

233 For a long time, the cemetery of Rákospalota, excavated in 1892, was regarded as a row cemetery, but the thorough 
rereading of the manuscript revealed that it was an early churchyard. K. I. Melis: Adatok a pesti síkság Árpád-kori 
településtörténetéhez [Data on the settlement history of the Pest Plain in the Árpád Period]. Monumenta Historica 
Budapestinensia 4. Budapest 1983, 15-16.

It is clear from the manuscript that Posta under Pulszky’s influence -  tried to divide the finds according to a historical 
approach into pre-St. Stephan and post-St. Stephan cemeteries. Magyar Nemzeti Múzeum Adattára: Posta 4. This paper 
reflects well his work method, continued by his students. The study also illustrates that -  although he shared Géza Nagy’s 
views in many respects contraiy to his friend he focused on the material, and did not become a slave of theories based 
on wider connections. Nagy (1906); Pásta (1914).

234 Posta got into contact and formed a fruitful relationship with Russian scholars like Kondakov, Smirov, Spitsin, Sctälä. B. 
Posta: Oroszországi tanulmányairól [About the study trips to Russia], ArchÉrt 18 (1898) 246-253, 334-345; B. Posta: 
Archaeologiai tanulmányok oroszországi gyűjteményekben (Etudes archéologique dans le musées de Russie). ArchÉrt 18 
(1898) 69-74; Posta (1962); Banner (1963) 418. He read, and made notes of, most of the specialist literature in Russia. 
Thanks to his Russian knowledge, he became familiar not only with works written in German and French, but many local 
publications with a small number of copies as well, which had till then not been read by Hungarian archaeologists. Posta 
(1962) 66-67. His work delineated the outlines of a synthesis of the history of the steppe, although he never found the 
time to finish this work. See Magyar Nemzeti Múzeum Adattára: Posta 19.1.6, Posta 30.1, Posta 33.8.

235 Pulszky, who was his relative, also supported his study trip to Russia. See Bnday (1925) 7; Schneller (1941) 21.
236 Buday (1925) 10; J. Banner: Emlékezés Posta Bélára, születése száz éves fordulóján (Béla Posta). DissArch 5 (1963) 24. 

The influence of the famous Classical archaeologist is betrayed by the excmplarily written monograph on the 
archaeological finds of Baranya County, which included a catalogue of sites as well. B. Posta: Baranyavármcgyc 
története az őskortól a honfoglalásig [History of Baranya County from prehistory to the conquest], Pécs 1897.

237 Nagy (1906); Hampel (1907a) 240-265. Later on Fettich also worked with his data: Fettich (1933).
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unquestionable merits, this work is the best illustration of the oriental tendencies of research 
observable still today (stemming partly from the positivist approach). Posta tried to find the models of 
the pre-conquest Hungarian material with retrospective arguments -  and steppe analogues from other 
periods. However, already the starting point was incorrect: in his opinion, the Hungarians came from 
the steppe, so their whole material culture should be traceable back to the cultures of the steppe; at the 
same time, certain remains -  regardless of the place and time of their manufacture -  can be compared 
to early Hungarian finds, since the earliest known homeland of the Hungarians was in the steppe, and 
their material culture emerged there as well. Thus, the material discovered confirms the presence of 
the Hungarians in the steppe, since comparable antiquities (or decorative motifs) were found in both 
areas.

He finished the manuscript after returning from Russia, in Kolozsvár (Cluj), already as a university 
lecturer.238 During his carrier as a lecturer, he had less possibility for research, since most of his 
energies were taken up by the promotion of archaeological research in Transylvania and the 
organization of a research school with modern methods and approaches forming its basis.239 He 
founded the own publication of the research school, and tried to overcome the difficulties of obtaining 
foreign specialist literature through exchange.240 Although this work was not spectacular in the 
beginning, later it determined fundamentally archaeological research in Hungary.241

He emphasized both in his lectures and the scientific workshop that formed around him the 
intermediary role of the Carpathian Basin, which formed a bridge between the East and the West with 
regard to archaeological remains.242 His students later became the founders of the Szeged school

238 Buday (1925) 8.
239 On the archaeological school of Kolozsvár see Csorba (1971); Vincze (2002).
240 Vincze (2002) 38.
241 The first authentic excavations of 10lh— 11th century cemeteries in Transylvania are connected the Pósta’s students. Bóna

(2001) 71-71; Vincze (2002) 33-36. Posta placed great emphasis both at his excavations and in his university lectures on 
the implementation of basic methods like plotting the site and preparing a drawn documentation. Posta (1896) 35. Site- 
plottings and section drawings were made earlier as well -  ./. Erdy: Kelenföldi pogány sírok [Pagan burials from 
Kelenföld], ArchKözl 2 (1861) 27-47 -  but after the increase in the number of local associations, interested amateurs and 
treasure-hunters -  Vincze (2002) 39 -  they were often omitted. Previously no detailed drawings were made of graves (the 
earliest drawings of a 10th century cemetery were made by András Jósa at the cemetery of Tiszabezdéd -  P. Prohászka-L. 
Révész: A tiszabezdédi honfoglalás kori temető Jósa András vázlatainak tükrében [Das landnahmezeitliche Gräberfeld 
von Tiszabezdéd im Spiegel der Aufzeichnung András Jósa’s]. JAME 44 (2004) 137-168 - )  and photo documentation 
was also rather rare. Although photos were made by Gyula Bartalos at his excavations in the Szépasszony Valley — Gy. 
Bartalos: Honfoglaláskori s egyéb régiségleletek Egerben és vidékén (Trouvailles de l’époque de Poccupation du pays 
par les hongrois et d’autres antiquités de la contrée de Eger (c. de Heves)). ArchÉrt 19 (1899) 357 just like the photo 
taken of the horse burial of Cikó -  x. y. [J. Hampel]: A czikói sírmezőről [On the cemetery in Czikó], ArchÉrt 16 (1896) 
190 served mainly as illustrations. Photos for documentation were first used by Posta during his travels in Russia. 
Posta (1905); idem (1962); Fodor (1996b) 16-18.

Posta draw attention already at that time to the problems of the wide-spread use of narrow trenches at excavations. As 
he noted in one of his letters written to Zalotai: ‘It is a pity that you worked with such a narrow trench, this way we only 
know approximately the stmeture of the barrow.’ Vincze (2002) 43. The general use of narrow trenches at excavations is 
well documented by József Kotormány’s report on Ferenc Mora’s 1920 excavations. T. Takács: Móra igazgató úr... 
Kotormány János emlékei Móra Ferencről [Director Móra... János Kotormány’s memories of Ferenc Móra]. Budapest 
1961, 72-120. A similar method was also used by Gábor Csallány when excavating the cemetery at Derekegyháza. See 
also Langó-Tiirk (2003) 5.

242 Vincze (2002) 34-39. He tried to continue this approach and the aims of the Zichy expeditions, when he worked on the 
foundation of a research institute in Kazan, which was to study the eastern remains of the Hungarians. Buday (1925) 12. 
Posta already saw that short expeditions cannot achieve results that would answer the questions raised: ‘our institute 
wished to solve research not only through an expedition, but through the planned, continuous research of decades’. Vincze
(2002) 34-35. Later he planned the foundation of another research institute in Constantinople together with Balázs Létay. 
Schneller (1941) 26-27; Banner (1962) 19; J. Banner: Emlékezés Létay Balázsra (Dem Andenken Balázs Létay (1888 
1914)). JAMÉ 11 (1968) 219-225; Z. Pallag: Posta Béla és a Magyar Keleti Archaeológiai Intézet terve (Béla Posta und 
der Plan des Ungarischen Ostarcheologischen Instituts). DMÉ 76 (2003) 117-134. His argument for the foundation of the 
Constantinople institute -  which, he hoped, would later beget a Mesopotamian institute -  was that the material culture of 
ancient Hungarians can only be understood through the study of oriental remains. In Pósta’s opinion, this material culture
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following World War I, and another student, István Banner, carried on Pósta’s attitude in the 
archaeological training in Budapest.243

Beside his archaeological work, his activities in education and the organization of the discipline 
were of fundamental importance for all fields of Hungarian archaeology.244 He promoted research not 
only through the foundation of the above-mentioned school, but also supported the process of the 
development of local museums into scientific workshops as the National Head Curator of Museums 
and Libraries.245

4.9. Archaeology through the eyes o f  a goldsmith -  Nándor Fettich

The decades after World War I changed political thinking in many respects, and changed the attitudes 
towards national identity as well. All this had an effect on attitudes towards the ancient past, and 
brought about a revision of the evaluation of many historical periods. Views on the conquest and early 
Hungarians changed as well, and we witness a shift in emphasis in the research.246

Historical constructions were pushed to the background, and new results enabling the progress of 
research were expected from other fields. The research on the prehistory of the Hungarians was 
divided into the fields of philology-history, Finno-Ugric linguistics, Oriental Studies-Turkology, and 
archaeology. These disciplines shed new light on the problems of the whole research area numerous 
times,247 their results in a historical context changed the picture of prehistory in historiographic 
literature, and gave a new interpretative basis for previously used sources as well.248

In the beginning of his career, Fettich focused on the problems of the Avar Period. The analysis of 
the material remains of the Avars shaped his object- and metallurgy-centred approach.249 After the 
World War, he received the task of reviewing and organizing the Migration Period material of the 
Department of Antiquities of the National Museum.250

He got involved in the research on the Conquest Period after returning from his first study trip in 
Russia.251 In 1927 he had the opportunity to continue András Jósa’s excavations at Kenézlő.252 He got

was strongly influenced by Mesopotamia, which increased exponentially in the intermediate ‘cultures’ of the migrations. 
B. Posta: Die Rolle Ungarns in der östlichen und westlichen Zivilisation. ÖMO 42 (1916) 24-27. Balázs Létay’s early 
death, however, balked his plans. Banner (1963).

243 Bóna (2001)72.
244 He tried to promote scientific aims -  with more or less success -  through politics as well. Buday (1925) 14-16; Schneller 

(1941) 22-23.
245 Part of this was a summer training program organized for researchers working in smaller museums. Csorba (1971) 

124—126. On his activities as Head Curator see also Banner (1962) 16-17.
246 Serföző (1991); Fried (1991); A. Róna-Tas: Nyelvtörténet és őstörténet [Language history and prehistory]. In: É. Kincses- 

Nagy (cd.): Őstörténet és nemzettudat 1919-1931. MŐK I. Szeged 1991, 65-71.
247 Németh (1930). Comp. I. Bibó: A honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása [The formation of the conquering Hungarians], 

Népünk és Nyelvünk 3 (193 1) 11-38; Fettich (1931); idem (1937). On its influence see Mesterházy (2001).
24R Fettich (1933).
249 G. Hon: Fettich Nándor (1900-1971). Vasi Szemle 55 (2001) 399; G. Kiss: Fettich Nándor és a Vas megyei 

népvándorláskor-kutatás kezdetei (Nándor Fettich and the Beginnings of Researches on Migration of Nations in Vas 
County). Vasi Szemle 55 (2001) 421-451.

250 Révész (2002) 109.
251 Bendefy (1972) 126-128.
252 Fetich thought that he was continuing the excavation of the cemetery started by Jósa. Fettich (1931) 78-102. The 

relationship of the 26 excavated graves (one of which -  grave 32 -  was a double burial according to the publication: 
Fettich (1931) 88) with the cemetery excavated by Jósa, however, is still uncertain. In 1959, István Dienes, following a 
survey, concluded that ‘they dug on two different hills’, i.e. Jósa and Fettich excavated two different cemeteries. Dienes 
(1964a) 84-87. During the authentication excavation by László Kovács and László Révész in the 1990s, Fettich’s trench 
was found, but ‘the relationship with the area 150 m north of the 1913 excavation’ remained unclear. According to László 
Révész’ report ‘it cannot even be ascertained any more, from which cemetery the stray finds (like the horse-harness 
mounts with rosette!) came from’. Révész (1996b) 152. Consequently, the question must be raised whether in the case of 
Kenézlő we should talk about a sequence of cemeteries close to each other, similar to the cemeteries of Karos -  Révész 
(1996a) 193-194 - , or about a larger cemetery. The latter is supported by Jósa’s statement, that beside the 25 excavated
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Lajos Bartucz, the most prominent physical anthropologist of the time, involved in the excavation and 
the fast publication of the second cemetery of Kenézlő.253 This was the first time that a physical 
anthropologist participated in the excavation of a cemetery. The next step in his career was the 
publication of his synthesis on the metallurgy of the conquering Hungarians in two languages, first in 
1935, then -  with some additions -  in 1937.254 The volume was not only innovative in its approach, 
but became one of the most remarkable publications of the research. In this work he tried to divide the 
material remains of the Conquest Period into various layers. He was the first to point out the 
significance of double dating, i.e. the chronological difference between the manufacture and burial of 
a given object.255 He studied the various object types according to typological groups and assumed a 
chronological order based on his observations.256 He tried to delineate the Hungarian material remains 
of the early phase preceding the ‘sabre-tache plate period’ and their context.257 Later on he wrote a 
number of studies on this phase, these were, however, mostly based on his earlier observations.

When Fcttich started to work in the Department of Antiquities of the National Museum as a young 
scholar, there was no-one, he could take over the Migration Period collection from. It was up to him to 
clear the context of the early finds through the organization of the material, and to separate those 
objects connected to these assemblages that did not belong there.258 Neither Hampel, nor Géza Supka 
before him, had any influence on him any more.259 He started his work on the basis of his 
methodological knowledge acquired during his studies of Classical Greek, Roman and provincial 
Roman finds.260 He based his work in many respects on the results of the authors of the great syntheses 
of the turn of the century, Hampel and Posta. He was, furthermore, influenced by Strzygowski’s 
general concept, an influence evident in his view on oriental contacts.261 Thanks to Pósta’s experience 
in Russia, he tried to maintain a good relationship with the archaeologists of the Soviet Union as

graves he found the remains of another 29 disturbed graves. Jósa (1914) 336. A new investigation of the area may decide 
the issue.

The authentication excavation also showed the deficiencies of Fettich’s documentation: ‘At the same time it became 
clear that Fettich’s cemetery map was inaccurate regarding both the distance of graves from each other and their 
orientation’. Révész (1996b) 152.

253 Bartucz (1931).
254 Fettich (1937).
255 Fettich’s problem highlighted a general problem in archaeology: the issue of dating. While dating through an object type 

provides a relatively accurate date in the case of a prehistoric culture, even if we assume a longer time-span for its use, 
this poses many problems in the Early Middle Ages, since in this period the internal phases of many cultures are much 
shorter, and the time-span of use cannot be ignored. Fettich exaggerated this recognition and concluded that classical 
Conquest Period finds with sabre-tache plates were manufactured outside the Carpathian Basin and were the remains of 
the phase in Etelköz. Fettich (1933) 381-383, 387-389; idem (1937) 23-26. He did not modify his view later on either, 
and this influenced fundamentally his concept formed in connection with the Zemplén find. Comp. Budinsky-Kricka- 
Fetlich (1973) 66-1 10.

256 Fie arranged the sabre-tache plates into a typological sequence, and considered the exemplars from Eperjeske, Bodrogvécs 
and Szolyva the earliest, followed by the ones from Galgóc and Tiszabezdéd. In his opinion, the latest pieces were those 
from Dunavecse-Fehéregyháza and Szolnok. He dated these late sabre-tache plates to the middle of the 10lh century, and 
regarded them as the end of the sabre-tache plate circle and the apex of this artistic style. Fettich (1942) 12-16, Taf. 6-14.

His opinion in the formation of this typological system was strongly influenced by his concept on the role of the 
metallurgy of the Minusinsk Basin. He thought that this metallurgical tradition was known and developed further by early 
Hungarians, and the early remains of ancient Hungarian culture can be organized on their basis. He tried to organize other 
object types into the same sequence as the sabre-tache plates: in his opinion, the early, cast bronze technique with two- 
dimensional representations gave way to a more plastic, elaborate technique. Fettich (1942) 36-40.

257 Fettich traced back the origin of the early Hungarian material remains to two cultural circles. He reckoned with northern, 
‘Norman’ and eastern, ‘Minusinsk’ influence.

258 He was only partly successful in this regard, see Bóna (1982-83).
279 On Supka see T. Horváth: Supka Géza 1883. április 8.-1956. május 25. In: R. Kertész (ed.): In memóriám Supka Géza. 

Szolnoki Művészeti Egyesület. Tudományos Füzetek 1. Szolnok 2003, 72-79.
26(1 On Fettich’s interest in provincial Roman archaeology see Bendefy (1972) 125, 134; E. Tóth: Fettich Nándor és a Savaria 

topográfia (Nándor Fettich and the topography of Savaria). Vasi Szemle 55 (2001) 413^120.
261 Fettich (1941); László (1972) 299.
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well,262 and followed the research on the steppe. His contacts with German and Scandinavian 
archaeology were also important,263 just like his friendship with the other outstanding specialist of the 
Central European Migration Period, Joachim Werner.264

Among his contemporaries, it was Gyula Nemeth and István Zichy who had the most influence on 
him.265 His knowledge of metallurgical techniques enabled him to place an increasingly greater 
emphasis on the shape and technological characteristics of objects. He emphasized the importance of 
the technological description of the finds.266 He outlined the steppe connections of the material and 
tried to separate the various sources of technical procedures and ornaments.267 Fettich’s new concept 
opened up new grounds for the research on the whole Conquest Period. His modern papers, making 
use of a serious scientific apparatus, convinced not only archaeologists, his views were used by 
historians and linguists as well. In many respects, these works display the Central European Zeitgeist 
of the period: the strong influence of German views.268 Later on, partly as a consequence of his wide- 
ranging knowledge, partly his professional and personal isolation until 1961,269 he became the 
proponent of views, which diverted his attention from the typological and technological study of 
artefacts. In his last works, he believed to find spectacular connections behind the iconography of all 
objects.

262 Fettich met Professor Aleksei Zakharov during his first trip to the Soviet Union; later, in 1935 he met through Zakharov 
the member of a Baltic noble family, Vsevold Arendt, a previous military officer. By this time, however, his relationship 
ended with Zakharov, who - according to Arendt -  was deported to Siberia. Although Zakharov returned in 1936 from 
the exile, by this time Fettich lost contact with both scholars. See also Zakharov-Arendt (1935).

263 Fettich’s relationship with German research did not mean that the racial concepts of Nazi Germany had any influence on 
his scientific work -  see A mold (1990)- despite the accusations in connection with his 1942 book published in Germany. 
László (1943a) 13-14. Gyula László’s accusations against his former teacher that Fettich traced back the use of pointillé 
background among the Hungarians to the art of the Crimean Goths, and divided peoples into valuable and valueless 
categories, were unjustified. Fettich included the examination of the archaeological remains of the Crimean Goths not 
because of political or ideological considerations, but because he felt that these elements were connected to the issue -  
Fettich (1942) 26-28 -  and similar connections had already been suggested in his earlier work as well, idem (1937) 
276-279. Gyula László must have been well aware that Fettich was no proponent of extreme ideologies, since during 
their joint work in Kiev in the winter of 1941 they had the same opinion of German scholars working there. László 
(2001).

The other arguments brought up by Gyula László were mostly personal remarks disguised as scientific criticism. E. g. 
in the introduction he accused Fettich that he had emphasized the ‘Hun roots of the art of the conquering Hungarians’ -  
László (1943b) 13, note 22 later he already wrote that ‘we thank the recognition of certain stylistic elements of the Hun 
tradition and the faunal meaning of certain objects to Nándor Fettich’. László (1943b) 65. All this may be explained by 
the breaking up of their friendship.

264 Bálint (2004) 77.
265 Fettich (1937) 42, note 63; 195-196.
266 Fettich’s works were always characterized by this object-centred approach, which had significant avails already at the 

publication of his 1937 book. The most important among these was the publication of the second hoard of Szilágysomlyó, 
which had great effect on all later assessments of the hoard and still counts as a fundamental source. N. Fettich: A 
szilágysomlyói második kincs (Der zweite Schatz von Szilágysomlyó). ArchHung 8. Budapest 1932.

This approach proved fruitful in the study of the material of the Conquest Period as well. He was the first in Central 
and Eastern Europe, who published not only the front, but the back side of the objects as well. Later on, Gyula László also 
placed great emphasis on technical description, and this is still a basic requirement of the detailed publication of a find.

267 He considered the northern connections of the Conquest Period material to be of greatest importance. Fettich (1931) 
57-72; Fettich (1933) 258-273; Fettich (1937) 19-22. He asked the outstanding Scandinavian scholar, Peter Paulsen, to 
write a review of Viking finds. Paulsen (1933).

This had many reasons. Contemporary German research considered the study of northern connections a priority. This 
approach -  regardless of political attitudes - had a strong influence on Central European research. Fettich, who had a 
good relationship with German and Scandinavian scholars, was influenced by the results of Arne and Paulsen. The 
weapon of Benepuszta only strengthened these views, just like the -  then widely accepted -  ‘Normanist’ view that the 9th 
century trade in the eastern areas was already controlled by Scandinavian merchants. Fettich (1937) 178, note 48. The 
steppe connections of the cemetery of Shestovci also reinforced these assumptions. Arne (1931).

268 Fettich’s analyses reflected the German typological approach as well.
262 From 1961 till his death, Fettich had a contract with the Institute of Archaeology of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences.
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The events in the wake of World War II, the neglect, unemployment and academic downgrading 
due to political reasons, and the continuous destitution made the scholar bitter.270 In this period his 
interest turned towards the Hun Period. He wrote in more detail about the 10th century in the 1960s, 
when he analyzed the Conquest Period grave of Kurgan 4 of Zemplén, excavated in 19 5 9.271 This last 
phase of his oeuvre, however, was shadowed by the forcing of numerous approaches and 
preconceptions, as consequence of which this part of his work did not receive such an 
acknowledgement as before.272 The manuscript of the book on the grave of Zemplén triggered a huge 
debate, which had one positive effect: the generation following Fettich and László (István Dienes, 
István Bóna, and István Fodor) had the first opportunity to define the differences separating these two 
phases of research.273

4.10. Géza Fehér -  The assessment o f  Bulgarians and Slavs in the archaeology o f  the 
Conquest Period

Géza Fehér, a philologist-turned-archacologist,274 had a different approach to the archaeological 
remains of the Conquest Period than his predecessors and contemporaries, which gave novelty to his 
observations. As a leftist scholar, he had to face numerous difficulties after the fall of the Hungarian 
Soviet Republic in 1919, but the liberal scientific policy supported him in getting a scholarship in 
Bulgaria.275 He started his Bulgarian research with the philological study of the written sources on 
early Bulgarians and the analysis of Bulghar-Turkic linguistic remains.276 After the study of Bulgarian 
antiquities,277 especially of the Madara Horseman relief, his attention turned towards archaeological 
remains.278 He was the first to track down early Bulgarian archaeological finds, and noticed the 
connections of the Bulgarian material with the Carpathian Basin.279

270 Bendefy (1972) 128-130. Comp. G. Bándi: Fettich Nándor. In: S. Bodó-Gy. Viga (eds): Magyar múzeumi arcképcsarnok. 
Budapest 2002, 272-274, 273; Vékony (2001) 411.

“7I Budinsky-Kricka-Fettich (1973) 51—238.
272 He published his views in a popular form long before the book. J. Ráthonyi: Hogyan halt meg Álmos? [How did Álmos 

die?] Tükör (1964) 26. 27-28. The manuscript was then discussed by the Hungarian Historical Society in a closed 
session. The archaeological aspects of the issue were comprehensively reviewed by István Bóna, István Dienes and Gyula 
László. Dienes (1966a); Bóna (1966). Later Fettich replied to the criticisms and repeated his argument. N. Fettich: Válasz 
a zempléni fejedelmi sírlelet ügyében az Arch. Értesítő 93, 1966, 278-283. o. megjelent hozzászólásokra [Reply to the 
comments regarding the princely burial from Zemplén], ArchÉrt 96 (1969) 109-113. See also N. Fettich: Válasz Pais 
Dezsőnek a zempléni honfoglalás kori fejedelmi sír dolgában [Reply to Dezső Pais regarding the princely burial from 
Zemplén], MNy (1968) 382. The archaeological problems of the statements of the bitter scholar, who did not want to 
modify his views, were summed up by István Bóna and István Dienes. Bóna (1969); Dienes (1969). For another detailed 
review of the find see Fodor (1976).

273 Bóna (1969); Dienes (1969); Fodor (1976).
274 Fehér originally obtained a degree as Hungarian-Greek-Latin secondary school teacher as Jenő Darkó’s student, who 

directed him towards the problems of early Hungarian history. G. Fehér: Recenzió Darkó Jenő: Bölcs Leo Taktikájának 
hitelessége magyar történeti szempontból [Review of Jenő Darkó: The authenticity of Leo the Wise’s Tactics from the 
point of view of Hungarian prehistory]. Századok 40 (1916) 293-302; Fodor (1990) 256.

275 Fodor {1990) 256-257.
276 G. Fehér: Bulgarisch -  ungarische Beziehungen in den V-XI. Jahrhunderten. KSZ 19/2 (1921) 4—190; idem: Ungarns 

Gebietsgrenzen in der Mitte des 10. Jahrhunderts. UJ 2 (1922) 37—69; idem: Ostatahci ot jezika na dunavskité prabahlgari 
(Die Sprachreste der Donau-Protobulgaren (der türkischen Bulgaren)). IBAI 5 (1928-1929) 127-158.

277 His programmatic study, in which he pointed out the importance of the research on the early Bulgarian period was 
published already in 1925. G. Fehér: Pametnicite na prabahlgarskata kultúra (Denkmäler der Kultur der Urbulgaren). 
IBAI 3 (1925) 1-90.

278 G. Fehér: A madarai lovas-szikladombormű és őstörténeti vonatkozásai [The Horseman from Madara and its prehistoric 
connections]. Ethnographia 38 (1927) 16-29, 64; idem: Prabahlgarski pametnici pri Madara (Monuments protobulgares 
de Madara. Matériaux relatifs á la religion des Protobulgares). Godisnik na Narodnata Bibliotéka v Plovdiv. Sofia 1927, 
145-164; idem (1931) 102-108. His results were facilitated to not a small extent by the attention of the Tsar, with whom 
Fehér became close friends. Boris III provided Fehér significant financial support. Even the Bulgarian parliament thanked 
him for his work, and the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences elected him as a member. Fodor (1990). His results provided a
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His results influenced not only the research on the Bulgarian and Hungarian Conquest Period, but 
had general methodological significance. He posed the question, how the steppe nomads, represented 
as wild barbarians, wereablc to create permanent states and build cities? He pointed out that even 
written sources do not give a complete picture of the events of the period, and the archaeological 
remains may redraw the then accepted course of both Bulgarian and Hungarian early history.2M)

He was the first to draw attention to the south-east European connections of the ornaments of the 
Conquest Period, and the presence of certain object types in both areas.281 The recognition that the

starting point for Bulgarian research. Kr. Miatev: Madarskiaht konnik (Le cavalier de Madara) IBAI 5 (1928-1929) 
90-126, esp. 90, note 1.

279 Already at this time Fehér (1931) drew attention to the fact that this material ‘is of fundamental importance for us, 
Hungarians, in the assessment of the conquering Hungarians, since, as we have seen, the Hungarians were part, indeed the 
disseminators, of this culture. We saw that the culture of these two peoples were so closely related, that the picture of 
Bulghar-Turkic culture cannot be delineated without the Hungarian remains, and vice versa. It is also certain that the 
formation of the culture of Eastern Europe cannot be understood without the knowledge of the contacts between the 
Bulghar-Turks and the conquering Hungarians.’ Fehér (1940) 110.

280 G. Fehér: Beiträgen zur Erklärung der auf Skythen bezüglichen geographishen Angaben der ungarischen Chroniken. 
KCsA 1 (1921-1925) 123-140; idem (1931) 5-7.

281 The lockets from Madara and Filippopoli, mentioned among the finds, furthermore the Volga Bulghar lockets from 
Bilyarski cannot be considered as direct contacts between the material cultures of the two areas. The comparison of these 
finds with the locket of a double-edged sword from Székesfehérvár-Demkóhegy — Bakay (1965) 12; Bakay (1968) 51, 
Taf. XXVVII. 5 -  was made obviously under Fettich’s influence, who -  as a consequence of the mistaken assessment of 
the weapon of Bcnepuszta -  thought that Hungarians brought the swords with them from the steppe. The swords of the 
two above-mentioned areas do not have a connection according to the current state of research. But already Fettich 
realized that these objects had a common source: they are all connected to the Varangians and the early Rus, but this 
common ancestor does not date these objects to the 8lh-9 th centuries, but -  as Peter Paulsen pointed out -  to the end of the 
10lh, beginning of the 1 l lh century. Paulsen (1933) 39-40.

With regard to weapons, much closer comparisons are provided by the sabres found in the 10lh century material of both 
areas. The Bulgarian parallels of this weapon type from 10lh century Hungarian graves were unknown at the time of 
Fehcr’s research. In the 1930s, very different views were put forward with regard to the dating of these sabres. See Z. 
Tóth: Attila’s Schwert. Budapest 1930, 3-64; Zakharov-Arendt (1935) 48-68; Fettich (1937) 88-94. Today we know 
much more about the circumstances of the emergence and spread of this weapon. A. R. Zaky: On Islamic Swords. Studies 
in Islamic Art and Architecture (1965); Cs. Bálint: Der landnahmezeitliche Grabfund von Pestlőrinc. ActaArchHung 32 
(1980) 241-250; Fodor (1981) 270-276; Allan (1982) 108-109; Vinogradov (1983); Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988) 393-398; 
Kovács (1990); A. Chajnrich: Rannesrednevekovye katakombnye mogilniki u selenij Cmi i Kőbán. [Catacomb cemeteries 
and settlement from Cmi along thr River Kuban in the Early Middle Ages] In: Alany: istorija i kul’tura. Alanica 3 (1995) 
184-258, esp. 197-201; Bálint (1995) 64-73; Dienes (1996b); Révész (1996a) 178—185; /. Fodor: A bécsi szablya és a 
prágai kard [The Vienna sabre and the Prague sword], Budapest 2000, 7-20; Gorelik (2001) 176-177; Kovács (2003) 
318-323. Based on these it is increasingly clear today that this object cannot be regarded as a an ethnic marker either, 
despite the fact that its appearance in the 10lh century in the Carpathian Basin can undoubtedly be connected to the 
Hungarian conquest. Its attestations in Central and Eastern Europe in the given period is connected to the style of warfare. 
With the change of the style of warfare this object type became rarer, although it did not disappear, and remained the 
weapon of the light cavalry. In the Carpathian Basin, it automatically disappeared from burial contexts with the 
disappearance of rich graves. Their presence in Bulgaria does not mean that they were manufactured in Hungary, rather 
indicates a similarity of the style of warfare. V. Jotov: Za taka nareccnata „ungarska cabja” (Über den s. g. ungarischen 
Säbel). INMVama 34-35 (49 50) 1998-1999 [2003] 183 191. Although the manufacture of the Bulgarian exemplars can 
be compared in many cases with pieces from the Carpathian Basin, even this does not mean that these were Hungarian- 
made weapons, the similarity may stem from a common art historical background. Jotov (2004) 59-76. Already Géza 
Fehér pointed out the similar cultural backgrounds and connections between the decorative elements of the two areas. 
Fehér (1931) 134-137; Fehér (1940) 67-69. His results, however, were for a long time only quoted, but never fully taken 
into account, by Hungarian and Bulgarian research. On recent finds see G. Atanasov: Preslavski beloglineni plocki ot 
cahrkva N°2 v krepostta do s. skala, Silistrensko (Bemalte Weisstonkacheln aus Preslav in der Kirche Nr. 2 in der Festung 
beim DorfSkala, Kreis Silistra). INMVama 30-31 (1994-1995) 240-248.

Fehér’s other important result was the recognition of the Danube Bulghar parallels of Conquest Period belts with 
mounts found in the Carpathian Basin. The significance of his findings, however, was again realized only by later 
Hungarian and Bulgarian research. The reason for this was probably that research could only very slowly break away 
from the ethnic connotations of the object type, and tried to explain the synchronous appearance of the object by taking 
regional phenomena into account.
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material culture of these two areas had connections in various aspects in the Avar Period and the 10th 
century provided a fundamentally new approach to the evaluation of the remains of these periods. 
Hungarian archaeology, however, forgot these results just as fast as it adopted them. One of the 
reasons could have been that the traditional, ethnic-oriented research could not make use of his results; 
although they quoted his works, they never thought them over and drew the logical conclusions.

In the meanwhile, Géza Fehér’s interest changed as well. Due to the events after World War II, 
the investigation of early nomadic states was pushed to the background both in Hungary' and 
Bulgaria. The socialist Bulgaria, which was considering for long the possibility of joining the Soviet 
Union, was not happy about the nomadic ancestors from the steppe.282 Works governed by Pan- 
Slavic political ideology called Géza Fehér ‘a representative of reactionary militarism and the 
fascist state’, and expelled his results from scientific fora.28’

After returning to Hungary, Géza Fehér continued the approach represented by his Bulgarian 
research only for a short time. Interestingly, after returning home, he chose the opposite direction 
than in Bulgaria. He was not looking for what connected these areas, but tried to divide the 
cemeteries and burials from an ethnic point of view. He connected certain object types to certain 
ethnic groups -  regardless of the fact that his previous research questioned exactly this approach. 
But why did he do this? Was it the contemporary political trend that influenced this leftist scholar? 
Or was it practical reasons? It is not clear yet from the publications and memoirs...

When he returned home, the scholar called fascist in Bulgaria was encharged with leading the 
excavations at Zalavár, the aim of which was to demonstrate Slavic presence in the pre-Conquest 
Carpathian Basin.284 285 His approach to the assessment of Slavs in Hungary, however, was based by- 
strong preconceptions. He assumed that before the 10th century the Carpathian Basin had a 
significant Slavic population. These Slavs, however, were organized into a unity only by the 
arriving Hungarians. During the foundation of the Hungarians state, Slavs and Hungarians merged 
to form the basic population of the medieval Hungarian state. Although he tried to underpin his 
views with archaeological evidence, beside mixed argumentation, he committed a number of 
methodological errors during the interpretation of archaeological finds.288 In his opinion, row 
cemeteries were the burial grounds of Slavic communities used by the immigrant Hungarians as 
well. He thought to have discovered four phases in these cemeteries, through which the merging of 
the two populations could be described. His views did not become accepted in Hungarian 
research,286 * since a few years later Béla Szőke’s study on the archaeological background of row 
cemeteries was published, and that study determined all later ethnic interpretations of both the 
material and the cemeteries.

The real results of the second phase of Géza Fehér’s research in Hungary from the point of view of 
the archaeology of the Conquest Period were not these studies, but the systematic research of the 
archaeological remains of the 9th century in Transdanubia, and the publication of a catalogue of sites 
presenting the finds of the Conquest Period. This latter work was unprecedented, and its significance is 
shown by the fact that Hungarian research has not been able to repeat this achievement ever since with

282 Bailey (1998).
283 Fodor (1990) 257.
284 Fehér (1953).
285 Fehér used bracelets tenninating in animal heads and S-terminated hair-rings as archaeological evidence for the 

survival of Slavs. Fie traced back S-terminated hair-rings, just like most scholars of tire period, to multiple S-
terminated pieces. Fehér (1957) 31; Fehér (1958) 277-281, comp, furthermore Kralovánszky (1959). In the case of 
bracelets with animal heads, his starting point were Roman Period animal headed bracelets. Fehér (1957) 31-33; idem 
(1958)281-299.

The role and predecessors of S-terminated hair-rings were reviewed by Béla Miklós Szőke and László Vándor, 
bracelets ending in animal head by László Kovács. These new analyses demonstrated that neither type have any 
connection to tire objects Géza Fehér suggested as models. See Szőke-Vándor (1987) 54-59; Bóna (1997a) 346-347, 
360; Kovács (1994) 116-121.

280 Fehér (1957) 15-31; idem (1958) 306-314.
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regard to the Conquest Period.287 The catalogue was fully finished only after his death.288 This was his 
last larger work, with which he had an influence on the direction of research. There is another 
posthumously published work, which stands out in his oeuvre, and is as significant as much ignored by 
Hungarian research. He tried to emphasize in vain the archaeological problems of the clan cemeteries 
and the Bulgarian parallels of the 10th century material, his arguments were ignored by research for a 
long time.289 The connections of the material he proposed were only revisited by Csanád Bálint and 
later Károly Mesterházy,290 while the assumptions about the burial system of clan cemeteries were 
rebutted by István Fodor and László Révész in his wake.291

4.11. Gyula László -  ‘the archaeologist o f  poor people'

In the second half of the 20th century, Gyula László’s person became synonymous with archaeology 
among the educated Hungarian public.292 His ambitious theories, however, convinced not only the lay 
public. His research, scientific work, and activities as a university lecturer influenced the 
archaeological research of the Migration Period in Hungary in many respects.

His archaeological research on the Conquest Period can be divided into two periods by his main 
work, the book titled Honfoglaló magyar nép élete [The life of the conquering Hungarians].293 We 
could almost say that Gyula László formed and wrote down all his professional theses until 1944, and 
in the following decades he tried to propagate these theories first through his university lectures, later 
in his more popular books and lectures aimed at the general public.294 Three significant volumes 
characterize the first half of his career. In the first, starting from the saddle remains of a woman’s 
grave in the 10th century cemetery of Koroncó-Bábota, he reconstructed the Conquest Period saddle. 
Already this showed his strong interest in ethnography. He tracked down and illustrated the phases of

287 Parallel to the catalogue of Conquest Period sites, a catalogue of Avar Period sites was compiled as well. As shown by 
Csallány’s attempt, the demand for such reference books increased in the period. See D. Csalläny: Archäologische 
Denkmäler der Awarenzeit in Mitteleuropa. Budapest 1956.

288 The catalogue of sites was finished by two young researchers, Alán Kralovánszky and Kinga Éry, who were marginalized 
after their participation in the events of the 1956 revolution.

289 Fehér (1959).
290 Bálint (1991) 98-120; Mesterházy (1990b); idem (1991).
291 Révész (1991).
292 There is such an abundant biographic and other contemporary literature on Gyula László’s life and scientific activities that 

their review here may be omitted. The most comprehensive is I. Balassa-E. László (eds): László Gyula 1910-1998 
Emlékkönyv [Gyula László 1910-1998. Festschrift] Budapest 2001. The studies in that volume Balassa (2001); Fodor 
(2001) -  analyze both Gyula László’s life and professional career, and beyond that touch upon many scientific problems 
connected to the study of early Hungarians. Beside these, the book contains the appraising words of Gyula László’s 
students (István Dienes, István Bóna) and contemporaries, and gives the full bibliography of Gyula László’s career (until 
2001). His research on the Conquest Period was reviewed by another of his students, Károly Mesterházy as well. His 
study analyzed the main work of this outstanding scholar, the Honfoglaló magyar nép élete [The life of the conquering 
Hungarians], and touched upon the impact of the professor, the activities of the ‘László-students’ as well. Mesterházy 
(1993). With regard to Gyula László’s autobiographical work, see the bibliography of the above-mentioned Festschrift.

293 László (1944).
294 This view might appear slightly exaggerated at first sight, since most of László’s works were published only after 1944. 

The more significant of these were written about the Avar -  László (1955) -  and Finno-Ugric -  László (1971) -  periods. 
Elements of his dual-conquest theory appeared already in the 1944 book. László (1944) 95-101; Gy. László: A „kettős 
honfoglalásról“ (Über die „Doppelte Landnahme“ der Ungarn). ArchÉrt 97 (1970) 161-190. The recognition and 
reconstruction of the bone plaque covering the mouth of the quiver also happened before 1944 — ibidem 342, 371, ill. 48 
—, only the detailed publication came later, idem: A kenézlői honfoglalás kori íjtegez [The Conqeust Period bowcase from 
Kenézlő] FolArch 7 (1955) 111- 122; László (1958). We can find new elements perhaps only in his book on the treasure 
of Nagyszentmiklós, in which he described in detail his views on the 10lh century connections of the hoard. László (1955); 
idem: Der Goldschatz von Nagyszentmiklós. Budapest 1983. Elements not known from his earlier works also appeared in 
his article on the grave of Zemplén, inspired by Fettich’s manuscript. This study, however, did not contain any 
significantly new methodological or scientific elements. Gy. László: A zempléni honfoglaláskori vezérsírról (Über das 
landnahmenzeitliche Grab von Zemplén (Auszug)). ArchErt 103 (1976) 79-85.
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the manufacture of the traditional saddle, to demonstrate the manufacture of 10lh century saddles and 
the practical and cultural knowledge behind it.295 296 In another important work, starting from 
Transylvanian finds, he wrote about the art of the Conquest Period.299 In March 1944 he finished his 
pivotal work, a ‘people’s book’ on the life of the conquering Hungarians.297

László’s writings opened a new chapter in the research. His influence became fundamental from 
the point of view of both methodology and interpretation. His results -  as in the case of all outstanding 
scholars -  first triggered an explosion-like change, and then later became an obstacle of further 
research.298 A good example is the introduction of the use of grave-sheets.299 Through their use, drawn 
information on individual graves was again available. This was a great step forward, when compared 
to previous practices,300 they helped interpretation, the recognition of the function of various object 
types. With their help, László was able to draw conclusions about religious practices and social status. 
However, by the time the use of these grave sheets became obligatory (1952), many scholars 
suggested the preparation of exact grave drawings in a 1:10 scale.301 This innovation, however, got 
entrenched rather slowly, and for a long time the obligatory grave-sheets remained in use and were the 
only drawings of a cemetery.302

Another innovation of László was the inclusion of drawn reconstructions into research. Their use 
originated from László’s artistic abilities. These drawings efficiently illustrated the elements of 
contemporary dress, the use of certain objects, the phases of their manufacture, or the reconstruction of 
certain fragments. These drawings are still frequently used in popular books and -  not rarely -  by 
synthesizing monographs. After some time many of his reconstructions were justly criticized, since 
László -  due to the documentation practices of the previous periods -  had very little authentic 
archaeological observations at his disposal when preparing these reconstructions. Consequently, he 
almost always used ethnographic, historical and Central Asian analogies beside the archaeological 
material. Later on, however -  independently from Gyula László -  an increasing number of data 
suggested that these analogies had nothing to do with the 10th century remains of the Carpathian 
Basin.303

Another innovative clement of László’s research was his method of cemetery analysis, the starting 
point of which was the supposition of the existence of the consanguine extended family in the 
Conquest Period. He connected his assumptions based on ethnographic examples with cemetery 
analyses unprecedented in Hungary. The system he conjured determined the direction of research for 
decades. His views were accepted not only by archaeologists, but historians as well. Although others 
put forward various counterarguments, these were ignored by the research, and the indefensibility of 
the model of extended family cemeteries in the 10lh century became obvious only much later.304

295 László (1943a).
296 László (1943b).
297 László (1944).
298 A similar opinion was put forward with regard to his research on the Avar Period. F. Daim: Geschichte und Archäologie 

der Awaren. Eine Einführung, [n.d.] 13.
299 Lászlói 1954) 45-52.
300 At the turn of the 19lh-20lh centuries, quite a few scholars prepared proper drawings of graves (András Jósa, Béla Posta, 

Balázs Lctay), in some cases even detail drawings (Gyula Rhé). This practice, however, disappeared by the 1920s. 
Nándor Fettich made only photos at the excavation of the cemetery of Kenézlő, which could not replace grave drawings 
and the conclusions they enable. Fettich (1931) 78-112. Other scholars (for example Ferenc Móra) did not always even 
make photos. Móra (1932).

301 Fodor (2001) 170-171.
302 The use of grave-sheets was obligatory even for those researchers, who prepared exact grave drawings. As a consequence, 

in the documentation of many earlier excavations we can find the use of both methods: the use of obligatory grave-sheets 
and of exact grave drawings in scale, which proved to be much more useful for later interpretations.

303 Bálint (1986); Kürti (1996) 149; Fodor (2001) 181 -186.
304 The first opponent of the thesis was Nándor Fettich, who described in detail the problems of the theory in a review 

published in 1947. Fettich (1947) 285-287. For a reply see László (1950). But both Fettich’s criticism, and the later 
reviews -  Banner (1954) 487; Fehér (1959) 265-266 -  were ignored by the younger generation of scholars. His views 
were in the end rebutted in detail by László Révész. Révész (1991). The history of the criticism of László before that study
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László’s ethnographic approach -  based on the elements of village life still known in the middle of 
the 20th century, and eastern ethnographic examples -  brought the antiquities of the 10th century to the 
readers’ ‘fingertips’.305 His works written in an easy, accessible and elegant style told not only the 
story of everything imaginable about the everyday of the period based on ethnographic and eastern 
analogies, but went beyond that and tried to capture the fullness of contemporary life.306 After 1949 — 
first as a part-time, after 1957 as a full-time, lecturer -  he tried to hand down his methods and 
approach at the university.307 His personal charisma and excellent lecturing ability helped him create 
an archaeological school, the representatives of which carried on the research methods of their 
professor.308

As a consequence of the popularity of his book, he became the most well-known prehistorian in 
Hungaiy. His excellent writing skills -  which he was justly pride o f -  made his works easily accessible 
for the general public beyond the narrow circle of specialists.309 His popularity remained unchanged 
after the political changes in the wake of World War II.310 His impact on research raises a number of 
other questions as well. Would a translated edition of his 1944 book have drawn international 
attention?311 To what extent can the publication of A honfoglaló magyar nép élete be considered as a 
milestone in the archaeology of the Conquest Period? What does the László-school mean today?

was reviewed in detail by István Béna. Bóna (1997a) 352—354, esp. 361. The question of the extended family was most 
recently discussed by István Fodor. Fodor (2001) 194—208.

305 On his relationship to the movement o f ‘rural writers’ see Bálint (1986) 168.
306 Balassa (2001) 72; Fodor (2001) 268.
307 Gy. László: Bevezetés a régészetbe [Introduction to archaeology], Budapest 1953; idem (1954).
308 Mesterházy( 1993) 281-285; Balassa (2001) 106-112.
309 One of Fettich’s main problems with László’s 1944 work was that ‘it is rather unusual to mature methodological 

innovations and novel results into a professional work through a popular book.’ Fettich (1947) 281.
310 László’s popularity should be examined in a wider cultural perspective, since an older generation of archaeologists was 

from the beginning suspicious about his views and methods due to methodological reservations. This is shown by János 
Banner’s opinion, who made the following concluding remark at a scientific conference on the archaeology of the 
prehistory of the Hungarians: ‘Before concluding the meeting, I would like to reply to Gyula László, who -  in his reply to 
the comments -  noted that no archaeologists, except for Géza Fehér, commented on his paper. He sees a tendency in this, 
as he emphasized it repeatedly. I have to establish that there is no such tendency, there are, however, clashing opinions. 
This is obvious from Gyula László’s paper as well. Let me quote from this paper to clarify my point: «...this wonderful 
task requires devout carefulness and the greatest scientific restraint. This restraint, however, cannot mean that we 
constrain our work to meticulous and detailed archaeological reports, but inspires courage and daring to synthesize the 
details...»

This is the point, where Hungarian specialists of prehistoric archaeology do not agree with László. Not with regard to 
the part about the confinement to reports, but with what follows. I do not want to say that his views are illegitimate, since 
they are indeed thought-provoking, and the time may come when his statements will be supported by a series of cemetery 
analyses. Until then, however, I think that it is too adventurous to make assumptions our starting point. [...] This is why 
we cannot take up Gyula László’s method, which -  as he himself admits -  is rather hypothetical, and can be accepted only 
as a working hypothesis. I am veiy sorry that Gyula László left out the part of his paper in which he would have 
described, how far we can go in the interpretation and ethnic identification of a culture. I would take a step further and 
ask, how far can we go with our hypotheses, so that they would still be plausible for a specialist.’ Banner (1954) 
487-488.

János Banner’s critical remarks cannot be ignored because of non-scicntific factors, as in the case of the offended 
Nándor Fettich. See Balassa (2001) 4L Thus, László’s different approach and his results did not seem to be such a 
breakthrough as perceived by posterity. Leading Hungarian scholars using the ‘German’ research method, often criticized 
by László, did not accept his views due to methodological reservations and the lack of archaeological proof. László’s 
success was much more due to his endurance and novel approach than to his convincing power. He held to his views 
despite the critiques, both in his university lectures and his popular works. His endurance had its results: by the second 
half of the 1960s, many accepted his views since by this time he was the most prominent specialist of the period. His 
outstanding role was further strengthened both among specialists and non-specialists through the reactions on his works 
due to the increasing interest in prehistory from the 1970s on. Balassa (2001) 106-110, 117-130.

311 It is a big question, how European research would have received this work. Would it have become a classic like 
Artamonov’s review? S. A. Pletneva: Predislovie ko vtoromu izdaniju [Preface to the second edition]. In: M. I. 
Artamonov; Istoria Chazar. Sankt-Peterburg 20022, 1 1-34. Or would it have been criticized? These questions cannot be 
answered any more.
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His book was indeed a milestone, connected to the archaeological research on the 10th century, 
since at that time László was the prominent specialist of this area. After the break of Fettich’s career, 
he became the ‘senior’ scholar of the period. His views, ideas and methodological suggestions were by 
all means progressive. His ideas, however, were rarely elaborated in detail, so they usually remained 
unproven working hypotheses. The problem of Hungarian research was that later these hypotheses 
were handled -  even by László himself -  as facts, on which new hypotheses were built.

1944 was a divide in every respect. Gyula László reached the apex of his scientific career, and 
although he did not stop research, later on new scientific questions were pushed to the background.31- 
The increasing popularity and the large number of popular articles and books obviously hindered 
deeper study, and university education also took up much of the professor’s energies. His static view 
caused by the romantic ethnographic approach decreased the possibility that he would discover 
different groups and chronological changes in the material of the 10th—11th centuries. His results, 
however, remained ‘untouchable’ for a long time.312 313

His general popularity and ability to found a school have determined the approach of Hungarian 
research on the Migration Period for a long time.314 As a consequence, his views (the consanguineous 
extended family, the theory of double-conquest) became debatable in professional fora with a 
significant lag. These views, however, as a consequence of the popular works, became a starting point 
for many even today, despite the fact that they are not supported by scientific data.315

4.12. Béla Szőke — The discovery o f  commoners

Béla Szőke’s work on the archaeology of the conquering Hungarians is much shorter regarding both 
volume and time than many of his contemporaries or predecessors. His career was interrupted at its 
zenith by his death. His studies and doctoral dissertation, published in the year of his death, however, 
caused such a fundamental change in the interpretation of 10th century material, that his main work 
must be considered as a milestone.

His person forms a bridge in many aspects in the archaeological research on the conquest in the 
20th century. He was connected to the most significant school of Slovakian archaeology and the 
methodologically most progressive trend in Hungarian archaeology at the same time.316 Szőke knew

312 Gyula László did not work on the collection of Conquest Period material of the National Museum either, as demonstrated 
by a general report in 1953. The board led by Mihály Párducz emphasized that ‘unfortunately the special Conquest Period 
material of the Museum and its problems have no master’, but even this report mentions that ‘when establishing the 
Medieval Department, the Archaeological Department handed over the Conquest Period material without resistance, 
because Gyula László was perceived as their most worthy and capable curator.’ Quoted by Révész (2002) 116.

313 Bóna (1997a) 353. Gyula László did not modify his views later on either. When his student, Kornél Bakay opposed his 
views -  Bakay (1978) 166-167 -  László took it as an attack against his person, and did not any more considered the 
scholar his student. See Balassa (2001) 108. He did not consider Bakay’s work ‘worthy of reply’ because of its 
‘patronizing remarks’. Fodor (2001) 255.

314 His students were often captured by his style of lecturing. Some tried to defend their professor’s views in their articles, 
and after a while critical remarks by his contemporaries and older colleagues disappeared. Mesíerházy (1993) 282. For 
younger scholars it was difficult to oppose their professor, and real debate was also hindered by some criticisms, which 
were obviously political in nature. A. Bartha-I. Erdélyi: Népvándorláskori régészetünk módszertani és elméleti 
kérdéseihez [Methodological and theorethical questions of the archaeology of the Conquest Period]. ArchErt 88 (1961) 
68—76. This vulgar Marxist debate article not weakened, but strengthened László’s authority among the mostly 
nationalistic intellectuals. On the historical background of the study see Balassa (2001) 100.

315 Bálint (1989a) 233-235; Fodor (2001) 194-208, 254-260.
31(1 He started his archaeological studies as a student of Jan Eisner and Stefán Jansak at the university of Bratislava (Pozsony). 

After the territorial changes of the First Vienna Award, he finished his studies at the university in Budapest, as a student 
of András Alföldi. Alföldi, after the definition of the archaeological material of the Hun Period and the analysis of the 
archaeological remains of the Roman provinces of Dacia and Pannónia, was the most prominent, school-building 
archaeologist of the time. He wrote numerous studies on various issues connected to the Migration Period. Alföldi’s 
approach, refined through the study of Roman provincial remains, had an impact on the archaeological research on the 
Conquest Period as well, through Béla Szőke’s person. J. Krammer: Szőke Béla (1913—1961). Arrabona 4 (1962) 5-8,
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the results of Czechoslovakian research just as well as the views and methods of Hungarian research. 
His interest towards the archaeological problems of the Early Middle Ages, formed during his studies 
in Bratislava, stayed with him during his whole career.317

In his early works, he also connected poor graves to the Slavic ethnic group.318 His opinion, however, 
changed later on. After the analysis of the cemetery at Kérpuszta,319 during the publication of the site of 
Zsitvabesenyő, he already wrote about strong Hungarian influence.320 In his review of the 10th century 
cemeteries of the Kisalföld (Small Hungarian Plain), he regarded the ‘Bjelobrdo culture’ as the common 
culture of Hungarians and Slavs.'21 In the meanwhile, the role of the Bjclo Brdo culture in the 
archaeology of the 10th century of the region went through a significant reinterpretation. These poor 
cemeteries, previously identified as Slavic following the opinion of Lubor Niedele, Josip Brunsmid and 
Jan Eisner, became again the focus of research.322 The question received greater attention mainly due to 
the changes in Central and Eastern Europe.323 The contemporary Pan-Slavic Soviet research, 
characterized by an anti-nomadic attitude, in association with the scholars of the liberated countries with 
a Slavic majority population, emphasized the Slavic ethnic background of these cemeteries.324 After 
World War II, the research of the Early Middle Ages of the region became even more politicized, and the 
influence of the political forces of the period became stronger as well.323

Due to these political changes, research on pre-conquest Slavs in the Carpathian Basin became 
important in Hungary as well.326 Studies published in the neighbouring countries placed this period 
into the centre of research.327 A more sophisticated evaluation o f ‘Bjelo Brdo’ type cemeteries than the 
widely accepted ‘Slavic’ approach was first given by Zdenő Vána. Vána recognized that the centre of 
the culture is not in the area populated still today by Slavic peoples, i.e. Poland, Bohemia or Moravia, 
but in the Carpathian Basin.328 He also emphasized that this group of finds cannot be separated 
chronologically from the Hungarian conquest. Despite the fact that Vána connected most of the 
objects under study to the Slavs,329 and later research had to correct his chronology as well,330 his 
recognition made it possible to review the material from a new point of view.331

The breakthrough was Béla Szőke’s study, who, after Géza Fehér’s death, took over the editing of 
the catalogue of Conquest Period sites.33 During this work he had the opportunity to examine the

esp. 6; Tocik (1983) 4, 7-8; L. Tóth: Szőke Béla. In: S. Bodó-Gy. Viga (eds): Magyar múzeumi arcképcsarnok. Budapest 
2002, 859-860.

317 7bc7*(1983)4, 7.
318 B. Szőke: Honfoglalás kori sírok Naszvadon (Gräber der ungarischen Landnahmezeit in Naszvad). Fol Arch 3-4 (1941) 

214-224; Bóna( 1997a) 349, 360.
319 Szőke (1954b) 298.
320 Szőke-Nemeskéri (1954) 121, 129.
321 Szőke (1954a) 119.
322 The name ‘Bjelo (or Bijelo) Brdo culture’ was first used by Lubor Niederle. L. Niederle: Slovania v Uhrách [Slovaks in 

Hungary]. Letopis Matice Slovenskej 13 (1921) 25-38. Later it was taken over by his student, Jan Eisner as well, and 
then became an entrenched term due to the influence of the Niederle-school. J. Eisner: Slované v Uhrách [Slovaks in 
Hungary]. PA 35 (1926) 579-588; A. Tocik et al.: Bijelo Brdo Kultur. In: J. Filip (hrsg.): Enzyklopädisches Handbuch 
zur U r-und Frühgeschichte Europas. Bd. I. Mainz 1969, 122-123; Bálint (1991) 160-161.

323 Bálint (1986) 169.
324 Giesler (1981) 9-10; Bálint (1991) 162-163; Brother (2001a) 22-23.
325 Romsics (1998) 272—286.
326 Molnár (1949); idem (1954).
327 Kaslel ic-Skerlj: Slovanska nekropola na Blcdu [Slavonic cemetery in Bled], Ljubljana 1950; J. Korosec: Staroslovansko 

grobisöe na Ptujskom gradu (The old slav burial place on the castle-hill of Ptuj). SAZU-RZDV-D 1 (1950); Hruby 
(1955); Szőke (1959); P. Korosec: Zgodnjcsrednjeveska arheoloska slika Karantanskih Slovanov I II. (Archäologisches 
Bild der karantanischen Slawen im frühen Mittelalter. I II). Ljubljana 1979, 28-31; Bálint (1986) 169; Tomicic (1992).

328 Vána (1954) 53-56.
329 ibidem 56-70; Szőke (1962); Langó (2000a) 38-41.
330 Várta (1954) 78-79.
331 ibidem
332 The original aim of the catalogue stared by Géza Fehér was to provide a reference book enabling the definition of 10lh 

century Slavic and Hungarian material. Révész (2002) 116. After the repression of the 1956 revolution and Géza Fehér’s
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widest spectrum of the material of the period. He not only saw a justification of Vána’s results in the 
material, but elaborated it through recognizing the material remains of the Hungarian common people 
in the ‘Bjelo Brdo culture’.333 Later on, in his doctoral dissertation, he presented the material culture of 
the 10lh century of the Carpathian Basin through creating a different system. This book changed 
archaeological research regarding both methodology and results.334 He divided the material into 
groups based on the ‘richness’ of the burials, then reached still valuable conclusions through the study 
of certain object types, their classification and the study of their prototypes. Béla Szőke’s work -  after 
German and Czechoslovakia antecedents335 -  set an example for a younger generation.

His other special field was the study of the 10lh century finds of his narrower home, the Kisalföld. 
His doctoral dissertation on this issue and his published studies showed a new approach for the 
younger generation. His article in the Archaeológiai Értesítő drew attention to the significance of 
regional differences.336

His observations and methods have had a lasting effect.337 His influence on the direction of 
research had various phases. The results of his published studies -  the recognition of the cemeteries of 
the commoners, the dating possibilities of certain object types, his conclusions based on the 10lh 
century material of the northern and southern part of the Kisalföld -  were immediately accepted. His 
methods -  the most thorough possible collection and typo-chronological evaluation of certain object 
types,338 and the examination of the chronology and relative, inner periodization of the cemeteries of 
various regions339 -  had an influence only later, since Gyula László’s students used László’s methods 
in their analyses. Today, Béla Szőke’s results provide the foundation for modern typological research.

4.13. István Dienes — The rejuvenation and end o f  the László-school

‘It can be firmly stated: no Hungarian archaeologist -  before 1971, and perhaps ever -  has done so 
much for the systematic research and rescue of the remains of the conquering ancestors than István 
Dienes. He carried out smaller or larger, but always successful, excavations in 15 out of the 19 
counties of the country, at 30 sites.’ ‘The results of his excavations are ca. 220 «middle class» and rich 
and 450 commoner burials. As opposed to the «broadness» of the excavations of his renowned 
predecessors, all of these 670 graves were documented with modern methods -  before 1950, barely 10

death, the staff working on the book was replaced. The work was taken over from Ágnes Cs. Sós and Katalin B. Mikes by 
Kinga Éry and her husband, Alán Kralovánszky, who were marginalized because of their role in the revolution. Although 
Béla Szőke could not visit local collections due to his illness, thanks to the collected data he had the opportunity to work 
with the greatest database of the period. For his colleagues, this work meant professional survival in the wake of the 
revolution. FÉK 7. The significance of the survey is shown by the fact that despite its faults and deficiencies it still counts 
as a fundamental reference book. Mesterházy (1993) 287-288.

333 Szőke (1959). His views were known by contemporary Slovakian research, but were not discussed. Eisner (1960); Tocik 
(1983).

334 Szülte (19 6 2 ).
335 71 H. A. Knorr; Die Hacksilberfunde Hinterpommers, der Grenzmark und der Neumark. Mannus 1936. 160-229; Várta 

(1954).
336 Szőke (1954b); B. Szőke: Fejezetek Győr koraközépkori történetéből (Etudes sur Thistorie de la cité de Győr au moyen 

age). Arrabona 1 (1959) 83-100, esp. 90-91.
337 Some of his results have been modified by recent research: one of the most important ones was that he considered the 

multiple S-terminated hair-rings as the prototypes of S-terminated hair-rings. Szőke (1959) 41-42; idem (1962) 42—43; 
Comp. Bóna (1997a) 346-347, 360. He was wrong about double graves as well. Szőke (1962) 21-22, 25-26; Comp. Bóna 
(1997a) 352-356; Mesterházy (1997c) 55-56.

338 Bálint (1991) 123-140; Keszi (1999); Kovács (1985a); idem (1986a); idem (1986b); idem (1994) 120-140; idem 
(1994-1995); Langó (2000a); idem (2004); Mesterházy (1991); idem: A honfoglaló magyarok hitvilága és monoteizmusa 
(Belief- and Faith-World of Conquaring Hungarians and Monoteism). In: L. Novák (ed.): Hiedelmek, szokások az 
Alföldön. I. Nagykőrös 1992, 89 120; idem (1994b); Révész (1987); idem (1988); idem (1994); idem (1996a) 39-189; 
Szabó (1978-1979).

339 Kürti (1994); Langó (2000b); Révész (1996a) 193-206; idem (1996b); idem (1997b) 180-185.
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graves had such documentation.’340 The words of Bóna, the contemporary and good friend, speak for 
themselves. István Dienes was certainly one of the most outstanding scholars of the second half of the 
20lh century.

As one of László’s students, he was the first to write an MA thesis on the archaeological remains of 
the Conquest Period in Hungary after World War II.341 342 The study was published in French, later in 
Hungarian as well. ’43 The author ‘analyzed everything that was possible or needed to know about the 
22 graves. He wrote down everything, which could be used by archaeology, ethnography, linguistics, 
and history, even medicine.’343 As a result of the influence of Gyula László, his interest turned towards 
the reconstmction and use of various object types. In these works, he utilized well his teacher’s 
methods, the use of ethnographic analogies.

In contrast to Gyula László, Dienes not always insisted on the ethnographic examples, and did not 
want -  as his teacher did -  to describe the full cultural background. He used comparisons from other 
humanities as far as they described useful cultural practices. As a consequence, his studies on objects 
are useful still today. The observation (the first authentic observation of horse-harness)344 and 
reconstruction (the recognition of the wooden saddle and horse-bits of the conquering Hungarians,345 
belts decorated with fittings,346 assembling the mount decorated sabre-tache from Budapest- 
Farkasrét)347 of numerous objects enriched research with fundamental results.

These object reconstructions were accompanied by detailed analyses, which enable a glimpse into 
the cultural background of the period as well. The best example perhaps is the study written on horse- 
harness. From the examination of the stirrups and bridle-pieces he concluded that the horse-hamess 
from children’s and women’s graves differ from those found in the graves of armed men. He also 
noticed that in the case of the graves of armed men the stirrups are much larger than those from the 
graves of children and women. He explained the differences with practical reasons: the riding skills of 
women and children were more modest than that of the mounted raiders, thus their horse-harness was 
manufactured in a way to provide greater safety (stirmps with narrower entrance, bridle-bits with 
cheek-pieces). The larger stirrups of the nobility also suggest more modest riding skills, ‘which slid 
off from the feet when falling off. The horse-harness found in the graves of men participating in the 
campaigns or practicing mounted herding (pair of stirrups with differing inner size, snaffle-reins with 
asymmetrical checks, bridle-bit), however, were adjusted to different, practical aspects. Their aim was 
to facilitate the movement of the rider.348

340 Bóna (1997b) 333.
341 Mesterházy (1993) 282; Bóna (1997b) 329-330.
342 Bóna explained the publication of the Hungarian version with the fact that the publication of the original study coincided 

with the 1956 revolution, and ‘in the heightened revolutionary and nationalistic atmosphere, there was an increasing 
interest in the subject’, and there was a demand for a Hungarian translation. The translation was also needed, since 
Hungarian specialists of the period rarely spoke French. As a consequence of the decision of the Board of Archaeology of 
the HAS, after 1945, studies on the Migration Period were to be published in French. One of the reasons was that through 
this gesture the previously German-oriented field tried to create a connection with the scientific fora of other socialist 
states, which were publishing in French. The unsuccessfulness of the attempt is demonstrated by Gyula László’s 
monograph on the Avar Period. See László (1955). Although it was often referred to in the Hungarian literature, scholars 
knew it mostly from the Hungarian manuscript. The difficulties are also shown by the fact that László considered it 
important to publish one of its chapters in Hungarian even 20 years later. Gy. László: Avar fejedelmi sír Bócsán. A keceli 
aranykardos sir [Avar princely grave at Bocsa. The sword grave at Kecel], Cumania 4 (1976) 89-114; idem (1955) 
219-228.

343 Bóna( 1997b) 330.
344 Mesterházy (1997c) 38.
345 Dienes (1958); idem (1966a) 221-227.
346 I. Dienes: A perbetei lelet. Milyen volt a honfoglaló magyarok öve? (Der Fund von Perbete. Wie sahen die Gürtel der 

landnehmenden Ungarn aus?). ArchÉrt 86 (1959) 145-158; /. Dienes: Honfoglaló magyarok sírjai Nagykőrösön (Gräber 
landnehmender Ungarn in Nagykőrös). ArchÉrt 87 (1960) 177-180; idem (1964a); idem (1965) 152-153.

347 Dienes (1964b) 92-110; idem (1973). According to Gábor Vékony, the mounts from Farkasrét were first recognized as 
sabre-tache mounts by Nándor Fettich. Vékony (2001) 411.

348 Dienes (1966b).
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Beside these analyses of objects, his syntheses written on the period were important as well. These 
works were also characterized by the delineation of the historical background of the objects and the 
description of the cultural background deductible from the archaeological remains. On many occasions 
he expressed decided opinions on historical questions as well, which must be emphasized, since 
György Györffy quoted Dienes’ work as the results of archaeology. This was partly due to the 
influence of his teacher, Gyula László, partly his friendship with two prominent historians of the time, 
György Györffy and Jenő Szűcs.349 In the case of social history, he accepted their opinion without 
criticism, like in the case of the localization of the settlement area of the Kabars entering into an 
alliance with the Hungarians, or the description of the social background of the early Hungarians.350 
Dienes’ lenient approach to these historical issues was not unique among archaeologists. It was 
characteristic for the period that the archaeologists’ views were not more than a confirmation of the 
historians’ explanations.351 That is how sabre-tache plates and lock-discs became ‘symbols of ethnic- 
tribal identity’,352 the Upper Tisza region the territory of the Kabars,353 and the motte of Szabolcs the 
residence of chief Szabolcs from the chronicles.354 Such an explanation of archaeological sources, the 
confirmation of historical events through archaeological finds, the antiquity of toponyms and the 
decisive role of these data in historical and archaeological reconstructions, the use of models and 
reconstructions based exclusively on written sources as evidence was not characteristic only for 
Dienes, other scholars also had a tendency to merge the results of the two disciplines.355 This practice 
spread due to the influence of Gyula László and György Györffy.356 In their works they shifted from 
the results of one discipline to those of the other with such an ease that their theories, written in an 
easily accessible style, convinced many. The scholars of the period not only accepted their views, but 
adopted their methods as well. A similar style of argumentation was used by archaeologists, historians 
and ethnographers, without taking into consideration the nature of the sources of the various fields.

A change in Dienes’ approach -  a deviation from the trend determined by Gyula László and 
György Györffy -  came only later in his career, when his most active period as a scholar was behind 
him. This recognition further exacerbated a break in his career after failing in an application for a 
position as a museum director. György Györffy asked him to write a study on the supposed princely 
grave of Árpád in Buda. During the preparation of this work he realized that archaeological sources 
are unsuitable to support such a theory, and he began to feel the more serious consequences of the 
method applied so far. The study remained unfinished as a gesture towards a friend, whom Dienes did 
not want to contradict.

His whole oeuvre was stamped by one of László’s legacies: Dienes ascribed an important role to 
religious beliefs and rites in burial customs, the number and manufacture of grave-goods, and in the 
remains of skull trepanation.357 He described the religious background, unreconstructablc in lack of

349 Bóna{ 1997b) 337.
350 Dienes (1970); idem (1972).
351 Dienes (1978) 124.
352 Dienes (1961) 134.
353 Dienes (1961) 131-138.
354 Dienes (1961) 98-99; Németh (1973).
355 Török (1962) 111-124; Bakay (1965) 21-30; P. Németh: Ki nyugodott a „geszterédi” fejedelmi sírban? [Who was buried 

in the princely grave of ‘Geszteréd’?] In: I. Eri (ed.): A magyar középkor kutatóinak nagyvázsonyi találkozóján 
elhangzott előadások, hozzászólások. Veszprém 1973, 19-32; Kiss (1983) 195-196. For an analysis of the practices of 
the period see Meslerhazy (1993) 299-300; Bóna (1997b) 336-337.

356 László (1944); Györffy (1958); idem (1959).
357 This appeared already in his first works, see Dienes (1956) 264-265, 272-273; idem (1957) 33-34, 37; idem: Die Kunst 

der landnehemenden Ungarn und ihre Glaubenswelt. In: Evolution générale et développements régionaux en historic de 
1 ’past. -  Actes du XXII°Congrés International d’ Historie de 1’ Art Budapest 1969. Budapest 1972, 97-108; idem (1978) 
117—121; idem: A sámánok társadalmi szerepe a nomád államokban [The social role of shamans in nomadic states]. 
Világosság 23 (1982) 296-299; idem: A táltosok viaskodása [The grapple of shamans]. In: L. Dankó-M. Széli J. Takács 
(eds): „Ex invisibilibus visibilia”... Emlékkönyv Dávid Katalin professzorasszony 70. születésnapjára. Budapest 1993, 
294-298.
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written sources, based on the ethnographic description of eastern areas, the reports of early modern 
and later travellers on shamanistic rites and Hungarian ethnographic analyses.35 * * 358 Vilmos Diószegi, 
who hoped to find the ancient elements of Hungarian shamanistic beliefs in the shamanism of Siberia, 
starting from ethnographic research, had a great influence on him.359 Although Dienes debated some 
details of Diószegi’s work -  primarily emphasizing the lack of historical background opposed to the 
examination of contemporary phenomena -  he -  just like most of his contemporaries360 -  accepted and 
emphasized the shamanistic beliefs of the Hungarians. These works, however, can hardly be 
categorized as archaeological studies, since they formed a coherent set of ideas that could not have 
been reached based on the archaeological material, not even with the use of structuralist or cognitive- 
processual approaches.361

The experiences of his last excavation at Magyarhomorog had serious consequences as well. He 
realized that the research on the cemeteries of the commoners is an urgent task of the archaeology of 
the Conquest Period that had become one-sided through the exclusive excavation of rich burials.362 He 
could not, however, take up this task. He even handed conveyed the excavation of the cemetery to a 
younger colleague, László Kovács. ‘He felt neither the strength, nor the ambition to confront the 
«classical» trend of the archaeology of the Conquest Period connected to the names Pulszky, Hampel, 
Fettich and László, the apex of which he himself had reached.’363 The relationship between Dienes and 
his professor, Gyula László, was influenced not only by the recognition of the importance of the 
cemeteries of the commoners, but the rejection of the -  then widely propagated -  historical concepts 
of his teacher, the theory of the dual-conquest, and the recognition that the social model of the 
conquerors built up based on ethnographic examples is not reflected in the archaeological material.364 
As his latest studies show, in the end he returned to the detailed study and scientific interpretation of 
objects.365

His person was, from a certain point of view, a milestone in research. Just as much as Béla Szőke 
was the inventor of a new methodological approach, more elaborate than the earlier ones, István 
Dienes was the last representative of a research school, which grew out of the approach of the nobility, 
taking into consideration only the material of small, rich cemeteries. His work demonstrated clearly 
the limitations and possibilities of this approach, including in the methodology and results everything 
that could be used by later research.

35S S. Solymossy: Magyar ősvallási elemek népmeséinkben [Elements of ancient Hungarian religion in our fairytales],
Ethnographia 40 (1929) 133-152; A. Szendrey: A magyar néphit kutatása [Research on Hungarian folk religion],
Budapest 1948; V. Diószegi -M. Hoppal: Shamanism in Siberia. Budapest 1978.

359 V Diószegi: Sámánok nyomában Szibéria földjén [Searching for shamans in the land of Siberia], Budapest 1960; idem: 
Sámánizmus [Shamanism], Budapest 1962; idem: A pogány magyarok hitvilága [The religious beliefs of the pagan
Hungarians], Budapest 1967.

360 Among archaeologists, for example: A. Kralovánszky: An Anthropomorphic Shamanic Musical Instrument from Eight to 
Twelfth Centuries A. D. In: Bharati (ed.): The Realm of the Extra-Human-Agents and Audiences. Hague-Paris 1976, 
339-345.

361 C. Renfrew-E. B. W. Zubrow (eds): Ancient Mind: Elements of Cognitive Archaeology. Cambridge 1994.
362 L. Kovács: István Dienes’ grösste Ausgrabung in Magyarhomorog-Kónyadomb (Forschungsgeschichte) ActaArchHung 

49(1997) 363-384.
363 Bóna( 1997b) 335.
364 I. Dienes: A IX-X. századi magyar társadalom kérdéseihez. Bartha A.: A IX-X. századi magyar társadalom c. könyve 

alkalmából [On the problems of Hungarian society in the 9th— 10lh centuries in connection with the book by A. Bartha]. 
Magyar Tudományos Akadémia Közleményei II. 19 (1970) 112.

395 I. Dienes: A Kalocsa környéki rováscmlékről (előzetes közlemény) [On the runic inscription from the vicinity of Kalocsa 
(preliminary report)]. In: K. Sándor (ed.): Rovásírás a Kárpát-medencében. MOK 4. Szeged 1992, 31-40; /. Dienes: 
Landnahmezeitliche Kerbinschriften aus dem Gräberfeld von Homokmégy (Halom in der Umgebung von Kalocsa 
(Vorbericht)). Fol Arch 43 (1994) 167-180; idem (1996b).
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5. The archaeology o f the conquest and political history

5.1. Romantic nationalism and the beginnings o f  the archaeology o f  the Conquest Period

The early history and cthnogcnesis of all peoples has a fundamental role in forming the historical 
consciousness of that particular people, and the problem of origin is often connected to various 
political views.366 This sense of origin often contained completely fictitious elements, which were 
supposed to serve the political aims of a given group and strengthen the argumentation behind it.367 
This practice can be observed in the formation of Hungarian historical consciousness as well. The 
assessment of the foundation of the state, the conquest and the preceding period have always been 
influenced by modern political interests, although this interaction was mutual: political views fed and 
influenced historical assessments, in turn they received inspiration from them.363

The thinking of scholars investigating early Hungarian antiquities was deeply penetrated by their 
sense of belonging to the natio Hungarica. Their principle goal was to reveal the early history of the 
‘noble Hungarian nation’ and present its remains.369 The national ideal of the era and the ambition to 
collect all the historical sources of the past of the nation greatly facilitated the recognition of 10th 
century Hungarian antiquities.370 After the discovery of the finds of Bcnepuszta, it was this ambition 
that ensured greater attention to the finds unearthed thereafter.371 The other determining factor was the 
nobility’s long-lived (lateral) concept of the nation gaining even more strength in the 18th century.372 
This attitude, and within it the ideal of the noble conquerors, deeply penetrated early historical and 
archaeological research.373

As a consequence of the antiquarian approach of the period, archaeology was considered a 
curiosity, thus archaeological studies -  in contrast to works of history -  did not have a significant role 
in the presentation of the traditional ideals of national historiography. Obviously, the search for

366 The sense of origin did not have such an importance in the historiography and politics of every European nation. Bálint 
(1997) 8. But in most countries of Eastern Europe, the prehistory of the ‘state-founding’ nation received special attention. 
Jones (1997); Kohl-Fawcett (1995). Ferenc Glatz rightly emphasized that: ‘The historiography of the region -  ever since 
the beginning of modern historiography -  has been the captive of the intentions of the nation states. This has two reasons. 
First, the adoption of the aims of nation states by modem historiography. Second, the intentions of nation states are still 
strong in the political development of East Central European countries.’ Glatz (2001) 97-98.

367 Such were, among others, the theories of Sarmatian-Polish, Etruscan-Slovenian, Dacian-Romanian or Scythian-Hun- 
Hungarian affinity. For a good example of Hungarian myth-making at the turn of the 18th-19th centuries see F. Kerényi: 
Egy sikeres eredetmítosz a XVIII-XIX. század fordulóján. Dugonics András hat művéről [A successful origin myth from 
the turn of the 18th— 19th centuries. On András Dugonics’ six works]. In: G. Hausner-K. M. Kineses (eds): Mítoszok 
nyomában... Mítoszképzés és történetírása a Duna-tájon. Budapest 2004, 303-320. On the general features of the process 
see Kohl-Fawcett (1995) 4-6.

368 P. László: Language, the Constitution and the Past in Hungarian Nationalism. In: F. Glatz (ed.): Európa vonzásában. 
Emlékkönyv Kosáry Domokos 80. születésnapjára. Budapest 1993, 193—204.

369 At the end of the 18th and in the 19"’ century, most historians and social theorists were the proponants of nationalistic 
concepts. As emphasized by Daniele Conversi: ‘By glorifying the heroism of the great figures of the national past they 
tried to justify historically their own political goals.’ Conversi (1995) 85; Ring (2004) 143—153.

370 M. Horch: Evropská národní hnutí v 19. století. Praha 1986, 63-65; Szegedy-Maszák (1986) 145-146.
371 Szeremley (1847) 4-5.
372 The foundations of this attitude were fixed already in the Tripartitum, a collection of unwriten law compiled by István 

Werbőczy at the beginning of the 16lh centuiy. /. Werbőczy: Tripartitum opus juris consuetudinari regni Hungáriáé. 
Budapest 1990, I. Part, Titulus III. 64-67. See Suppen (1993) 361; Fodor (1997) 30; Chmel (2001) 64-65; Ring (2004) 
110-117. On lateral ethnic views see Smith (1989) 348-350.

373 As shown by the debate between the law professor Mihály Bencsik and the theologist Ján Baltazár Magin from Dubnice. 
Bencsik wanted to exclude the Slovakian-speaking population of Trencsén County from the natio Hungarica with the 
argument that ‘they are not of Hungarian origin, but the descendants of Svatopluk, who were subjugated in the battle with 
the Hungarians’. Ring (2004) 130. On general contemporary concepts about the early history of the Slavs see also K. T. 
Mérey: Dunántúl népei a reformkor küszöbén egy hadmérnök szemével [The peoples of Transdanubia through the eyes of 
a military engineer at the dawn of the Reform Era]. In: F. Glatz (ed.): Európa vonzásában. Emlékkönyv Kosáry Domokos 
80. születésnapjára. Budapest 1993, 129-137, esp. 132.
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national identity in the first half of the 19th century was present to some extent in these works as well, 
since scholars interested in antiquities were indeed influenced by the romantic concept of a nation, as 
demonstrated by the examples of Miklós Jankovich, János Jeney and János Érdy.374

In the period dominated by Flóris Römer and Ferenc Pulszky -  one of the most prosperous periods 
of modern Hungarian history in many respects (economic and infrastructural developments) -  the 
foundations of professional research were laid. Archaeology was not involved in the economic 
development and minority issues characterizing the period.375

5.2. The dualist state and the Ugric-Turkic war

Hungary’s legal status was restored after the Compromise. The treatise was facilitated by a number of 
internal and external factors. One of the most acute interior problems was the management of the 
national aspirations of the various national minorities living in the Habsburg Empire. The formation of 
these aspirations was determined in Hungary by the xenophobic feelings376 inspired by the concept of 
natio Hungarica and influenced by the theory of cultural relativity widely accepted since the 
Romaticism.377 After the achievement of linguistic unity in the Reform Era378 and the loss of national 
independence,379 the Hungarian political elite -  like other European states380 -  emphasized the 
importance of historiography and the ‘rediscovery of the national past’,381 while giving priority to the 
unity of the state. The so-called ‘Ugric-Turkic war’, representing the research trends of the period 
best, not only clarified the origin of the Hungarian language, but also demonstrated that -  within the 
Herderian concept of nation based on language and culture -  national myth-making had become 
independent from scientific results.382 The most prominent scholars -  among them the reknowned

374 Jerney (1851). Érdy’s patriotic attitude is nicely illustrated by the anecdote, always cited by his reviewers and which 
most probably -  he also often recalled. According to the story the famous contemporary historian, Theodor Mommsen 
visiting Budapest ‘recognized an original Hun-Hungarian race in Érdy and was surprised when our honourable president, 
the late Baron József Eötvös, told him Erdy’s origin and former ancient German name.’ Nagy (1873) 19.

375 It is another question, what effect political views had on the scientific statements of scholars studying the Conquest 
Period. As Edward W. Said wrote in general: ‘Noone has yet discovered the procedure, through which a scientist could be 
detached from his environment, from the fact that he belongs -  consciously or unconsciously -  to a certain social cast, 
from his views on the world, from his social status, or the fact that he lives his everyday life as the member of a given 
society. These factors are all present in his work, even if he has the good intention to preserve his independence, to 
overcome his prejudices, and tries to keep a distance from merciless everyday boundedness.’ E. W. Said: Orientalizmus. 
Budapest 2000, 24.

376 L. Szarka: Magyarosodás és magyarosítás a felső-magyarországi szlovák régióban a kiegyezés korában (Adalékok a 
dualizmus kori asszimiláció természetrajzához) (Der Magyarisierungsprozeß im slowakischen Region Oberungarns 
(Beiträge zur Geschichte der Assimilation in dualistischen Ungarn)). In: É. Somogyi (hrsg.): Polgárosodás Közép- 
Európában -  Verbürgerlichung in Mitteleuropa. Budapest 1991,35-46; Suppen (1993) 361-362; Ring (2004) 124-153.

377 Szegedy-Maszák (1986) 147—148.
378 On the importance of references to language see Hroch (1993); C. Calhoun: Nationalism and Ethnicity. Annual Review of 

Sociology 19(1993)226-230.
379 A. Gergely: A  magyar tradíciók középpontjában: 1848 hagyománya [In the centre of Hungarian traditions: the tradition of 

1848] In: G. Hausner-K. M. Kineses (eds): Mítoszok nyomában... Mítoszképzés és történetírása a Duna-tájon. Budapest 
2004, 227-238.

380 Brother (2000).
381 Smith (1989) 357-364; E. Kiss: A nemzeti mitológia rekonstrukciójához [On the reconstruction of national mythology]. 

In: G. Hausner-K. M. Kineses (eds): Mítoszok nyomában... Mítoszképzés és történetírása a Duna-tájon. Budapest 2004, 
46-66. The development of contemporary archaeology in Europe was greatly influenced by the fact that 19th century 
scholars assumed that this field could contribute significantly to the knowledge on early national history. Kohl-Fawcett 
(1995) 12-13; Diaz-Andreu (1995) 54.

382 For the public, the debate seemed to revolve around the question whether the Hungarians were the relatives of the ‘poor 
fish-scented Finno-Ugrics’ or the ‘Turanian high cultures’. Although the debate had no ‘worthwile stake at all’ -  Bálint 
(1997) 14 -  it had a long lasting influence on the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians. Pusztay (1977) 92-107. 
As pointed out by István Fodor, contemporary Darwinist thinking appeared as well in the debate, since the scholars of the 
period ‘knew about Antal Reguly’s reports in the middle of the 19th century on the Ob-Ugric (Vogul, Ostjak) living under
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Hungarian medievalists of the 19th century, Henrik Marczali and Gyula Pauler -  and most influential 
public figures -  like the poets János Arany and János Vajda, or the writer Mór Jókai -  of the time 
supported Annin Vámbéry’s theory of the Turkic origin of the Hungarians.383 The participants of the 
debate -  justly -  did not consider archaeology an independent discipline with its own, new results, 
which could contribute to the solution of the -  mainly linguistic -  problems. As a consequence of the 
debate, the world of both ‘the district judge in love with Attila’s ancient ancestry’ 384 and the educated, 
nationalistic middle-class refused the Finno-Ugric theory.385 The public heated by national sentiment -  
probably due to fact that in Hungary, Budapest, the Academy or in newspapers, the questions about 
Hungarians, the Hungarian language and its origin were discussed and decided by non-Hungarian 
scholars386 -  had some reservation favouring the myths of earlier times.387

Among contemporary Hungarian archaeologists, only Ferenc Pulszky’s work was followed in the 
academia -  due to his role in Hungarian politics and cultural life.388 The influential museum director 
was an enthusiast of Vámbéry’s theory -  who was his relative -  and described the Hungarians in his 
studies389 as conquering mounted ‘Turanian’390 nobles. The ideal of a noble nation present in his works 
fitted well the national mythology of the ‘glorious conquest’ and the ‘thousand year old Hungarian 
state’.391

The celebration of the one thousandth anniversary of the conquest392 in 1896 and the works 
published on its occasion -  including the Millennial Monument393 -  fitted the general trend of the 
interpretation of the past in 19th century Europe.394 Archaeology, as the auxiliary discipline illustrating 
the event of the conquest with objects, also received a chance in the ‘Millennial year’.395 The first 
detailed, comprehensive archaeological study of the period by József Hampel was published at this 
time as well.396 Unlike the often turgid and strongly exaggerating national style of contemporary 
historians,397 Hampel was more dispassionate and focused on the material remains. Later, influenced

miserable and primitive circumstances, whose language was the closest to ours [i.e. to Hungarian -  P.L.], and considered 
it impossible that our ancestors could have ever lived under such conditions.’ Fodor {1997) 29.

383 Domokos (1990) 103-128; Fodor (1997) 31-32; Vékony (2002) 32-33.
384 M. Jókai: Cikkek és beszédek VI. [Articles and speeches VI]. Budapest 1975, No. 104.
385 Domokos (1990) 109.
386 ibidem
87 It was the concomitance of Romantic ideals and positivist practical sense in the thinking of the period, which made József 

Eötvös think it was possible to describe the national character -  also investigated by count István Széchenyi -  in his main 
work with the help of language and collective memory. J. Eötvös: A nemzetiségi kérdés [The question of nationalities] 
Pest 1865; comp. Szegedy-Maszák (1986) 148-149.

388 Korek (1988); Csorba (1997). Works like Gusztáv Varázséji’s study were ignored by contemporary scholars because his 
observations led to different conclusions in many fields than Pulszky’s.

389 Pulszky (1891) 3; Bóna (1997a) 346; Fodor (1997) 34.
390 Domokos (1990) 119.
391 B. Basics: A nemzettudat változása a magyar történelmi festészetben és grafikában 1848—49 után (Changes of national 

identity in Hungarian historical painting and graphics after 1848-49). In: T. Hofer (ed.): Magyarok Kelet és Nyugat közt. 
A nemzettudat változó jelképei. Budapest 1996, 143-154; K. F. Dózsa: A rendi nemzettudat szimbóluma, a díszmagyar 
(The Hungarian gala dress as a symbol of feudal national identity). In: idem 155-165, esp. 161—163.

392 L. Kőváry: A millennium lefolyásának története s a millenáris emlékalkotások [The history of the Millennium and the 
Millennial monuments], Budapest 1897; Niederhauser (1996); S. Galambos: A  millennium és Szabolcs megye [The 
Millennium and Szabolcs County], In: P. Németh (ed.): Tanulmányok és közlemények a honfoglalás emlékére 896-1996. 
Nyíregyháza-Szabolcs 1996, 203-215; Kovács (2004) 5-10.

393 A. Gern: Der Heldenplatz Budapest als Spiegel ungarische Geschichte. Budapest 1990; Marosi (1996) 1028-1029.
394 Brother (2000); idem (2004) 19-22.
395 This was partly due to the relatively small number of 10lh century finds, as pointed out by Mór Wosinsky as well: ‘there 

are unfortunately very few, scattered all over the country, despite the fact that we were looking for them almost 
exclusively on the occasion of the Millennium.’ Wosinsky (1896) 1036.

m  Hampel (1896).
397 A good example for the historical exaggerations of the time is what Kolos Vaszary wrote about the mission of duke Árpád 

and the conquering Hungarians in the introduction of the review published in 1895 on the occasion of the Millennium: 
‘Which nation on our continent, however great it may be, has a thousand year old past like ours?! Hellas, the home of
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by the already mentioned factors, he reclassified the archaeological finds,398 and connected the poor 
burials to the Slavs, the richer graves with horse burial, horse harness, weapons and objects made of 
precious metals to the Hungarians. His work reinforced the concept -  not free of evolitionist influence 
-  of ‘triumphant and rich conquering Hungarians’ often found in contemporary historical reviews,399 
and facilitated nationalist explanations.400

Non-scientific views popular in Europe in those times did not have any significant effect on the 
archaeology of the Conquest Period. Contemporary social-anthropological concepts401 and political 
views can be found mainly in Géza Nagy’s work. He, however, expressed his political opinion overtly 
only in newspaper articles, and not in scientific publications. In the case of other outstanding 
archaeologists of the time, this was less characteristic, even in the case of Béla Posta who was 
otherwise politically very active in Kolozsvár.402 Pósta’s work is a good example because it 
demonstrates well the relationship of archaeology and politics in the time of dualist state. The 
politically active university professor carefully separated his such acativities from his scientific 
research.403 The anti-Pan-Slavic attitude of the Hungarian political elite appeared in the works only 
indirectly (e.g. as the interpretation of poor burials as Slavic).404 Contemporary schools of thought and 
their political background, however, did leave their mark on the discipline.405 Although some of the

culture, did not live for a thousand years. Rome, the greatest state of the world ever known, was barely 800 years old 
when it started to die after the death of Augustus. Its great emperors appeared only like the sings of the last bursts of 
vitality during the agony! And our nation? During these thousand years it not only did not get older, but on the contrary, it 
is marching forward with new vitality at the dawn of the second millennium!’ K. Vaszary: Bevezetés [Introduction], In: S. 
Szilágyi (ed.): A magyar nemzet története I. Magyarország a királyság megalapításáig. Budapest 1895, 9-15, 10.

The historian Henrik Marczali described the Hungarian conquerors as ‘jaunty, gallant, turbulent chaps, stolid, 
withstanding all the try-outs of life, full of confidence in their own strength and abilities, idefatigable when driven by their 
passion, insatiable when the time comes for lying around, eating and drinking.’ Marczali (1895) 56. See also A 
millennium évéből származó honfoglalással kapcsolatos szemelvények [Excerpts about the conquest from the year of the 
Millennium], Compiled by Dániel Szabó. MT 102 (1995) 1411, 1427, 1439, 1452, 1472, 1480, 1484, 1493, 1497-1498, 
1501.

398 See page 189.
399 The concept of a glorious conquest was present in many areas of contemporaiy cultural life: the works of art created for 

the Millennial celebrations reflect truly the vision of the conquering Hungarians obtaining everything by their own power. 
See Marczali (1895); Thaly (1 898); Kovács (2004) 5-26. Such a way of constructing a national identity was general in 
Europe at the end of the 19lh century. A. D. Smith: Ethnic Revival. Cambridge 1981, 109-110. A similar evaluation of 
early history can be observed in the works of art of several -  German, Scandinavian or French -  nations. J. Mjöberg: 
Romantik und Wiederweckung. In: D. M. Wilson (hrsg.): Kulturen im Norden. Die Welt der Germanen, Kelten und 
Slawen 400-1100 n. Chr. München 1980, 207-236; Brother (2001a); Brother (2001c) 718-728; Hardt (2003) 194-198; 
L. O. Larsson: Über den schwierigen Umgang mit dem nordischen Göttern. In: M. Müller-Wille-L. O. Larsson (hrsg.): 
Tiere, Menschen, Götter. Wikingerzeitliche Kunststile und ihre neu-zeitliche Rezeption. Referate gehalten auf einem von 
der Deutschen Forschungsgemeinschaft geförderten Internationalen Kolloquium der Joachim Jungius-Gesellschaft der 
Wissenschaften. Hamburg-Göttingen 2001, 9-38; Th. Buliinger: Skovgaard, Lundbye, Frölich. Die Nordischen Götter 
und Helden im Dänemark des 19. Jahrhunderts. In: idem 251-267. Some, however, had -  archaeological -  reservations 
against this historicizing-romantic image of the nation: A. Jósa: Honfoglaláskori temető Micske pusztán [Conquest Period 
burial at Micske puszta]. Nyírvidék (1912) V/7. 3-4.

400 Hampel { 1907a) 9-25.
401 R. Tringham: The Concept of „Civilization” in European Archaeology. In: J. Sabloff-C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky (eds): 

The Rise and Fall of Civilization. 1974, 470-485.
402 Béla Posta was not only the friend of Géza Nagy, but they had similar political views as well, as indicated by Pósta’s 

notes and the recollection of friends. Posta (1914); MNM Kézirattár Posta 30.1.
403 Posta endangered mostly his university carrieer by his political activism. His scientific studies, however, never reflected 

his political opinion. Schneller (1941) 22-24.
4114 On contemporary anti-Pan-Slavic attitude see Thaly (1898) 7-13; Rátz (1941) 195-226; Hamherger (2001a) 32-33; idem 

(2004) 78-81; Kovács (2004) 9-10.
405 Emphasizing certain peoples or populations and their assumed qualities against oppressed groups, furthermore creating 

legitimation through emphasizing military superiority can be regarded such. Trigger (1990) 267—268; Kaiser (1995) 
101-103.
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stereotypes connected to these notions used in those studies — considered nowadays pejorative — were 
generally accepted around the end of the 19th century406, scientific aspects always had priority.

In the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians, Turanism became popular after the turn of the 
century.4"7 This hypothesis, relating Hungarians to early Turkish mounted nomads and assuming a 
common homeland (Turan), was a sort of reaction to Pan-Slavic movements. This theory, however, always 
stayed in the background and even those scholars who sympathized with the idea did not promotit408 Later 
Turanism -  like other prehistorical oddities -  became popular in non-scientific circles.409

Similarly to the approach of Hungarian research, the evaluation of 10th century archaeological data 
served national goals in the Slavic areas of the Monarchy and in the neighbouring countries as well. 
The intellectual leaders of Slavic- and Romanian-speaking national minorities consdiered Hungarian 
state politics the main obstacle of their national development,410 consequently the integrative, nation
building nationalism4" in these areas used archaeology to serve the aim of the desired emancipation.412 413

Nationalistic intellectuals expressing their aspirations in cultural life tried to separate themselves 
from the Hungarians.414 They felt that Hungarian politics hampered the emancipation of their nation 
and tied it to its own assimilative politics. The concept of greater national autonomy, nourished by a 
number of different sources pointing to the same direction, had an effect on the historical 
consciousness and concept of prehistory of these groups.414 The reclusion from Hungarian -  noble -  
values and the rejection of common history -  due to the shared geography -  were defensive reactions. 
These groups tried already at this time to construct a prehistoiy for themselves that was different from 
the histoiy of the Hungarian Kingdom. The prehistory and the early history of the Slavs had an 
important role in the creation of an independent historical identity, and the demonstration o f the 
aggressive nature of the Hungarian state formation was used as legitimation for their own political- 
national rights.415 Beside Pan-Slavic historiography, which gained momentum in the second half of the 
19th century,416 parallel to the strengthening of the idea of Turkic-Hungarian affinity (Turanism) in

406 Derogative remarks about Slavs in Hungarian studies from the end of the 19th century can be regarded as contemporary 
stereotypes which were not the products of archaeology. See Hamberger (2004) 80. Their overstatement can lead to the 
creation of a false picture. See Trigger (1990) 268-269.

407 P. v. Alois: Der touranische Gedanke. Túrán (1917) 291-301; G. G. Arnakis: Turanism, An aspect of Turkish nationalism. BSt 1 
(1960) 19-32; Kincses-Nagy (1991); I. Farkas: Turanizmus (Turanism). MT 100 (1993) 860-868; Ratobylskaya (2001).

408 Nagy (1901).
409 M. Zsirai: Őstörténeti csodabogarak [Prehistorical oddities]. In: L. Ligeti (ed.): A magyarság őstörténete. Budapest 1943, 

266-289; Kincses-Nagy (1991).
410 V. Heiszler: Magyar-cseh politikai kapcsolatok a Schmerling-provizórium idején (1861-1865) (Hungarian-Czech Political 

Contacts during the Provisional Schmerling period (1861-1865)). In: Hungaro-Polonica. Tanulmányok a magyar-lengyel 
történelmi és irodalmi kapcsolatok köréből. Emlékkönyv Waclaw Felczak 70. születésnapjára. Budapest 1986, 120—128; 
Niederhauser (1995b) 15; idem (1996); Benkő (1995) 1416-1417; Romsics (1998) 88-97; Sokcseviís (2001) 35; Szilágyi 
(2001)45; Hamberger (2004) 79-80.

411 A. D. Smith: A nacionalizmus és a történészek [Nationalism and historians]. Regio (2000) 2. 5-33; M. Hechter: A 
nacionalizmus megfékezése [Controlling nationalism]. In: Z. Kántor (ed.): Nacionalizmuselméletek. Budapest 2004, 
150-182, 168-171. On the definition of nationalism see Glatz (1993) 169-170.

412 On the general character of the process see Conversi (1995) 85; Kohl -Fawcett (1995); Dlaz-Andreu (1995) 54.
413 M. Mann: The emergence of modern European nationalism. In: J. A. Hall-I. C. Jarvie (eds): The Social Philosophy of 

Ernest Gellner. Amsterdam 1996, 147-170, 166-168; Hamberger (2001a) 32-34; Chmel (2001) 64.
414 Glatz (2001) 99-100.
415 Niederhauser (1995a); Vékony (1995); Benkő (1995); Boia (2003) 62-76; Hamberger (2004). The consequences of the 

growth of the Hungarian population in the period of the dual monarchy also worried contemporary politicians of these 
minorities. E. Nagel: Die Vitalität des magyarischen Volksstammes. MAG 3 (1873) 146-153.

416 Political Pan-Slavism first appeared in historiography in the first half of the 19th century with the publication of Safarik’s 
and Palacky’s works in the 1830s. These works illustrate well the roots of these concepts. F. Palacky: Geschichte von 
Böhmen I. Die Urgeschichte und die Zeit der Herzoge in Böhmen bis zum 1119. Prag 1836, 155-158; Takács (1991) 507; 
Czövek (1993); Niederhauser (1995b) 125-128; idem (1996) 1407-1408; R. Kucera: A csehek és a magyarok a 
történelem keresztútjain [The Czech and the Hungarian at the crossroads of history]. Limes (2001) 5. 45-49; Ring (2004) 
93—104. The influence of the Pan-Slavic movement in the second half of the 19lh century can be explained with various
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Hungarian popular consciousness, the concepts of Daco-Romanian417 and Illyrian-Croatian continuity 
made their appearances as well.418 The intensification of continuity theories illustrates the 
contemporary political practice of building the arguments of national emancipation and territorial 
claims on the demonstration of antiquity.4111

The most influential among the national movements of the Monarchy was first Austro-Slavism,420 
then later Pan-Slavism.421 These concepts were based minly on the common history of Slavic peoples 
and the theories of prehistory based on them had a great influence on the interpretation of the 
archaeological sources.422

Previously, the identification of Slavic finds was not evident,423 and for a long time scholars tried to 
separate early Slavic material from Celtic and German finds with the help of historical and linguistic 
sources.424 The method they used was the following: in the areas where sources or place names indicated 
the presence of Slavic people, scholars tried to determine those characteristic objects which could be 
connected to the Slavs in the given region. The German Friedrich Lisch had a leading role in this

reasons, among which the most important one was the strengthening of national identities due to the influence of the 
Enlightment. Rátz (1941) 37—66; Kolejka-St’astny (1965) 588; Slapsak- Novakovic (1996) 274.

The national minorities of the Monarchy wanted to achieve greater national autonomy. The intellectual leaders of the 
emancipation movement considered the Hungarians the main constraint of their development. Hamberger (2004) 78-80. 
The politics of the Vienna court also contributed to the increase of anti-Hungarian sentiment, and tried to use it to 
strengthen its own position -  to keep the political balance of the Monarchy. Rátz (1941) 83-106, 123-148; Hamberger 
(2001a) 33-34. The tension between the various nations was further increased by the bourgeois development of the 19lh 
century. In many areas the landowners were Hungarian noble families, and reformists regarded them as the impediment of 
the changes. See Smith (1989) 348-351; Hroch (1993) 16-18. Religious differences also played an important role in 
national movements and the creation of national identities. Kolejka-St’astny (1965) 588-603.

The idea of national unity and solidarity -  revived by the Enlightment -  had a significant role as well. The formation of 
the Italian nation state, the unification of Germany as the consequence of the Pan-German idea, and mostly the succes of 
the Baltic states against the Osman Empire served as models for the leaders of the national minorities of the Monarchy.

417 Mócsy (1986); G. Vékony: Dákok, rómaiak, románok [Dacians, Romans, Romanians]. Budapest 1989, 44-54; Benko 
(1995) 1417; Kaiser (1995) 107-109, 115-118; Schramm (1997); A. Miskolczy: Előszó: Az átláthatóság jegyében 
dckonstrukció -  rekonstrukció [Foreword: deconstruction and reconstruction for transparency], Tn: idem 1-7; O. 
Caraiani: National Identity and Political Legitimacy in Modem Romania. In: Mihaela Czobor-Lupp-J. Stefan Lupp 
(eds): Legal and Political Values in Romanian Culture. Romanian Philosophical Studies 4. Cultural Heritage and 
Contemporary Change. Ser. IVA. Eastern and Central Europe 22 (2001); Boia (2003); M. Takács: A balkáni vlachok 
kutatásának régészeti vetiilete [The archaeological aspect of the research on the Vlach of the Balkans], In: L. Horváth-K. 
Laczkó-Gy. Mayer-L. Takács (eds): FENE2TA Tanulmányok Bollók János emlékére. Budapest 2004, 239-269. In this 
period, Romanian research on prehistoiy was still based on the results of the patriotic historical school and had no 
influence on archaeology. The theory of Dacian-Romanian continuity became more influential between the two World 
Wars, when scholars -  reaching back to Vasile Pärvan’s work from the turn of the century -  tried to verity the theory 
archaeologically as well. Niederhauser (1995b) 402-404; Boia (2003) 115. See also R. A. Rabinovic: Iskusenie 
„volosskim orechom”, ili Balkanskie volochi i russkie volekvy (Tempted by „Nux Gallica”, on the Balkan Wallachians 
and the Russian Magi (volkhvy)). Stratum plus (2000) 5. 262-390.

418 Takács (1991); Czövek (1993) 220; Slapsak-Novakovic (1996) 279; Sokcsevits (2001) 32.
4,9 The French-German ‘Historikerstreif about the past of Alsace-Lotharingia was a similar case: A. Schnapp: French 

archaeology between national identity and cultural identity. In: M. Diaz-Andreu-T. Champion (eds): Nationalism and 
archaeology in Europe. London 1996, 48-67, esp. 56.

420 This one of the reasons why one of the most important centres of Slavic archaeology in the second third of the 19lh century 
was at the university of Vienna. The first professor of the university socializing in Slavic archaeology was Jan Kollár, one 
of the creators of the Pan-Slavic idea together with Safarik and Palacky. Slapsak-Novakovic (1996) 274; Kaiser (1995) 
101; Hamberger (2001 a) 34.

421 For a review of the issue see H. Kohn: Pan-Slavism: Its Histoiy and Ideology. New York, 1960.
422 Brother (2001a) 11-18. On the political background of Pan-Slavic archaeological concepts see also Shnirelman (1996) 

223-225.
423 Sklenár (1983) 93-94; Fries inger (1974) 1-2.
424 This research was defined by the fact that Safarik -  inspired by Herder -  assumed that early Slavic history, the ‘dark age’, 

was delineatable with the help of linguistic sources. This opinion was shared by other Slavic-speaking scholars as well in 
the second half of the 19lh century. See Rqczowski (1996) 198-199; Curta (2001b) 7-8.
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research,425 and tried to isolate the Slavic material with the help of the then new typological method.4"6 In 
that period, objects were often considered as ethnic markers,427 so once it was suggested -  following Lubor 
Niederle’s work425 -  that S-terminated hair-rings and the pottery with incised wavy lines could be the 
remains of the Slavs, it very rapidly became a general rule.429 The studies of the very talented professor in 
Prague reflected neo-Slavic attitudes popular at the beginning of the 20th century. These works were 
translated into several languages and became the pillars of Slavic research.430 These volumes, however, 
focused not only on the archaeological record: using historical and enthnographical sources as well, 
Niederle tried to prove that even before the Hungarian conquest there had been a Slavic population with 
homogeneous material culture in the Carpathian Basin. He believed that most of the archaeological record 
from the 10th century in the Carpathian Basin can be connected to the Slavs, and in many cases he 
explained the appearance of certain object types in the material of the conquering Hungarians with Slavic 
mediation. Beside the conclusions of Müller and Lissauer, he based his theory on the ideas of Slavic 
Studies. For many years his works provided the guidelines for Slavic-speaking scholars in approaching the 
problems of early history.431 The publisher of the 11th century commoners’ cemetery at Bielo Brdo, Josip 
Brunsmid, also built on Niederle’s conclusions when he identified the cemetery as Slavic (Croatian).432

The 19th century scholars of the national minorities of the Monarchy represented a very different 
opinion on their own history than their Hungarian colleagues. Their ideas were mostly related to Pan- 
Slavic concepts, marking their own past as separate from the history of the Hungarian Kingdom. 
Connected to their aspirations for autonomy -  and in opposition to the Hungarian conquest -  they tried 
to emphasize their own values through the principle of autochtony433 and to interpret the early

425 Brother (2001a) 17-18; idem (2001b) 725-728.
426 Trigger (1989) 269.
427 Vajda (1949); Curia (2001b) 9.
428 L. Niederle: Die Skelettgräber aus der letzten prähistorischen Zeit in Böhmen. MAG 20 (1890) 102-105, 105; idem 

(1894); idem (1910); idem (1911); idem (1913); idem (1921); idem: Slovanské starozitnosti. Pűvod a pocátky slovanű 
vychodních. A. IV. [Slavic antiquities. The origin and formation of eastern Slavs A. IV.] Praze 1924; idem (1925). On the 
contemporary reception of the study see J. Ernyey: Lubor Niederle: Slovanské starozitnosti. ArchErt 34 (1914) 38-44, 
139-145; Curta (2001b) 8-9.

429 Decoration with wavy lines was first connected to the Slavs by Ferdinand Kruse, and it became generally accepted by 
Czech scholars. See Niederle (1894) 51—54; idem (1921) 302-314;./. L. Pic: Pfehled ceské archaeologie [A review of 
Czech archaeology]. Praze 1908, 75-78. On the relationship of Pic and Niederle see Antoniewicz (1948) 2-3. Hungarian 
research, following first Pulszky, then Hampel, also connected the pottery with wavy lines to the Slavs because they 
assumed that nomadic peoples did not manufacture pottery, but acquired it from the inhabitants of the conquered areas. 
Pulszky (1878a) 224; idem (1878b) 66; Hampel (1907a) 51. On the history of research of the issue see also Takács (1986) 
10-12; Vida (1999) 16-17.

430 He started to study the prehistory of the Slavs after his first Russian journey in 1893. Niederhauser (1995b) 167. His 
views were influenced by Vykentyi V. Khvoika, Alexandr Spicin and other Russian (Ukrainian) scholars. Shnirelman 
(1996) 222-223; Curta (2001a) 368; idem (2001b) 9-10. His connection with contemporary neo-Slavic groups is shown 
by the fact that his comprehensive study was published first in Russia in 1909, and was published in Czech only in the 
following year. He intented to accomplish the aims defined by Safárik in two six-volume monographs. Niederhauser 
(1995b) 128, 167. On the reception of neo-Slavic ideas see also Chmel (2001) 63.

431 Niederle’s role in Slavic research became so important because -  beside his comprehensive reviews -  he could establish 
an archaeological school as well. As a professor of the university in Prague -  he received this title in 1891 -  then the 
director of the Archaeological Institute in Prague he educated generations of scholars. Antoniewicz (1948); J. Filip: 
Niederle, Lubor. In: J. Filip (hrsg.): Enzyklopädisches Handbuch zur Ur- und Frühgeschichte Europas. Bd. II. Mainz 
1969, 909-910. His conclusions about 10lh century material were carried on mainly by two of his students. Curta (2001a) 
368. The most outstanding of his students was Jan Eisner, who, after Niederle’s death, became the most prominent person 
of the research on the Migration Period in Slovakia. Eisner (1925); idem (1952); idem (1960).

432 Brunsmid (1904) 38-40; Bálint (1991) 160; Tomicic (1991); idem (1992) Following Niederle and Brunsmid, Croatian, 
Serbian and Slovakian research generally accepted the role of S-terminated hair-rinds as Slavic ethnic markers. Takács 
(1991) 506-507; Vinski (1969); Ózer (1997).

433 Niederhauser (1996). The ‘conqueror’ attitude frequent in Hungarian-centred historiography at the turn of the 19lh-20lh 
centuries was confronted with the contemporary Slavic approach emphasizing the contrast between barbarian Hungarians 
and civilized Slavs. See B. Walies-A. L. Zoll: Civilization, barbarism, and nationalism in European archaeology. In: P. L. 
Kohl-C. Fawcett (eds): Nationalism, Politics, and the Practice of Archaeology. Cambridge 1995, 21-38, 23-24.
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archaeological record in a way to demonstrate the illegitimacy and violent character of the Hungarian 
conquest or the foundation of the Hungarian state.434 The archaeological studies on Slavic unity and 
the ideas about the primarily Slavic autochthonous population of the 10th century Carpathian Basin 
tried to confirm the stereotype -  inherited from Niederle -  that the Hungarians were intruders driving a 
wedge among Slavic peoples in the Carpathian Basin and made the development of a unified Slavic 
area impossible.435

5.3. Politics and the archaeology o f  the Conquest Period after the peace treaties concluding 
World War I

After the end of World War I, a new political map was created. Hungarians perceived the 
disintegration of the historical Hungary as a national disaster.436 During the preparations of the peace 
treaty, countries with territorial claims against Hungary tried to support their case with ‘seemingly 
scientific material’.437 The historical and linguistic arguments were built on the principle of ‘who was 
here first’ on both sides,436 but neither side placed much emphasis on the archaeological sources.439

In Slavic areas Niederle’s conclusions served as a starting point.440 The mixed argumentation he 
developed was based on linguistic and historical concepts.441 The Romanian preparatory material was 
compiled with the same method.442 In contrast, Austrian scholars -  who were less interested in 
territorial claims -  completely lost interest in early Hungarian history. While earlier Austrian scholars 
studied this period in some detail -  mostly inspired by a unified imperial identity -  after the

4,4 Hornberger (2004) 81.
435 Niederhauser (1995a); idem (\9 95b) 126, 167, 332-333, 401-404, 487; idem (1996); Takács (1991) 507.
436 Serfőző (1991); I. Romsics: Nemzeti traumánk: Trianon [Our national trauma: Trianon], MT 103 (1996) 272-281. After 

thc peace treaty and the formation of the Little Entente, the Hungarian population living in the annexed regions turned 
from a majority into a minority, from a hegemonic nation into an oppressed group.

437 Alföldi (1926) 351-357; Fried  (1991) 38; Szilágyi (2001) 46. On Romanian preparations see Boia (2003) 143, 209-210. 
On the role of archaeological arguments at the peace negotiations concluding the war see Brother (2001a) 19.

438 Niederhauser (1995a) 1408-1412; Fried (1991); Glatz (2001) 100; Hornberger (2001b) 52; Prohászka (2001). On the 
anachronistic nature of a historical claim based on an earlier occupation of a region see Bálint (1997) 11.

439 The importance of archaeology within the research on the Conquest Period decreased after Hampel’s death. Neither 
Géza Nagy, nor Géza Supka had Hampel’s reputation in scholarly circles. As a consequence, historians ignored earlier 
archaeological results as well. This is well illustrated by the synthesis written by Bálint Hóman: he mentioned József 
Huszka among the most outstanding archaeologists, although his views were untenable even according to the 
standards of his time. Hampel (1899); Fodor (2001) 221, note 211; Marosi (2002) 138, 140; Gellér (2004) 28-31. 
Beside him, he mentioned only the work of József Hampel and Béla Posta, but omitted András Jósa, Géza Nagy, Géza 
Supka. Hóman (2002) 100. On Bálint Hóman’s views on the prehistory of the Hungarians see Gy. Kristó: Hóman 
Bálint, az őstörténet és az Árpád-kor kutatója (Bálint Hóman, Scholar of Prehistory and Árpád Era). AHSzeg 119 
(2004) 39-46.

440 I. L. Cervinka: Slované na Moravé a rise Velkomoravská [Slavs in Moravia in the age of Great Moravia], Bmé 1928. 
Niederle’s role became even more influential in Slavic archaeology after the war. Bálint (1991) 161. One of the reasons 
was the already mentioned Nicderle-school. His studies were published not only in Slovakian but also in French, and 
found their way into international research. L. Niederle: Manuel de l’antiquité slave. I-II. Paris 1923-1926; R. Turek: 
Slovenské mohyly u Pnovic [Slavic burials in Pnovic]. PA 32 (1920-1921); J. Erdelanovid: Tragovi najetarijeg 
slovenskog siója u Banatu. In: J. Schránil (ed.): Niederlűv Sbomík. 1925, 275-308; I. Borkovsky: Staroslovanská 
keramika ve stfední Evropö. Studie k pocátkűm slovanské kultury (Die altslawische Keramik im Mitteleuropa. Ein 
Beitrag zu den Anfängen der slawischen Kultur). Praha 1940, 106; L. Karamann: Iz kolijevka hrvatske proslosti [The 
cradle of the Croatian past], Zagreb 1930.

441 Niederle used the studies on Slavic loan-words in Hungarian which seemed to prove his earlier hypothesis. According to 
his opinion the material culture of the conquering Hungarians was mostly Slavic in origin. He thought to be able to 
demonstrate the culture-giving role of the Slavic people and the adopting attitude of the Hungarian. His opinion and thesis 
was basically built on the stereotypes of the ideology developed by Ludovít Stúr. See Hornberger (2004) 78-82.

442 Alföldi (1926) 351-352; Benkő {2001) 137.
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disintegration of the Monarchy they touched upon only the Hungarian incursions and the efforts
1 443against them.

After the war the cultural policy of the new nation states was even more determined by their 
territorial claims supported by historical arguments.44', It was in this period, when the methodology 
formed according to political interests became dominant in Czechoslovakian and Romanian 
archaeology,445 with the ultimate goal to justify the new borders -  and sometimes further territorial 
claims -  through the demonstration of a continuous presence of Dacian/Slavic material.446 A similar 
connection developed between various disciplines and politics in Hungary as well, as demonstrated by 
Kunó Klebersbcrg’s cultural policy and the rhetoric emphasizing Hungarian cultural dominance.447

Hungarian archaeology did not participate in these debates and did not bring up arguments against 
the statements put forward in neighbouring countries to demonstrate the early presence of the 
Hungarians. This had two main reasons. One was that Hampel’s interpretation of row cemeteries was 
used as an axiom as late as the 1960s.446 The second was that as a consequence, Hungarian scholars

443 I. Tringli: „Becs és a magyarok együtt léptek be a történelembe” A magyar honfoglalás az osztrák történetírásban (The 
Magyar conquest in Austrian historiography). MT 102 (1995) 1433—1442.

444 V. Vinaver: Jugoslavia i Madarska 1933—1941 [Yugoslavia and Hungary], Belgrad 1971, 8; I. Deák: A nemzetiségi 
kérdés európai leckéje (Nationality Problem in Europe). In: Cs. Kiss Gy.-I. Kovács (eds): Tanulmányok a magyar
lengyel történelmi és irodalmi kapcsolatok köréből. Emlékkönyv Waclaw Felczak 70. születésnapjára. Budapest 1986, 
160; J. Havránek: Central Europe, East Central Europe and the Historians. In: E. Somogyi (ed.): Polgárosodás Közép- 
Európában. Budapest 1991, 299-309; Rqczowski (1996) 203-208; Hamberger (200la) 35-36. Prohászka (2001); /. 
Szilágyi: Együttélés és konfliktus: szerbek és magyarok a szerb nézetek tükrében [Coexistence and conflict: Serbians and 
Hungarians as reflected by Serbian views]. Limes (2001) 6. 7-26, esp. 19-20.

The earlier nomadic background of the Hungarians played an important role in contemporary views on national 
characters. This is reflected in the opinion of Emil Cioran, a Romanian thinker from 1934: ‘The Hungarians carry 
nomadic instincts. Having settled in a given area, they have not been able to overcome the nostalgia for wandering. 
Agriculture and herding is not suitable for their barbarian soul, they suppressed their desire for space with singing and 
shouting. The Hungarian is the only nation that can still shout.’ E. Cioran: Schimbarea la fata a Romänie [Changes in 
Romania], Bucure§ti 1990, 200. Cited from Cosmeanu (2001) 79.

445 It is an interesting addition to the history of research that the alliance between the Little Entente and France also had an 
effect on postwar scientific collaborations -  including archaeology -  as illustrated by the Byzantinological conference 
held in Bucharest in 1924 with French support or Lubor Niederle’s membership in the Institute de France and his works 
published in Paris. Alföldi (1926) 352—353. On the political situation see C. Michel-Durandin: La France et les Balkans 
en 1934. Studia Balcanica 9 (1975) 13-20; Suppen (1993) 362-363. On the views of contemporary French historiography 
on the conquering Hungarians see Soós (1995b) 1488-1489.

446 The ‘Hungarian complex’ of the Slovakian, Yugoslavian and Romanian states can be traced back to a phobia inherited 
from Hungarian history. The dominant stereotype originated from the overtly expressed goals of Hungarian foreign 
policy. They had a fear of a possible revision fuelled by Hungarian irredentism. Contemporary Slovakian, Romanian and 
Yugoslavian academic thinking was fundamentally determined by this situation. All this only strengthened their 
determination to demonstrate the presence of an early autochthonous population in the Carpathian Basin, whose joint 
development had been hindered by the Hungarian conquest. L. Makkai: Erdély a középkori Magyar Királyságban 
[Transylvania in the medieval Hungarian Kingdom], In: L. Makkai-A. Mócsy (eds): Erdély története I. Budapest 1986, 
235-242, 583-586.

There was, however, a fundamental difference between Czechoslovakian and Yugoslavian archaeology on the one 
hand, and Romanian on the other, with regard to attitudes towards the archaeological record of the Conquest Period. 
While new excavations in Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia yielded a number of 10th century finds connected to the 
archaeological record of the Hungarians, in the extended territoy of Romania nothing similar was possible. Bóna (1986) 
565-567, 574-582; Bóna (2001) 72.

447 Hóman (2002) 446; Serfőző (1991); Fried (1991); F. Glatz: Konzervatív utak -  kultúrpolitika [Conservative ways — 
cultural policy]. In: Tudomány, kultúra, politika: gr. Klebersberg Kunó válogatott beszédei és írásai (1917-1932) 
Budapest 1990, 5-26; See also Juhász (1992). On the concept of nation of the period see J. Szűcs: A magyar 
szellemtörténet nemzet-koncepciójának tipológiájához (Contributions a la typologie de la conception de la nation 
professée par la tendance dite l’historie des idéés). TSz 9 (1966) 245—269.

448 The therory was generally accepted by Hungarian scholars even if they did not consider Hampel’s opinion satisfactory in 
every respect. E. Marosi: Székesfehérvár honfoglaláskori temetői [The Conquest Period cemeteries of Székesfehérvár], 
ArchÉrt 39 (1920-1922) 25-41; V. Pataki: A hevesi honfoglaláskori női sírlelet (Der Grabfund von Heves aus der 
Landnahmezeit). FolArch 1-2 (1939) 200-204; M. Szél!: Elpusztult falvak, XI-XVI. századbeli régészeti leletek
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did not investigate this group of finds from an ethno-specific view. The leading experts of the time, 
István Zichy and Nándor Fettich, focused more on the reconstruction of the objects and the artistic 
background of their decoration 449 During their object-oriented studies they mostly examined the 
steppe connections and northern parallels of the early material and ignored the theories of Slavic 
scholars.450 This period witnessed only one study written in Hungarian, which discussed elements of 
the material of the 10th century Carpathian Basin believed to be Slavic. Boiko von Richthofen 
examined the archaeological record in line with the approach generally accepted due to Kossina’s 
work,451 and his main aim was to call attention to the contradictions between the ethnic identification 
of row cemeteries and their material.452 Richthofen’s study was ignored both by foreign scholars and 
Hungarian specialists of the period. His statements about the issue did not generate such a debate as

Csongrád vármegye területén [Deserted villages, archaeological finds from the 11th— 16th centuries in Csongrád County], 
DolgSzeged 17 (1941) 172; M. Párducz: Árpádkor! temető Hódmezővásárhely-Kopáncson (Gräberfeld der Árpádenzeit 
in Hódmezővásárhely-Kopáncs). Dóig 19 (1943) 183-194. For a review of the problem see Bálint (1991) 160-163.

449 /. Zichy: A honfoglaláskori tegez és keleti kapcsolatai (Der Pfeilköcher der ungarischen Landnahmezeit und dessen 
Zusammenhang mit dem Orient). Túrán 2 (1917) 152—166; /. Zichy: A magyarság őstörténete és műveltsége a 
honfoglalásig [The prehistory and culture of the Hungarians till the conquest], A Magyar Nyelvtudomány Kézikönyve I. 
5. Budapest 1923; N. Fettich: Garnitures des fourreaux de sabres du temps des Avares en Hongrie. Aréthuse 4 (1926) 
1-14, Pl. V-X; idem: Sárkányábrázolások a magyarországi népvándorláskori emlékanyagban (Drachendarstellungen im 
ungarländischen Denkmaterial der Völkerwanderungszeit). ArchÉrt 40 (1923-1926) 157-172, 317-326; N. Fettich: Über 
die Erforschung der Völkerwanderungskunst in Ungarn. IPEK (1926) 265-272; Bálint (1986) 167.

450 Archaeologists -  similarly to linguists did not know the results and journals of the neighbouring countries. See Fried 
(1991) 38. The relationship of Hungarian research with neihbouring countries was characterized by András Alföldi the 
following way: T think it is a grave mistake that while the Czech follow Hungarian literature most carefully, and the 
Romanian shout back in ten places to any of our deeds, we -  with a few exceptions -  are absolutely uninformed about 
their most important research and literature. We have no library that would acquire and collect them on a regular basis. 
Thus, beyond the hann we suffer in scientific issues, we also loose the chance to refute in front of Europe those fictions 
that these nations used in order to create historical rights and weapons against us.’ Alföldi (1926) 355. Alföldi’s opinion, 
however, did not have much effect on Hungarian research. Leading Hungarian archaeologists (Fettich, Zichy) knew the 
studies written in various Slavic languages - Bendefy (1972) 131 - they had contacts with the scholars of neighbouring 
countries: Révész (2002) 1 13-114, but still - as illustrated by Baron von Richthofen’s study written at the same time as 
Alföldi’s and the silence that followed -  nobody among Hungarian scholars was keen on examining the problem 
scientifically. Contacts with neighbouring countries became precious only when the material of a newly discovered 
cemetery could be connected to the ‘sabre-tache plate circle’ of rich burials -  as referred to by Fettich -  from the 
Conquest Period, like the finds discovered at Streda nad Bodrogom/Bodrogszerdahely-Bálványdomb. Erdélyi (1961); 
idem (1995); Fodor (1996a) 136-138; idem (2001) 182-183. Only those finds received greater attention, which were 
related to the rich burials of the 10th centruy in the Carpathian Basin. The cemetery at Sestovici, yielding a mount 
ornamented sabre-tache, belonged to this category. Arne (1931); Bitfeld (1977); Fodor (1994) 52; idem (2001) 172. In 
accordance with Fettich’s influential views, these finds were connected to the settlement areas in Levedia and Etelköz. 
Hungarian research was not interested in the poorer cemeteries and their Slavo-centric interpretation.

451 In the history of research Gustaf Kossina’s role in the exaggeration of the culture-historical approach and the later 
development of German archaeology is usually strongly emphasized. See G. Smolla: Das Kossina-Syndrome. 
Fundberichte aus Hessen 19—20 (1979-1980) 1-9; Arnold (1990) 464. Without questioning the importance of Kossina’s 
influence, it is noteworthy that the approach using the concept of cultural provinces was not Kossina’s idea -  Vajda 
(1949) -  nor was it characteristic only for him. The model was in general use in contemporary archaeological works 
regardless of political views, for example in the field of prehistory the works of Gordon Childe were based on it, though 
he later questioned this approach. L. Klejn: Kossina im Abstand von vierzig Jahren. JMV 58 (1974) 7-55; U. Veit: Gustaf 
Kossina und V. G. Childe: Ansätze zu einer theoretischen Gundlegung der Vorgeschichte. Saeculum 35 (1984) 326-364; 
Raczky (1995) 289-290; Trigger (1997-1998) 358. Views about the importance and inluence of ‘Nordic culture’ did not 
necessarily mean that their proponents agreed with national-socialist ideas, as clear from the works of Nándor Fettich - 
Bálint (1986) 168 -  and the Notwegian A. W Brogger. Arnold-Hassmann (1995) 76.

452 B. Richthofen: A szláv kérdés Magyarország régibb középkori archaeológiájában (Zur Slawcnfrage in der 
frühmittelalterlichen Archaeologie Ungarns). ArchÉrt 40 (1923-1926) 138-156. The Silesian-born scholar was Kossina’s 
student. He devoted most of his works to the study of the distribution of the Slavs and the critical examination of early 
Slavic sites. Wiwjorra (1996) 176; Rqczowski (1996) 205-206. His insights and systematic and critical approach led him 
to a number of conclusions regarding the assumed Slavic finds of the Carpathian Basin (among others the rejection of the 
possible connection between hair-rings with multiple loops and S-terminated hair-rings) that were verified much later by 
Hungarian research. See Kra/ovánszky (1959); Szőke (1959); Bálint (1991) 159-193; Bóna (1997a) 346-347.
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his studies on Silesian finds did.453 This shows even more clearly the attitude of Hungarian scholars 
with which they turned -  or did not turn -  towards the study of the problem. The scholars of the time 
were so convinced that the question had been answered properly, that even a study -  favouring current 
Hungarian political goals -  published in a leading Hungarian archaeological journal could not 
convince them to reconsider the Slavic identification of row cemeteries.454 They considered the 
question answered and the study did not have an influence on the Slavic identification of the poor 
cemeteries, especially since this was a time when the deprecation of the poor Slavic material with 
‘contempt and a derisive fleer’ became even stronger.455

The political changes, the German pressure on Central Europe and the national-socialist regime 
taking over in Germany, influenced academic life as well. German archaeology became ancillary to 
the Lebensraum-theory:456 this racist approach defined the position of archaeological cultures 
identified with ethnic groups.457 Despite the increasingly strong political, economic and academic 
connections, Hungarian archaeology was left unaffected by this attitude.458 The most prominent 
Hungarian intellectuals confronted the ‘intellectually prepared pitfalls’459 of the national-socialist 
ideology.460 One of the main questions of the debate in Hungarian intellectual life was ‘who is 
Hungarian?’ and, consequently, ‘what is Hungarian?’. The various opinions -  published in a volume 
edited by Gyula Szekfű -  refused the discriminative national-socialist thinking.461 Leading Hungarian

4Si Von Richthofen’s role in the interpretation of the early Slavic finds and in his debate with Józef Kostrzewski has usually 
been deprecated by modern research. Sklenáf (1983) 161; Rqczowski (1996) 205-206. Obviously, his opinion on the 
archaeological record of the 10th century Carpathian Basin was influenced by a similar anti-Slavic attitude.

454 Among Hungarian scholars only Gábor Csallány touched upon von Richthofen’s debate article and while accepting his 
reasoning he maintained the earlier division. In connection with von Richthofen’s opinion he suggested that ‘while graves 
with horse burials contain 9'1’ century Samanid dirhems, the other group yielded only coins from the 1 l lh—13th centuries’, 
consequently the majority of the cemeteries in Hampel’s group B are later, from the 11lh— 12th centuries, and the different 
material reflects chronological differences. G. Csallány: Avarkori és IX-XIII. századi magyar leletek a Szentesi 
Múzeumban (Avarischc und aus dem IX-XIII. Jahrhunderten stammende ungarische Funde im Museum zu Szentes). 
Csongrádmegyei Könyvtár 9. Szeged 1934, 17-18, 30-31. Csallány could not take into account that those larger 
commoners’ cemeteries which contained these Árpád Period coins differed from each other not only in their structure, but 
also in the custom of the deposition of grave-goods.

455 Alföldi (1926) 355.
456 R. Bollmus: Das Amt Rosenberg und seine Gegner. Studien zum Machtkampf im nationalsozialistischen 

Herrschaftssystem. Stuttgart 1970, 145-152; Arnold (1990); idem: The power of the past: nationalism and archaeology in 
20lh century Germany. Archaeologia Polona 35-36 (1997-1998) 237-253; Arnold-Hassmann (1995) 70-81; Wiwjorra 
(1996) 175-182; A. Leube: Zur Ur- und Frühgeschichtsforschung in Berlin nach dem Tode Gustaf Kossinas bis 1945. 
EAZ 39 (1998) 373-427; S. Brother: Wilhelm Unverzagt und das Bild der Slawen. In: H. Steuer (hrsg.): Eine 
hervorragend nationale Wissenschaft. Deutsche Prähistoriker zwischen 1900 und 1995. Berlin-New York 2001, 
475—504; H. Haßmann: Archaeology in the ’Third Reich’. In: H. Harke (ed.): Archaeology, Ideology and Society. The 
German Experience. Frankfurt am Main 2002,2 67-142; Hardt (2003).

457 The material connected to the Slavs, just like Slavic peoples -  despised by Hitler -  were considered ‘primitive’ by 
contemporary German research. Brother (2001a) 21-22; idem (2001b) 484-487; Hardt (2003) 202-203.

458 Gy. Ránki: A harmadik Birodalom árnyékában [In the shadow of the Third Reich]. Budapest 1988, 5-50. This is true 
regarding the mainstream of research, but there were scholars in Hungary who were corrupted by the national-socialist 
ideology. Such were the historian Ödön Málnási and the biologist Lajos Méhely. Ö. Málnási: Magyar nemzet őszinte 
története [The genuine history of the Hungarian nation], Budapest 1937. Málnási -  who was one of the main ideologists 
of the extreme right Hungarist movement from 1938 -  was later prosecuted and sentenced for the discrimnativc 
statements in his book. A. Rozsnyói: Egy történész - tévúton zsákutcában [A historian -  led astray -  in a dead end]. In: 
F. Glatz (ed.): Szomszédaink közt Kelct-Európában. Emlékkönyv Niederhauser Emil 70. születésnapjára. Budapest 1993, 
339-342. On Méhely’s research see Farkas (1991).

459 Gy. Juhász: A történész józansága [The historian’s sobriety]. Budapest [n.d.], 208.
460 Z. Várnái: Közép- Kelet- vagy Kárpát-Európa, esetleg Eurázsia, Nézetek Magyarország helyéről Európában a két 

világháború közötti publicisztikában [Central, Eastern or Carpathian Europe, perhaps Eurasia. Views on the position of 
Hungary within Europe in interwar journalism]. In: A. D. Bán (ed.): A híd túlsó oldalán. Tanulmányok Kelet-Közép- 
Európáról. Budapest 2000, 157-217.

461 Gy. Szekfű (ed.): Mi a magyar? [What is Hungarian?] Budapest 1939.
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archaeologists joined the most prominent historians and rejected national-socialist theories.462 The 
study of the archaeological material of the early Hungarians -  regardless of Germanophile politics -  
was connected to contemporary democratic intellectual movements, as demonstrated by Gyula 
László’s work published in 1944 and his lecture held at Szárszó.463

5.4. In the trap o f Pan-Slavic Marxism

At the end of World War II, Hungary -  following an unsuccessful attempt at getting out of the war -  
was on the side of the losers during the peace negotiations. After the negotiations of the great powers 
the country became part of the Soviet sphere of influence, and these political changes did not leave the 
academic life unaffected 464 The Stalinic dictatorship not only reorganized the Hungarian Academy of 
Sciences, but determined the direction of the full spectrum of academic life 465 In the study of early 
history, the Soviet anti-nomadic approach became exclusive. According to this interpretation, in the 
period after the conquest not the ‘nomadic Hungarian tribes’, but the autochthonous Slavic population 
played the decisive role,466 and the Hungarians adopted their cultural and political organization from 
the Slavs 467

Archaeology could not divert from the prescribed direction either. The attention of the Hungarian
speaking and -oriented research was drawn to the burials with poor grave-goods by the obligatory Pan- 
Slavic approach. These burials were automatically labelled as ‘Bielo Brdo culture’ and were 
considered Slavic.468 This was the time when research on pre-conquest Slavic material was 
launched.469 The excavation of the fortification at Fenékpuszta, assumed to be an early Slavic 
centre,470 and the Frankish centre of Zalavár, identified with the help of written sources and governed 
by Slavic leaders, started at this time as well.471 The excavation of the sites identified already in the 
19th century was a consequence of a political decision. The extensive works not only reflected their 102

102 Juhász (1992); Soós (1995a) 1466-1467; László (2001) During the German occupation Count István Zichy, the general 
director of the Hungarian National Museum, had to hide in his estates in the Felvidék because of his earlier activities.

463 László (1944); idem (1950) 141/Balassa (2001) 66-69; Fodor (2001) 187-195.
41,4 It was Ferenc Glatz who pointed out that ‘[\v]hen the Soviet Union extended its influence on the Central East European 

region it declared the ideology of proletarian internationalism. It wanted to end the earlier conflicts between nation states 
that had a great role in the break out of the two World Wars of the 20th century. At the same time it extended the Great- 
Russian-Soviet supremacy not only in the military, but also in tire economic and political-ideological sphere as well.' 
Glatz (2001) 100. See also Laszlovszky-Siklódi (1991) 274.

465 Gy. Péteri: Születésnapi ajándék Sztálinnak. Vázlat a Magyar Tudományos Akadémia államosításának történetéhez 
1945—49. [Birthday present to Stalin. A draft of the history of the nationalization of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences |. 
Századvég 1-2 (1989) 18-35. F. Glatz: Politik und Geschichtswissenschaft in dem Sowjetsystem. In: F. Glatz (ed.): 
Szomszédaink között Kelet-Európábán. Emlékkönyv Niederhauser Emil 70. születésnapjára. Budapest 1993, 409-421. 
The limits and tasks of arcaheology were summarized in Ö. G. Pogány: Főtitkári jelentés a Régészeti, Művészettörténeti 
és Éremtani Társulat ötnegyedévi működéséről 1949. november-1951. április [Report of the chief secretery on the 
activities of the Archaeological, Art Historical and Numismatical Society. November 1949-April 1951], ArcliÉrt 78 
(1951) 144-147.

460 Molnár (1949) 96-107, 170-174. For a review of Soviet research goals see Shnirelman (1995); idem (1996) 230-236; 
Klejn (1997) 41-51. See also Laszlovszky-Siklódi (1991) 275.

467 Molnár (1949); idem (1954); A. Bartha: A IX-X. századi magyar társadalom (a kandidátusi disszertáció tézisei) 
[Hungarian society in the 9th- 10th centuries (Doctoral thesis)]. Budapest, n. d, 10. Bartha’s later book -  a rewritten version 
of his dissertation -  did not have a Pan-Slavic approach any more. See idem (1968); Németh (1959).

468 Szőke (1954a); idem (1954b); Bóna (1997a) 349, 360.
469 On tire history of research of the problem see Bálint (1986) 168-169.
470 D. Simonyi: Die Kontinuitätsfrage und das Erscheinen der Slawen in Pannonien. StSl 1 (1955) 333-361; Németh (1959) 

469. On the ‘Avar-Slavic’ interpretation of the Keszthely culture in later reseach see Eisner (1960) 198-199. The problem 
and its history of research were summerized in great detail by Róbert Müller. R. Midler: Ein Nebenschauplatz, die 
Befestigung von Fenékpuszta. In: C. Stana-L. Polacek (hrsg.): Frühmittelalterliche Machtzentren in Mitteleuropa - 
mehrjährige Grabungen und ihre Auswertung (Internationale Tagungen in Mikulcice III). Brno 1996,127-139.

471 Fehér (1953); Németh ( 1959) 470-471.
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important role, but also the priority given to the research on early Slavic centres -  similarly to 
neighbouring socialist countries.472

Research on Slavic remains itself was not problematic -  the issue had received very little attention 
in Hungarian research before473 -  and despite the politically inspired interpretations of the time -  after 
a while -  it contributed to the work on 9th—10lh century material.474 Beside the start of this research, 
several other issues received greater attention for the first time. The most notable of these was the 
research on the prehistory and archaeology of the Finno-Ugrics. It can be interpreted as a gesture in 
the politics of science towards the Soviet Union that the prewar ‘Turkic-nomadic’ image of the 
Hungarians was slowly substituted by the emphasis on linguistic (and consequently ethnic and 
cultural) affinity475 with Finno-Ugric peoples in the Soviet Union.476 Hungarian research started to 
explore more thoroughly the prehistoric and early medieval cultures of the Ural, Volga and Kama 
regions at this time, interpreting their material as Finno-Ugric -  thus Proto-Hungarian.477 The 
appearance of a sociological approach typical of Marxist archaeology478 -  previously advertized only 
by Gyula László479 -  also brought a positive change.480

At the same time, the number of studies devoted to the classical material of the conquering 
Hungarians declined.481 It can be explained with the already mentioned anti-nomadic attitude.482 The

472 A series of extensive excavations of Moravian centres in Czechoslovakia was carried out at the same time: Stará Koufim: 
M. Solle: Vyzkum na hradisti Stará Kourim u v. 1948 (Four illés du bourgwalle de Stará Kourim en 1948). AR 1 (1949); 
M. Solle: Drojitá bráa na Kourimském hradisti (Porte double an bourgwall de Kourim 1951). AR 3 (1951) 105-109, 
121-122, 284. For a summary: idem (1966); Jeniáov-Tasovice: A. Knor: Slovanské hradiskovo v Jenisové-Tasovicích 
[A Slavic fortification in Jenisové-Tasovice]. AR 3 (1951) 16, 25-26, 92; Klucov: J. Kudrnác: Slovanské oblinice z 
Klucova (Silo slave de Klucov en Boheme). AR 2 (1950) 76-79, 148; Zabrusany: Zd. Vána: Slovanské hradisté u 
Zabrusan (Bourgwall slave prés de Zabrusany). AR 3 (1951) 53-55, 58-60; Libice: R. Turek: Vyzkum libichéko 
hradistév (Rcchcrches au bourgwall dc Libice). AR 3 (1951) 191-192, 201-202, 218-219, 289; Nalzovice: L. Hárková- 
Jansová: Slovanské hradisté u Nalzovic (Bourgwall slave prés de Nalzovice). AR 3 (1951) 202-205, 219-220; Staré 
Mésto: Hruby (1955).

For a review of Slovakian research see Preidel (1953) 173-176; C. Staha: Archäologische Erforschung mährischer 
Höhenburgwälle. In: C. Stana-L. Polacek (hrsg.): Frühmittelalterliche Machtzentren in Mitteleuropa. Mehrjährige 
Grabungen und ihre Auswertung (Internationale Tagungen in Mikulcice III). Brno 1996, 267-281; C. Staha: 
Frühmittelalterliche Zentren bleiben ein großes archäologisches Problem. In: ibidem 309—311.

473 On the background of this research gap see Bálint (1986) 170-171.
474 Bóna (1997a) 349.
475 P. Hajdú: A magyarság kialakulásának előzményei [The antecedents of the formation of the Hungarians]. Nyelv

tudományi Értekezések 2 (1953).
476 Beside the already metioned anti-nomadic approach, it was the fact that these Finno-Ugric speaking relatives lived in the 

Soviet Union, which promoted this research field.
477 Molnár (1949) 17-41; idem (1954) 20-113; Gy. László: Hozzászólás [Comment] In: A magyar őstörténet kérdései. A 

Magyar Nyelvtudományi Társaság vitaülése 1953 december 1. Budapest 1955, 38—43.
478 Kiejti (1997) 30-31.
479 László ( 1944) 161 -220; idem (1950).
480 The application of the approach did not mean that its implementers were Marxists in every case. Neither Gyula László, 

nor Béla Szőke (1962), nor István Dienes (1972), were Marxists, while the approach of Erik Molnár (1949) and Antal 
Bartha (1968) was fundamentally determined by their political views. But left wing, Marxist social theory was influential 
not only in Socialist countries, but all over the world, as shown by the works of one of the most prominent theoretically 
oriented archaeologists of the time, V. Gordon Childe. See Raczky (1995) 291; Klejn (1997) 163-183; Trigger 
(1997-1998) 358-362; A. Sheratl: Gordon Childe: right or wrong? Archaeologia Polonia 35-36 (1997-1998) 363—378, 
366. ‘Marxist’ (or, rather, vulgar Marxist in this context) social theory was also included in university courses. See /. 
Bóna: Szabó János Győző (1929-1968) Agria 25-26 (1991) 5-15, 10-1 1.

481 The commoners’ cemetery at Fiad-Kérpuszta excavated and published at this time was connected to the ‘Bielo Brdo 
culture’ — Szőke (1954a) -  and similar reasons were behind the excavation of a row cemetery at Halimba-Cseres. A. 
Radnóti: A Magyar Tudományos Akadémia régészeti konferenciája Budapesten (1955. október 3—10.) [The 
archaeological conference of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences in Budapest], MTAK (II) 7 (1956) 331-351, 343; Gy. 
Török: Die Bewohner von Halimba-Cseres nach der Landnahme. Leipzig 1959, 5-6; idem (1962) 7-8. However, as 
Károly Mesterházy pointed out: ‘Fortunately the analysis of the cemetery at Halimba was carried out in a new era and 
was not published as a Slavic cemetery like the other at Kérpuszta.’ Mesterházy (1993) 282. One of the few reports of 
classical Conquest Period material was Béla Szőke’s article from 1954. Szőke (1954b). In the study he placed the
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most ‘authoritative’ handbook of the time, a book by Erik Monár -  later Minister of Interior -  on early 
Hungarian history, tried to fulfil in every respect the ‘Communist requirements’.483 He wrote about the 
‘crisis of nomadic society’ in connection with the Hungarian incursions and described the Hungarians 
as a society transformed by Slavic influence.484

5.5. After 1956 -  the archaeology o f  the conquest in the Kádár Era

Political pressure on archaeology started to lighten up in the period before the 1956 revolution due to 
the more tolerant political atmosphere. Quite a few books were published in this period on early 
Hungarian history. The important and lengthy studies by -  the previously neglected -  György 
Györffy485 and Péter Váczy486 were also published. The archaeological career of István Bóna,487 István 
Dienes488 and Győző János Szabó489 started at this time as well. Many of the previously neglected 
areas (beside the research on the conquering Hungarians that on early Germanic finds) were taken up 
again. The studies of the two above-mentioned historians drew attention partly due to their interest in 
several problems (e.g. nomadic elements in the early Hungarians and their steppe connections, the 
interpretation of the cemeteries of the commoners), the analysis of which corrected earlier 
interpretations and revisited formerly neglected ones.

The publication of these studies also marked the relaxation of political censorship. The political 
regime did not demand a strict ideological alignment either from historians, or from the scholars of 
other disciplines involved in the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians. Research became more 
and more independent from politics, and this process was not affected by the retaliation following the 
revolution of 1956. This was the atmosphere in which Bela Szőke’s study was published, which 
revisited the ethnic identification of the so-called ‘Bielo Brdo culture’ and identified it not as Slavic 
but as the cemeteries of the Hungarian commoners.490 Szőke not only isolated the material of the 
Hungarian commoners in his work, but also pointed out further mistakes of the research trend still 
forcing Pan-Slavic theories dominant in the neighbouring countries. His study and his posthumously 
published dissertation appraed only in Hungarian indicating that he did not consider it important to

‘Hungarians occupying the Kisalföld still in a «Bijelo Brdo» context’, and his remarks about ‘Hungarian-Slavic culture’ 
can be explained by the contemporary political trend. Bóna (1996a) 932; Szőke (1954b) 118-119. The conclusion of the 
study, that in western Transdanubia, the Csallóköz, and between the rivers Vág and Garam, there was no considerable 
Slavic population at the end of the 9lh century and the beginning of the 10th, brought about fundamental changes in the 
archaeological research of the region. Szőke (1954b) 120. The publication of the article coincided with the temporary 
consolidation following the death of the Soviet dictator.

482 On other reasons see Révész (2002) 115-116.
483 Molnár (1949). Erik Molnár -  under the name Lajos Szentmiklóssy -  had discussed these problems earlier as well -  see L. 

Szentmiklóssy: Magyar őstörténet [The prehistory of the Hungarians]. Budapest 1942 -  but was strongly criticized already 
at that time. László (1944) 501; idem (1950) 140. Later Molnár’s book -  under the disguise of obligatory eulogies -  was 
criticized several times. See K. Czeglédy-P. Hajdú (eds): A magyar őstörténet kérdései. A Magyar Nyelvtudományi 
Társaság vitaülése 1953. december 1. [The questions of the prehistory of the Hungarians. The debate of the Linguistic 
Society, 1st December 1953]. Budapest 1955. This criticism was possible only because his study contained a number of 
Marxist concepts, which the contemporary Soviet scientific trend - determined by Stalin himself -  also criticized. Klejn 
(1997) 44, 227, 244.

484 Molnár (1949). The theory is discussed in length from the point of view of the history of research in Bálint (1997) 18-20; 
Vékony (1995) 1457.

485 Györffy (1958) 12-87, 565-615; idem (1959).
486 Váczy (1958) 265-345.
487 /. Bóna: Die Langobarden in Ungarn. Die Gräberfelder von Várpalota und Bezenye. ActaArchHung 7 (1956) 183-244.
488 Dienes (1956); idem (1957).
489 Gy. Kaposvári-J. Gy. Szabó: A bánhalmi avar sírlelet [The Avar grave-find at Bánhalolm], Jászkunság 3 (1956) 166-174, 

235-242; J. Gy. Szabó: Az egri vár története I. Eger a honfoglalás korában [The history of the castle in Eger. Vol. I. Eger 
in the Conquest Period], Az Egri Vár Híradója 1 (1960) 12—17.

490 Szőke (1959). For a review of the history of research and later opinions see Bálint (1986) 169-170; idem (1991) 159-193, 
275-277.
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provide a proper place to his results in international research, despite the changes in the discipline.491 
This element demonstrates well the gradual introversion characterizing the research on the 10th 
century. The reasons behind the silent withdrawal of Hungarian research could have been at least 
partly political. For those scholars, who clung to scientific principles instead of vulgar Marxist trends, 
these internal changes were hardly believable, and they did not even think that they could appear in the 
international stage.492 And the decision makers, although they tolerated the new theories published in 
Hungarian literature, did not allow them to appear in international fora where they could have been 
challanged by the scholars of ‘neighbouring socialist countries’.493

The political leaders did not provide a proper financial background to archaeological research, thus 
only privileged institutions and projects regarded important by the state received smaller or greater 
financial support. In lack of these, smaller institutions were unable to create a professional environment 
facilitating the publication of serious works, and many archaeologists were confined to problems -  
interesting for them or only locally -  that did not really contribute to the development of the discipline.

Changes came about parallel the gradual relaxation of the dictatorship. The publication of Gyula 
László’s talk on the theory of the ‘double conquest’ was the next step in the process.494 This study, which 
later generated a significant scholarly debate, shows that by the 1970s an academic forum independent 
from politics could develop.495 The retreat of politics was continuous. While it is true that the decision 
makers of the Party in scientific issues never gave fully up their control and censorship till the regime 
change, the emphasis of power shifted from formal directives to internal control and persuasion through 
informal channels.496 The edition of the History of Transylvania in 1986 in Hungarian and foreign 
languages showed that scholars were free to express their opinion without political influence on 
questions previously considered delicate like the theory of Dacian-Romanian continuity or the evaluation 
of the archaeological material of the Conquest Period in Transylvania and the Partium.497

5.5. Research on 10"' century remains in ‘brotherly socialist countries ’

In Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia, reorganized after the World War, the interpretation of the 
archaeological material of the period continued where it had stopped before the war. Due to Soviet 
influence, archaeological research on Slavic material, the emphasis on their very early presence and 
consequently the identification of the early 10th-11th century Hungarian material as Slavic became 
even more dominant.498 Since in these countries the exaggeration of the ethnic interpretation of local

491 Szőke (1962).
492 S. Jankovic-T. Kovács: Régészettudományunk helyzetéről [On the state of the art of our archaeological science]. ArchErt 

106 (1979) 128-132, 129.
493 Balassa (2001) 112-113.
494 László (1972). Gyula László’s concept was interpreted by some of the scholars of the neighbouring countries as a kind of answer 

to the theory of Slavic continuity. See Báliul (1997) 35, note 11. Beside the positive effects of this study, it must be noted that the 
author contributed not only to scientific debate, but also unintentionally facilitated the spread of those ideas on the prehistory of 
the Hungarians, which had previously been propagated only in emigrant publications. László (1981) 104-145.

495 For more detail on László’s thesis and the debate that followed see Bálint (1989a) 233-235; Bóna (1996b) 37-40; Fodor 
(2001)254-260.

496 Balassa (2001)99-102.
497 Mócsy (1986); Bóna (1986). On the debate see R. Harhoiu: Die Beziehungen zwischen Romanen und Barbaren in der 

Sicht einer ungarischen Geschichte Transilvanien. Dacia 31 (1987) 119-129; I. Bóna: Über eine fruchtlose Polemik. 
ActaArchHung 40 (1988) 301-314; B. Köpeczi: Franciaországi viták Erdély történetéről [French debates on the history of 
Transylvania], MT 100 (1993) 541-548.

498 Some examples: J. Poidík: Slované na Moravé az do doby rise Velkomoravské [Slavs in Moravia in the age of Great 
Moravia]. In: E. Simck- J. Poulik-F. Kalousek (eds): Západní Slované a Germáni napsali. Brno 1947, 57-89; Eisner (1952); 
Váha (1954). For a good review of contemporary Slovakian research see Preidel (1953) 167-184; Zd. Vinski: Ausgrabungen 
in Vukovar. AI 3 (1959) 99-109; idem (1969); idem: O postojanju radionica nakita starohrvatskog doba u Sisku (Zur Frage 
des Bestehens von Schumckwerkstätten aus altkroatischer Zeit in Sisak). VHAD 3 (1970) 45-92; P. Korosec: Problem der 
grossmärischen Elemente auf dem Gräberfeld auf der Burg von Ptuj. SbNM 20 (1966) 179—189. For a summary of the 
history of research see Bálint (1991) 159-172; Takács (1991); Curia (2001a) 370-375.
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Slavic elements developed independently from the pressure of Stalinic scientific policy, the gradual 
relaxation following Stalin’s death did not bring about changes in archaeological research.499 The 
relationship of Hungary with these countries was officially characterized as ‘socialist solidarity’ -  due 
to the similar political system -  but countries with a considerable Hungarian minority were suspicious 
about the ‘Hungarian neighbour’ despite the ideological unity.500 Archaeology almost formed a 
separate front line: not only was it attempted to demonstrate early Slavic and autochtonous Dacian- 
Romanian presence with extensive excavations,50' but also in many cases various other archaeological 
materials were interpreted according to the false image of these ideas.502 Finds indicating Hungarian 
presence were cither not allowed to be published or if they were, they were presented in such a 
distorted way that the reader had the impression that this material was extremely rare in those regions. 
Often the obviously Hungarian material was presented in a way to indicate that the Hungarians were 
‘conquerors subjugating the peaceful, autochtonous population’.503

The strongest and most brutal political suppression was suffered by Romanian research. In this 
Orwellian dictatorship, research on the Slavs was gradually replaced by an emphasis on the theory of 
Dacian-Romanian continuity from the beginning of the Ccau$escu era.504 The motivation behind the 
prescribed directives was similar to those in Slavic-speaking countries: in areas with significant historical 
traditions and a large Hungarian minority, the annexation of the area and the attempts to homogenize the 
population was legitimated by historical claims based on the earlier occupation of the given territory.505

The Soviet Union had a different way than the neighbouring countries: although it was impossible 
to analyze and publish the Hungarian material found in the Ukraine,506 from the 1960s the Soviet 
power preferred the joint Russian-Hungarian research on the steppe and Finno-Ugric regions,507 since 
these did not raise questions about either the present state borders or the conditions of the Hungarian 
minority living in the Soviet Union.508 The question of the Hungarian-speaking population of 
Carpatho-Ukraine appeared this way.509

499 Niederhauser (1995a) 1412-1413; Shnirelman (1996) 237.
500 Hornberger (2004) 83.
501 Research on Slavic material had priority in all the countries of the Soviet sphere of influence till the end of the so-called 

socialist era. Jones fl 997) 6-7; Curia (2001a) 370-375; Brother (2001c) 735-744. On research in Russia see P. V. 
Susarin: „... a félnomád magyar törzsek állandó mozgásban voltak” (The image of Hungary’s conquest by the Magyars 
in Russian historiography). MT 102 (1995) 1449-1453; Shnirelman (1995) 137-138; idem (1996) 235-236; Klejn (1997) 
81-93, 280-281; Curia (2001a) 369-370. On research in Bulgaria sec K. Mijatev: Slavjanska kcramika v Bahlgarija i 
neinoto znacenie za slavjankata arheologija na Balkana (La céramique slave en Bulgarie et son importance pour 
i’archéologie slave des Balkans). Sofia 1948; St. Stancev: Razkopki na obekta Kadkojskoto gradiste [Excavations in the 
earth mound of Kadkojskoto], IBAI 18 (1952) 285-303; G. Fehér: A bulgáriai szláv kerámiára vonatkozó újabb irodalom 
[Recent literature on Slavic pottery in Bulgaria], ArchÉrt 81 (1954) 90-96; Bailey (1998). In Romania: Curta (2001a) 
373—375. In East Germany: Brother (2001c) 738-742; IV. Coblenz: Archaeology under Communist control: the German 
Democratic Republic, 1945-1990. In: K. Meyer-D. Schorokowitz-S. Troebst (eds): Archaeology, Ideology and Society. 
The German Experience. Frankfurt 2000, 308-341; J. Jacobs: German unification and East German archaeology. In: 
idem 342-355; E. Gringmuth-Dallmer: Archaeology in the former German Democratic Republic since 1989. Antiquity 
67(1993) 135-142, 135-136; In Poland: Raczkowski ( 1996) 208-213. In Czechoslovakia: Vaha (\954); Solle (1966).

502 Eisner (1.952); Szőke (1952).
503 These views were further confirmed by the sterotypes of the Hungarian conquest found in the schoolbooks of these 

countries. Szabolcs (1995) 1500-1501, 1508-1509.
504 Schramm (1997); Curta (2001a) 373-375; Cosmeanu (2001) 81; Boia (2003).
505 Benkő (1995); Cosmeanu (2001) 76.
506 Bálint (1995) 239; ./. Kobály: Néhány adat Kárpátalja honfoglalás és Árpád-kori leleteiről (Über die landnahme und 

arpadenzeilichen Funde der Karpatoukraine). JAMÉ 43 (2001) 198.
507 Erdélyi (1986) 148; Balahuri-Fodor {1998) 166-167.
508 A. Jánki: Vázlatok az ukrajnai magyarságkép alakulásához [Notes on the image of Hungarians in the Ukraine], Limes 

(2001) 5. 69-74, 71. Florin Curta drew attention to a similar phenomenon in the interpretation of the Prague and Zitomir 
type pottery connected to the Slavs. Russian research drew the border of the distribution of the types along the 
Czcchoslovakian-Russian border. Sec Curta (2001a) 369-370; idem (2001b) 11-13.

509 On the issue of the minority problem see Hamberger (2004) 82. The first joint excavations in Carpatho-Ukraine were 
carried out much later. Balahuri-Fodor (1998).
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In Central European research Czechoslovakian archaeology was the first to change. From the 
middle of the 1950s, Czechoslovakian scholars started to publish the 10th—11th century material, first 
under the label ‘Slavic-Hungarian’.51 The material corpus published in German by Anton Tocik was 
exemplary even for Hungarian scholars and led to the general acceptance of publishing Hungarian 
finds from the Felvidék. 11 The publication of the work was also a sign of change in Czechoslovakian 
cultural policy, which gave up the Pan-Slavic approach forced by Soviet influence, and undermined 
the scientific construct based on Lubor Niederle’s work."12 Czech and Slovakian scholars started to 
devote more time to the analysis of the Hungarian material of the period. However, the evaluation of 
the role of the Moravian Dukedom, its borders, the distribution of its material and the interpretation of 
a few 10th— 11th century cemeteries remained a topic of debate between Czechoslovakian and 
Hungarian scholars for a long time."13 Sometimes these debates were not free from poitically inspired 
arguments, but their atmosphere was much healthier than before."14

There was no such sharp break in Yugoslavian research. In archaeology, research independent from 
Slavic views slowly gained ground, and by the end of the 1970s a situation similar to the one in 
Czechoslovakia developed."1" Scholars published more and more finds that had clear connections to 
early Hungarian remains, even if the commoners' cemeteries were still interpreted as S lav ic1''

510 M. Dusek: Kostrové pohrebiste z X. a XI. storocia v Chotine na Slovensku -  Mogilnik so skeletami X i XI stoletija v 
Hotine v Slovanskii [The 10aM l ,h century cemetery and its skeletons from Hotine in Slovakia], SlovArch 3 (1955) 
244-263; B. Chropovsky: Vyskum staromad’arského pohrebista v Kosútoch, okr. Galanta [The excavation of early 
Hungarian burials in Kosútoch, Galanta], SlovArch 3 (1955) 264-275../. Pastor: Belobrdské pohrebiste v Somotore [A 
Belo Brdo cemetery in Somotor], SlovArch 3 (1955) 276-285. The problem was exacerbated by mixed assemblages, 
since the cemeteries usually contained material from more periods. In many cases the cemeteries of the 10th- !  1th centuries 
had been in use in earlier periods as well. Archaeological features close to each other were often interpreted as the sign of 
continuous occupation by (lie same population with changes in the material culture. This continuity theory was present in 
the interpretation of the Slavic, later Slavic-Hungarian, cemeteries in Slovakian research. Eisner (1952); P. Caplovic: 
Slovanské pohrebiste v Nitre pod Zoborom [Slavonic cemetery in Nitra near Zobor], SlovArch 2 (1954) 5-50; A. Tocik: 
Radové pohrebisko devínskeho typu z XI. stor v Mlynárciach pri Nitre (Ein Reihengräberfeld von Devin-Typus in 
Mlynárce bei Nitra). SlovArch 8 (1960) 269-284. This theory can also be found in Hungarian research when the 
continuous use of some Avar cemeteries into the Hungarian Conquest Period was assumed. Gy. László: A „kettős 
honfoglalás” [The ‘dual conquest’]. Budapest 1978; Cs. Szalontai: Megjegyzések az Alföld IX. századi történetéhez II. 
(Szarvas-Kákapuszta késő avar temetője) (Anmerkungen zur Geschichte Tiefebene im 9. Jahrhundert II. (Das awarische 
Gräberfeld von Szarvas-Kákapuszta Kettőshalom)) JAMÉ 30-32 (1987-1989) [1992] 309-347; L. Költő-I. Lengyel-I. 
Pap -J. Szentpétery: Vorläufige Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen am Gräberfeld Vörs aus dem 9.-11. Jahrhundert (Ungarn, 
Komitat Somogy) Zur Problematik der Ethnika und archäologischen Kulturen im frühmittelalterlichen Pannonien. 
SlovArch 40 (1992) 223-241.

Both cases raise the question whether continuity is a valid explanation in these cemeteries. It seems that these sites are 
not the cemeteries of a continuous population, but indicate that the area had generally advantageous environmental 
conditions and therefore various populations of various periods chose it for burial. This is supported by tire fact that in 
many cases more than two periods are represented at the sites, and the remains of earlier cultures were also found. See 
Szőke-Neme skéri (1954); L'. Kraskovská: Vyskum v Besenove roku 1950 (Ausgrabung in Besenov im J. 1950). 
SlovArch 6 (1958)2. 419-447.

511 Tocik (1968).
312 On the political pressure of the Party on Czechoslovakian archaeology see E. Neustupny: Recent theoretical achievments 

in prehistoric archaeology in Czehslovakia. In: I. Plodder (ed.): Archaeological theory in Europe: the last three decades. 
New York-London 1991,248-271, 260-261.

313 Niederhauser (1995a); Vékony (1995).
514 Szegedy-Maszák (1986) 153. At the same time the perception of Hungarians among Slovakians changed negatively, as 

reflected by Vladimir Mimic’s work. See Clmiel (2001) 66-67.
313 On lire earlier period see Szekeres (1997) 144; Ózer (1997).
316 For a review of the history of research see Szekeres (1997). See also N. Stanojev: Nekropole X-XV veka u Vojvodini 

(Nekropolen aus dem 10.-15. Jahrhundert in der Vojvodina). Novi Sad 1989; M. Takács: Névándorláskori-kutatások Kis- 
Jugoszláviában , az 1990-es években (Völkerwanderungszeitforschung in den 90er Jahren in Kleinjugoslawien). In: L. 
Bende-G. Lőrinczy-Cs. Szalontai (eds): Hadak útján. Szeged 2000, 393-414. Regarding concepts of history see Szabolcs 
(1995) 1507; Ózer( 1997).
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In Romania, Ccauscscu’s dictatorship put even greater pressure on archaeology. According to the 
official Romanian view, the Hungarians appeared in Transylvania only in the 11th century,517 thus 
earlier material cannot be present in the People’s Republic of Romania.518 10th century material 
connected to the Hungarians was not published (since officially it did not exist), and when such an 
assemblage was somehow mentioned, it was labelled ‘Petcheneg’ or ‘Cumanian’.519 The theoiy of 
Dacian-Romanian continuity became canonical; any scepticism was equal to opposing the political 
system and called for punishment. 20 The change in Romanian views took place during the last decade, 
nationalist autochthonous views were gradually rejected. While the majority of young scholars are not 
suspicious about the results of Hungarian archaeology, some of their elderly colleagues maintained the 
view of the previous period.521

5.7. ‘All quiet on the Western Front’: West European and Anglo-Saxon research and the 
archaeological remains o f  the 10th century Carpathian Basin

After World War II, the nationalistic approach of previous research became unacceptable in Western 
Europe. The archaeological material of the East Central European region, including the 10th century 
finds of the Carpathian Basin, drew even less attention than before. This process was influenced by 
several factors.

1. After 1945, German archaeology, which paid the most attention to the archaeological record of 
the Carpathian Basin, lost its interest, similarly to the scholars of other West European and 
Anglo-Saxon countries.522

2. Neither the socialist political change in Hungary, nor the Cold War helped strengthen academic 
connections. After István Zichy’s death, Nándor Fettich’s effacement523 and András Alföldi’s 
emigration, earlier connections broke down. For Hungarian scholars any academic connections 
to the west became impossible for a long time during the Stalinist era.

This all brought about the phenomenon that the research on early Hungarian remains almost 
became a ‘Hungarian internal affair’ -  hindering later possible collaborations as well. Most of the 
publications were written in Hungarian and focused only on problems that were related to the material

517 Prohászka (2001) 11.
518 Benkő (1995) 1425; Bóna (2001) 74, 81-82.
517 £/. Pascu-M. Rusu-P. Iambor-N. Edroiu-P. Gyulai—V. Wollmann-§t. Matei: Cetatea DäbTca (Die Burg der DäbTca). 

ActaMN 5 (1968) 153—202; M Rusu: The autochtonous population and the Hungarians on the territory of Transylvania in 
the 9lh- l llh centuries. In: M. Constantinescu-S. Pascu (eds): Relations between the autochtonous population and the 
migratory populations on the territory of Romania. Bucure§ti 1975, 201-217; M. Cornea: Cultura materialäc veche 
romäneascä [Old Romanian material culture]. Bucure$ti 1978; L. Bärzu: Continuity of the Romanian people’s material 
and spiritual production in the territory of former Dacia. Bucurejti 1980; Dumitra§cu: Biharea. I. Säpäturile arheologice 
din anii 1973-1980 [Bihar I. Archaeological excavations between 1973 and 1980], Oradea 1994, 205. See Bóna (1986) 
196-232, 575-582; I. Bóna: Die ungarische Landnahme. Siebenbürger und der Ostrand der Großen Ungarischen 
Tiefebene zwischen 895 und 1003. In: B. Köpeczi (hrsg.): Kurze Geschichte Siebenbürgens. Budapest 1990, 109-136, 
697-700; idem (2001) 74-85; Benkő (1995); idem (2001) 140-141.

520 Boia (2003) 149-152, 259-260.
521 Z. K. Pinter-N. G. O. Boroffka: Neue mittelalterliche Gräber der Ciumbrud Gruppe aus Broos/Orä§tie, Fundstelle 

Böhmerberg / Delalul Pemilor X8. 313-330; Z. K. Pinter-S. A. Luca: Das frühmittelalterliche Gräberfeld im Brooser 
Gebiet Bömerberg / Dealul Pemilor Ausgrabungsstelle X2 / 1992-1993. 1. Teil. Necropola Medieval -  Timpurie de la 
Orä^tie-Dealul pemilor Punctu „X2’7 1992-1993. FVL 41 (1988) 21-51; E. Gál!: Sistemul cronologic al descoperirilor 
de secol X din Bazinul Transilvan (Chronologische Beiträge zu den Bestattungssitten des 10. Jahrhunderts aus dem 
siebenbürgischen Becken). Apulum (2001) 1 — 15; C. Cosma: Gräberfelder, Einzelgräber und Grabfunde unsicheren 
Charakters aus dem 9.-10. Jh. im Westen und Nordwesten Rumäniens. In: C. Cosma-D. Tamba-A. Rustoiu (hrsg.): 
Studia Archaeologica et Historica Nicolao Gudea Dicata. Zaläu 2001,499-564.

522 H. Harke: All quiet on the Western Front? Paradigms, methods and approches in West German archaeology. In: I. Hodder 
(ed.): Archaeological theory in Europe: the last three decades. New York-London 1991, 187-222. On French research see 
Soós (1995b); Szabolcs (1995) 1504. For research in England and the United States: Came- Bak {1995) 1482.

523 Bendefy (1972).
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of the Carpathian Basin. In lack of contemporary West European literature, Hungarian scholars had no 
-  or very little -  opportunity to draw attention to wider connections on the basis of the material of the 
Carpathian Basin.

The archaeological finds of the 10lh century Carpathian Basin were connected for long to the 
Hungarian incursions, thus their interpretation was mostly negative.524 This attitude was changed to 
some extent by the sympathy after the defeat of the Hungarian revolution.525 The reviews of emigrant 
scholars -  mostly historians -  published in foreign languages,526 and later, in the second half of the 
1960s, the exhibitions of the material of the Hungarian National Museum, tried to inform both the 
wider public and West European specialists about the culture of the early Hungarians.527 However, no 
serious interest was shown in Western Europe later on either.528 West European and American 
scholars recognizing the significance of Byzantine material culture, the cultural and commercial 
influence of the Vikings, and Islamic art did not discuss the 10lh century finds of the Carpathian Basin. 
The main reason was not only the fact that most studies on the period were in Hungarian, but also that 
most of the studies published in foreign languages did not attempt to place Conquest Period material 
culture -  obviously alien to foreign scholars5217 -  in a medieval European historical context. Instead of 
investigating the points of contact and relationships, they placed the emphasis on the eastern 
(consequently alien) character of this culture.

A change in this area came about in the second half of the Kádár Era. Politics did not any more 
prohibit the renewal of international academic connections, especially with German-speaking areas, 
and simultaneously a paradigm change took place in Hungarian research as well. More and more 
Hungarian scholars recognized that the Hungarians had had contacts with Western Europe and 
Byzantium other than the incursions, and these had had an impact on the various layers of the material 
culture of the Carpathian Basin.5 ,0 An increasing number of German scholars started to show interest

524 Soós (1995a) 1472-1474; idem (1995b) 1490. In English-speaking countries the views of Oskar Halecki, a Polish 
historian in Western emigration, on the Hungarians as a ‘wedge separating Slavic peoples’ became influential. See 
Carne-Bak (1995) 1482.

525 W. Amarylisz: Az 1956. évi magyar forradalom és Olaszország [The Hungarian revolution of 1956 and Italy]. Limes 
(2001) 6.73-96.

526 Among these Szabolcs Vajay’s work stands out, and is still considered a fundamental review of Hungarian incursions. Sz. 
Vajay: Der Eintritt des ungarischen Stämmebundes in die europäische Geschichte (862—933). Mainz 1968. On its 
importance see Soós (1995a) 1475-1476.

527 For the exhibition in the Petit Palais, Paris in 1966 see L’art de Hongrie du Xc au XXcsiecle. Catalogue. Paris 1966. For 
the exhibition in the Victoria and Albert Museum, London between October 1967 and January 1968 see Hungarian Art 
Tresaures. Ninth to seventeenth centuries. Catalogue. London 1967. In 1970 the treasures of the Hungarian National 
Museum were exhibited in Bruxelles (Trésors de Forfévrerire Hongroise du X° au XIXC siede -  Schatten van de 
hongaarse Edelsmedkunst van de Xc tot de XIXC eeuw. Katalog. Buxelles-Brussel 1970), and two years later in the 
Palazzo Venezia, Rome (Antica arte magiara. Catalogo 1972).

52K This view is supported by Péter Prohászka’s study on the historical maps of the medieval Carpathian Basin in Western 
Europe. Prohászka (2001) 12-14.

529 The ‘exotic’ image of Eastern Europe in Anglo-American research is illustrated by Douglass W. Bailey’s study as well 
(1998).

530 Csanád Bálint’s German review was of fundamental importance and is still the best handbook of the archaeology of 
steppe peoples. Bálint (1989a). The paradigm change in Hungarian research is shown by the studies of Csanád Bálint — 
Bálint (1991) -  and Károly Mcstcrházy — Mesterházy (1990b); idem (1991); idem (1994a); idem: Der byzantinisch- 
balkanische Flandel nach Ungarn im 10-11. Jahrhundert im Spiegel der Gräberfunden. In: T. Olajos (ed.): Byzance et ses 
voisins. Mélanges á la mémorie de Gyula Moravcsik. Szeged 1994, 117-128 -  on Byzantine type finds, and of István 
Fodor, László Kovács and Károly Mesterházy on West European and Scandinavian material. Fodor (1981); L. Kovács: A 
budapesti lándzsa. A magyar királylándzsa történetének vázlata (La lance de Budapest. Histoire sommaire de la lance 
royale de Budapest). FolArch 21 (1970) 127-146; L. Kovács: A honfoglaló magyarok lándzsái és lándzsástemetkezéstik 
(Die Lanzen der landnehmenden Ungarn und ihre Lanzenbestattung). Alba Regia 11 (1970) [1971] 81-108; idem 
(1985b); idem (1986a); idem (1986b); idem (1989); Mesterházy (1981). Central European contacts were also investigated 
by Miklós Takács in connection with clay cauldrons. Takács (1986). On the need for the interpretation of the 10th century 
material culture of the Carpathian Basin in a Central European historical context see Marosi (1997) 162. For an adoption
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in the early medieval history of Central Europe,531 which led to the discussion of the effects of the 
Hungarian incursions on Western Europe512 and the connections of the material culture.533 The work of 
West European scholars is facilitated by the English catalogue of the exhibition ‘The Ancient 
Hungarians’ organized in Budapest in the year of the Millecentennary,534 and the publications attached 
to the temporary exhibitions in Italy, France and Spain.535

5.8. Globalization and nationalism. The regime change and the subsequent decade from  the 
point o f  view o f archaeological research on the Conquest Period

The political changes in the wake of the collapse of the Communist Party and the peaceful regime 
change influenced research in Hungary only to a small degree, if at all. No central political power tried 
to influence the academic life around the time of the changes. But the regime change also brought a 
phenomenon the discipline previuosly had only marginal contacts with. Pseudo-scientific phantasms 
(Sumerian-Hungarian affiliation, Celtic-Hungarian prehistory, Native American cultures with ancient 
Hungarian origin, the mixing of Finno-Ugrics and Neanderthals, etc.), often attached to extreme 
political views, are trying to find their way to the Hungarian public. Scholars insisting on scientifical 
facts and methods were surprised by the sudden spread of these pseudo-scientific views, and their 
attitude towards them is still ambivalent.536

Central European nationalist trends and their influence on the academy is a real problem.537 
Nationalist views, previously artificially checked in most socialist countries, surfaced immediately 
after the political changes. The regime change brought about not a postnational state characteristic for 
the western regions of Europe,533 but a neo-nationalist trend in many countries.539 The concepts of the

of this approach in archaeology see Mesterházy (1994a) 1014, 1043; idem (1996b). For its application involving historical 
aspects as well sec Bóna (1997a); idem (2000); Bálint ( 1997); idem (2003).

531 We have to mention Uwe Fiedler, who analyzed early medieval Bulgarian cemeteries -  Fiedler (1992) Joachim 
Henninge, who joined the excavations at Pliska -  J. Henning: Franken-Bulgaren-Byzantiner. Zur kulturellen 
Brückenfunktion Südosteuropas im Frühmittelaltcr im Lichte der neuesten Pliska-Grabungen. In: J. Henning (hrsg.): 
Zwischen Byzanz und Abendland. Pliska, der östliche Balkanraum und Europa im Spiegel der Frühmittelalterarchäologic. 
Frankfurt am Main 1999, 19-21 -  and Falko Daim, who organized the Vienna-school in the Institut für Ur- und 
Frühgeschichte der Universität Wien, which has become very influential in the research on early medieval Carpathian 
Basin.

332 Schulze (1984); M G. Kellner: Die Ungarncinfalle im Bild der Quellen bis 1150. Von der „Gens detestanda” zur „Gens ad 
fidem Christi conversa”. Studia Hungarica 46 (1997).

533 Giesler (1981); Schulze (1984); Schulze-Dörlamm (1988); Sindbcek (1999).
534 1. Fodor-L. Révész-M. Wolf—I. M. Nepper (eds): The Ancient Hungarians. Budapest 1996.
535 The catalogue of the exhibition organized in Bologna, Italy: I. Fodor-L. Révész-M. Wolf-1. M. Nepper-C. Morigi Govi 

(eds): Gli antichi Ungari. Nascita di una nazione. Bologna 1998. For the French exhibition in Caen: I. Fodor-L. Révész 
M. Wolf-1. M. Nepper .I. Y. Marin (eds): La Hongric de Fan Mil. Naissance d’une nation européenne. Caen 1998. For the 
exhibition organized in Madrid, Spain: I. Fodor-L. Révész (eds): Hungria en el ano mil. EL nacimient de una náción 
europea. Madrid 1999.

536 This is supported by a review by Ildikó Farkas published in the popular historical journal of the Institute of Histoiy of the 
Hungarian Academy of Sciences. The article is a summary of Mihály István Szabó’s talk held in the Centre of Social 
Sciences of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, and we can read expression like ‘Uralic-speaking Palaeolithic hunters’, 
‘several Hungarian conquests since the Palaeolithic’, or ‘Ob-Ugrian Native Americans’. See I. Farkas: A magyar 
őstörténetkutatás új távlatai? [New perspectives in the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians?] História (2003) 5-6, 
43-46.

537 Glalz (1993) 175-176.
138 Modem research on nationalism spreading from Western Europe -  F. Barth: Ethnic groups and boundaries: the social 

organization of cultural difference. Boston 1969; Smith (1989); idem: Nationalism and the Historians. International 
Journal for Comparative Sociology 33 (1992) 58—80 — appeared in archaeology as well to help understand the earlier 
nationalist trends and their effects. Kohl-Fawcett (1995); N. A. Silberman: Promised lands and chosen peoples: the 
politics and poetics of archaeological narrative. In: Ph. Kohl-C. Fawcett (eds): Nationalism, politics and the practice of 
Archaeology. Cambridge 1995, 249-262; B. G. Trigger: Romanticism, nationalism, and archaeology. In: idem 263-279; 
M. Diaz-Andreu-T. Champion: Nationalism and archaeology in Europe: an introduction. In: M. Díaz-Andreu T. 
Champion (eds): Nationalism and archaeology in Europe. London 1996, 1-23; T. Champion: Three nations or one?
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past of these often hostile nations are still reflected in academic works.540 The economic 
transformation of the region caused difficulties in research, which contributed greatly to the spread of 
a nationalist trend. The role of the early Hungarians, their spatial distribution and the interpretation of 
the 10lh century material of the Carpathian Basin has again become a delicate problem beyond the 
borders of Hungary. Some foreign scholars, led by nationalist political views, cast doubts on the 
connection of 10lh century material to the Hungarians, supporting again cenrtain nationalistic trends.

Such a disintegration of the research docs not help the archaeological analysis of the 10lh century 
material of the region and the understanding of the ancient connections between these areas. The 
resolution of the suspicion, often open hostility, between the scholars of different nations most 
probably depends not on academic institutions, but the economic development of the given region. 
The disappearance of social problems would probably eliminate the problems of national minorities as 
well. The reorganization of the academic structure would free us from the heritage of socialist 
centralization, which forced a central (often nationalist) will on research. It seems that it is common 
regional politics of science and economic prosperity, which could create optimal circumstances for 
research, when neighbouring nations regard each other not as enemies, and would try to find solutions 
to the actual questions through cooperation.

However, until these requirements are not met, the phenomenon that some scholars propagate 
unscientific, nationalist views supporting extreme political ideologies may remain wide-spread. 
Various political trends legitimate their opinions with the help of these scholars in front of the public, 
in many cases using 19"' century nationalist myths like the theories of Dacian-Romanian, Skythian- 
Hungarian or Hun-Hungarian continuity.541 These elements only strengthen the mutual suspicion in 
these neighbouring nations towards each other and do not advance the acceptance of modern critical 
scientific results by the wider public.542

The countries of the transitional zone between the extremely nationalist eastern and the 
postnationalist western regions nowadays try to join the more developed western countries in the 
politics of science as well. Simultaneously, regional approaches to the past gradually gain ground.543 
The scientific analysis of the archaeological material is facilitated and shaped by the connection with

Britain and the national use of the past. In: idem 119-145, 140-141; S. Hides: Material culture and cultural identity. In: P. 
Graves-Brown-S. Jones-C. Gamble (eds): Cultural identity and Archaeology. The Construction of European 
Communties. London New York 1996, 25-47, 41-43; Jones {1997); Curta (2001b) 6-29; Brother (2000); idem (2004).

539 On this question see E. N. Cherngkh: Postscript: Russian archaeology after the collapse of the USSR - infrastructural 
crisis and the resurgence of old and new nationalism. In: Ph. Kohl-C. Fawcett (eds): Nationalism, politics and the 
practice of Archaeology. Cambridge 1995, 139-148; Ph. L. Kohl-G. R. Tsetskhladze: Nationalism, politics, and the 
practice of archaeology in the Caucasus. In: idem 149-174; H. Mamzer: Problem etniezny w archeologii (Das ethnische 
Problem in der Archäologie). StAnt 40 (1999) 169-201.

The eastern region of Europe is characterized almost exclusively by thinking in national categories, while Western 
Europe is more in a postnational state. Between the two there is a transitional region -  to which Hungary belongs as well 
-  where a nationalism less strong than in the eastern region is typical and to which Jenő Szűcs’ classical paradigm is 
applicable. See,/. Szűcs: The Three Historical Regions of Europe. ActaHistHung 28 (1983) 131-185.

540 This attitude is demonstrated in C. Renfrew: Prehistory and the identity of Europe, or don’t let’s be beastly to the 
Hungarians. In: P. Graves-Brown-S. Jones-C. Gamble (eds): Cultural identity and Archaeology. The Construction of 
European Communties. London-New York 1996, 125-137.

This antagonism can easily be detected in those syntheses that focused on the differences between these peoples, and 
not on the connections. See R. Heitel: Aufgaben der Archaeologie des 12. Jahrhunderts in Siebenbürgen. FVL 37 (1994) 
7981; R. Heitel: Die Archälogie der ersten und zewiten Phase des Eindrigens der Ungarns in das innerkarpatische 
Transilvanien. Dacia 38-39 (1994-1995) 389-439. In Slovakian research see M. Kucera: Slovakia and its historical 
space. In: M. Kucera (ed.): Slovaks in the Central Danubian Region in the 6th to 11th Century. Bratislava 2000, 730. In 
Hungarian research see Nemeskiirty (1991) 742.

541 In Hungary good examples are Nemeskiirty (1991); K. Bakay: Kik vagyunk? Honnan jöttünk? [Who we are? Where do we 
come from?] Szombathely 1994.

542 Hornberger (2001b) 52, 54-55.
543 The wider acceptance of this regional approach, however, is still hindered by the terminology and topics of history 

education in primary and secondary schools, still usully confined to the frame of reference of the nation state in Central 
Europe. Glatz (2001) 97; Szabolcs (1995).
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the European Union and the research priorities defined by the EU. The aspirations of the EU caused by 
globalization increasingly emphasize the importance of research crossing borders. The new 
environment helps resolve gradually the scientific suspicion between the neighbouring countries and 
create more freedom for the publication of the archaeological material. Consequently, scientific 
collaborations crossing country borders receive greater and greater attention544 along with 
interdisciplinary projects that try to understand the archaeological record at our disposal with the 
involvement of an expanding spectrum of natural scientific methods. These continuously developing 
scientific groups study the connections and internal relations of the material not only from the point of 
view of archaeology. With the involvement of the experts of the fellow disciplines, interdisciplinary 
areas and the natural sciences in international projects such scientific teams are craeted, whose results 
offer a much more complex picture of this period as well.545

6. Interdisciplinary connections. The relationship o f Conquest Period 
archaeology with fellow disciplines

Some experts of the disciplines involved in the study of the Conquest Period continuously followed 
the scientific results of archaeology, just like some archaeologists pay attention to the latest results of 
fellow disciplines. Beside personal qualities, political ideologies and the changes of approaches, the 
direction of research was greatly influenced by the interaction of the disciplines concerned. In this 
section I would like to review the approaches that influenced the trends of archaeological research 
through the study of the relationship between archaeology and its fellow disciplines.

6.1. The problem o f  ‘m ixed argumentation ’ in the research on the Hungarian Conquest 
Period

Before we examine the relationship between Conquest Period archaeology and its fellow disciplines, it 
is worth to look at a well-established practice that burdened -  and still burdens -  the research of the 
period regardless of the discipline involved. This method is called ‘mixed argumentation’ (gemischte 
Argumentation). This form of argumentation became popular in the early phase of research, because 
already at that time researchers wanted to present the period under study in a complex way, using the 
results of all the concerned disciplines -  as far as circumstances permitted. This approach -  based on 
the basics of positivist scientific methods -  is generally observable from the 19th century. Later on, as 
resources expanded, source criticism developed as well. All this resulted in the fact that complex 
research had to be gradually abandoned. Specialization, the separation of specialist fields from 
historiography, and then the rise of subdisciplines dealing with specific questions as independent 
disciplines brought about new opportunities. The transformation of the academic framework resulted 
in a new situation with regard to the study of the sources as well. The subdisciplines demonstrated the 
possibilities and limitations of the sources.

The continuous change of scientific thinking, however, did not influence most researchers in 
Hungary for a long time. The source-using habits and the methodological inconsistencies of individual 
researchers were not questioned in academic fora. The main reason for this may have been that the

544 The appearance of the regional historical approach is demonstrated by joint exhibitions, like the Czech, German, 
Slovakian, Hungarian, Polish collaboration in 2000 titled Europas Mitte um 1000. See Wieczorek-H-M. Hinz (hrsg.): 
Europas Mitte um 1000. Beiträge zur Geschichte, Kunst und Archäologie. Handbuch zur Ausstellung 1-2. Stuttgart 2000; 
or the exhibition organized by Bavaria and Hungary, see W. Jahn-Ch. Lankes-W. Petz-E. Brockhoff (hrsg.): Bayern - 
Ungarn. Tausend Jahre — Bajorország és Magyarország 1000 éve. Augsburg 2001.

545 The NKFP program instructed by the Archaeological Institute of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences is a good example. 
The program provided a background for a number of genetic analyses using skeletal samples from various parts of the 
Carpathian Basin.
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majority of researchers working on this period adhered to positivist traditions. They viewed the 
approach to a given issue as even more complete -  therefore more objective -  if for the purpose of 
analysis every part of all the relevant disciplines is used. The main problem was not the approach from 
multiple perspectives, but the use of data of various categories and of different nature.

This practice had been prevalent in the research of the prehistory of the Hungarians for a long time. 
The reason behind this is that there are few (if any at all) written sources about the historical events of 
early periods, about the prehistory and early history of certain peoples. Due to the small number and 
shortness of sources, researchers -  when establishing a concept -- often used not only the scientific 
results of their own disciplines, but also the data provided by other areas. The elements included this 
way were incoherent almost without exception, because the researchers who used these data mostly 
did not know (often not even the basics of) the methodology and latest results of the disciplines they 
used.

Some of these analyses still produced spectacular and multi-faceted arguments. Their fate was 
often decided not by the fact whether they fulfilled the critical and logical requirements of science, but 
the literary abilities of the given researcher and their position in the academic hierarchy. The results 
established by the leading scholars of a given research period were often interpreted without further 
examination by the discipline of the time as the latest stage of a continuously reviving field. However, 
often this ‘continuous revival’ made inaccurate not only these results, but also the complete area. 
There were several instances when two researchers using the exact same sources came to completely 
opposite conclusions. These cases further derogated from the overall assessment of the given 
discipline.

When critically reading these works, we may observe that mixed argumentation is generally 
present. In many cases it is apparent that the result is already there at the beginning of the study, in the 
form of a preconception, thus there are no real aetiological argumentations in these works, only some 
kind of a fact-finding attempt to prove an already established thesis. Often the researcher using the 
results of arguments from other disciplines interpreted (or misconstrued) the information in 
accordance with their own knowledge, rhetorical abilities and scientific aims. It is also frequently 
apparent that an assumption from another discipline is adopted by the author and is justified by the 
opinion of a respected academic, who is not an expert of the given discipline. In various cases 
researchers of a discipline used a presumption from another discipline that was considered a highly 
disputed hypothesis within that research area.546 In these cases it is often observable that scholars, 
perhaps outstanding in their own field, but less informed about others, completely ignore the views 
opposing theirs and find this way ‘external’ support for the hypotheses they favour.

Regardless of how ‘logical’ these explanations may seem, they never touched the deeper levels of 
the problem. Opinions based on the arbitrary and unscientific use of the sources did not go further than 
scratching the surface of the issues. However, when using mixed argumentation, these researchers had 
no intention to distort the fact. The widespread application of this method can be explained with the 
lack of modem, systematic scientific thinking.

This ‘method’ was used in the research on the Conquest Period in the 19th century to ‘demonstrate’ 
a continuous and significant Slavic presence, but the proponents of Turanism used similar arguments 
as well. At the beginning of the archaeological research on the Hungarian Conquest Period, this 
practice was most prevalent in the works of Géza Nagy. Later on, Gyula László used this method 
frequently and it became widespread due to his influence through his students from the end of the 
1950s on.547 In historiography it accompanied basically the whole 19th century research on early

546 This process was illustrated by a Scandinavian scholar through István Fodor’s argumentation. See Sindbcek( 1999) 158.
547 The impact of mixed argumentation on the archaeology of the Early Middle Ages was described by Csanád Bálint: Tn 

German-speaking areas, the term «gemischte Argumentation» denotes a method wide-spread in the Hungarian -  and 
generally: Eastern European -  research on the Early Middle Ages. The procedure is the following: when someone starts 
the archaeological and/or historical evaluation of an object, assemblage, etc., like establishing age, ethnic affiliation, etc., 
they usually start from the interpretation of other archaeological data, or a hypothesis, very often historical data, 
circumstances, or -  in worse cases -  historical theories. In European epistemology, grounded in the acquisition of certain
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Hungarian history. In the first half of the 20th century, the strict concept of history in Hungarian 
medievalist research represented by Elemér Mályusz, Bálint Hóman and Péter Váczy, did not provide 
space for such views. However, in the second half of the century it became a general practice in this 
area as well.548 Until the works of Gyula Kristó, providing a different agenda, only a few could avoid 
this trap.549 The situation of linguistics was different, there the rules of the changes of linguistic 
structures defined the limits of research early on. Thus, linguists could only give way to their 
preferences of certain theories of prehistory in popular works. In the field of Oriental Studies, it was 
Ármin Vámbéry, who frequently launched such explications. Due to Gyula Németh’s authoritative 
works, however, the practice of mixed argumentation was confined to a minimum in this field.550 
Oriental Studies were helped by the fact that by this time it developed into an internationally renowned 
discipline, whose representatives knew not only the results of Hungarian scholars, but followed the use 
of various methods outside the borders as well, and used them in their own works. Mixed 
argumentation became a general practice in ethnographic work on the prehistory of the Hungarians, 
and remains so still today.

If we review the influence of this method in the various disciplines, we may see that besides 
ethnography it had the greatest impact in historiography and archaeology.551 Due to the works of 
Hampel in Hungary, the already formed object-oriented typological approach created an obstacle to 
the spread of this method in archaeology. Fettich also used historical sources between the two World 
Wars, but did not connect them to the archaeological data, rather he demonstrated the possible 
applications of archaeological sources for historiography based on the strict concept of science of the 
time.552 Later this argumentation became general in the popular syntheses of Gyula László. The works 
of László were successful to a great extent because of his ‘method’ and popular style, due to which a 
wider academic audience accepted the concepts presented there. The success of the works and 
László’s participation in university education together resulted in the spread of mixed argumentation.

knowledge, however, it has been an axiom since Aristotle that the correlation, connection and comparison of things of 
different categories are acceptable only with certain restrictions. For archaeology this means that the connection of 
historical and archaeological facts and observations is only possible, if the absolute date of the latter is firmly grounded, 
otherwise a situation will ensue, in which we use data with uncertain connection to other uncertain data to interpret the 
latter.’ On the general use of this method in the Hungarian archaeological literature on the Migration Period see Cs. 
Bálint: Probleme der archäologischen Forschung zur awarischen Landnahme. In: M. Müller-Wille-R. Schneider (hrsg.): 
Ausgewählte Probleme europäischer Landnahmen des Früh- und Hochmittelalters. Metodische Grundlagendiskussion im 
Grenzbereich zwischen Archäologie und Geschichte. Sigmaringen 1993,1. 195-273, 203-204.

548 K. Magyar: Források Somogy honfoglaló nemzetségéről [Sources on the conquering clans of Somogy County). Somogy 
megye múltjából 15 (1984) 3-40, esp. 3-6; Györffy (1990); Költő (1996b) 187; L. Madaras: Törzsek, nemzetségek az 
Alföldön [Tribes and clans in the Great Hungarian Plain], In: J. Makkay-J. Kobály (eds): Honfoglalás és Árpád-kor. 
Ungvár 1997, 104-124; I. Uhrman: Iulius Rex. A gyula dinasztia, a kabarok és Szent István Intelmei (Iulius Rex. The 
Gyula Dynasty, the Kabars and Saint Stephen’s Admonitions). HK 116 (2003) 267-366.

:’4', Kristó (1980). The general use of mixed argumentation in East Central European historiography is referred to by Wolfram 
(2001) 130.

550 Németh (1930).
551 Besides archaeology, mixed argumentation also appeared in physical anthropology, closely connected to historiography, 

but did not become so significant as in the humanities. This can be traced back to the fundamentally descriptive and 
metric methodology of the field. Mixed argumentation appeared rather at the level of general interpretations. Physical 
anthropologists namely often interpreted their data within a certain historical conceptual framework, regardless of the 
relevance of this system of categories for them.

One of the consequences of this practice was that a scientific field, with its observing and descriptive nature, was used 
as justification not only through its results, abut also its interpretations. This way it could happen that a theory, although 
there was a serious counterargument, gained legitimation with this support, and was accepted among scientific 
explanations as one of the possible models. See Lipták (1983); Gy. György -B. Zólyomi: A Kárpát-medence és Etelköz 
képe egy évezred előtt (The Carpathian Basin and the Etelköz as it looked thousand years ago). MT 103 (1996) 899-918, 
1040.

552 Bálint (1995) 105-106.
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Besides Gyula László -  partly due to his influence -  his contemporary and good friend, György 
Györffy, used a similar method in various instances when arguing a thesis.553 554

A positive change in archaeology was brought about by the newly strengthened typological 
concept. Béla Szőke’s works demonstrated the importance of object-oriented research.334 Due to the 
influence of scholars from the younger generation of Gyula László’s students555 and the archaeological 
school of Szeged, this practice later disappeared.556 The general spread and presence of typo- 
chronological analyses was enhanced by West European research, by the new directions stemming 
from the methodological disputes of prehistoric archaeology and by the general development of 
archaeological approaches.

6.2. Archaeology and history -  the art o f  cooking

In Central Europe, archaeology separated from historiography and art history during the 19th 
century.557 The historical approach remained dominant in archaeology even after the separation of the 
two disciplines. In earlier times, archaeological finds were used in historical studies mostly as 
illustrations, in better cases archaeology was considered an auxiliary science.553 Contemporaiy trends, 
however, did not consider the separation of the two fields as a requirement. In the research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians, the importance of archaeological sources became obvious due to the 
work of Pulszky, Römer and Hampel. The significance of the material remains discovered in this 
period is shown by the source book published for the Millennium, in which the antiquities of the 
Conquest Period appeared in one volume with written sources, in a study that made up half of the 
volume.359 Later on, the works of Hampel and Posta represented a trend less connected to 
historiography.360 At the same time, there was another trend that had cultural history in its focus, 
whose most well-known representative at the turn of the 19th—20th centuries was Géza Nagy, who in 
his studies -  following romantic and early positivist traditions -  often used linguistic data and written 
sources besides archaeological arguments.561 Since historians later on preferred to use those works, 
which placed the results of fellow disciplines already into a historical context, his articles remained 
popular.562 The demand for historical interpretation remained so strong even after the separation of the 
two disciplines that even the scholars, who followed Hampel’s classical typological method, or placed 
the emphasis on the artistic or technological study of the remains, placed their results in a historical 
context.563 Such a presentation of the archaeological data became general after Gyula László’s easily 
accessible synthesis.

553 Györffy (1990).
554 Szőke (1959); idem (1962).
3,5 Bálint (1 989a); idem (1991); idem (1 9 9 5 ); Kovács (1 9 8 1 ); idem (1 986a); idem (1989); idem (19 9 4 ).
556 /. Fodor: Einige kulturgeschichtliche Beziehungen der ungarischen Urgeschichte. MFMÉ (1971) 2. 157-181, 178—181; 

Révész (1991); Bóna (1997a) 353-354.
357 Marosi (1999a) 328 329. The development of the Anglo-Saxon area was different, see Renfrew -Bahn (1999) 28-30.
558 Szeremley (1847) 5. This approach survived until the end of the 19lh century in popular works. See Marczali (1895) 7, 

16-17, 21,49-52, 61-62, 68-69, 87, 89, 137-138; C. Horváth: A magyar irodalom története I. A régi magyar irodalom 
[History of Hungarian literature. The old Hungarian literature]. Budapest 1899, 9.

559 Hampel (1900).
560 Hampel (1904); idem (1907a); Posta (1905).
561 Nagy (1907); idem (1911); idem (1912).
562 His prominent role in contemporary historical research is shown by the fact that he wrote the chapters on the Migration 

Period in a scientific synthesis reviewing the history of the Hungarians and contemporary Hungary. Nagy (1895).
563 While historians and linguists managed to cooperate in the research on prehistory, archaeologists were less successful in 

working together with these disciplines. One of the consequences was that historiographic literature quoted only the 
popular reviews. Sec B. Hóman: A magyarok honfoglalása és elhelyezkedése [The conquest and settlement of the 
Hungarians], Budapest 1923; J. Deér: A honfoglaló magyarság [The conquering Hungarians], In: L. Ligeti (ed.): A 
magyarság őstörténete. Budapest 1942, 123-153; J. Deér: Pogány magyarság -  keresztény magyarság [Pagan Hungarians 
— Christian Hungarians], Budapest 1938. The relationship between the two fields is characterized by the fact that 
historians knew about Nándor Fettich’s research results not from his archaeological syntheses (1931) (1937) (1942), but
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The changes of the politics of science after World War II did not help the expansion of archaeology 
with its own methodology, separated from historiography. The approach of Soviet research handling 
archaeological remains directly as historical sources just reinforced previous practices.564 Beside 
László Gyula’s influence, this orientation of the politics of science was also responsible for the 
categorization of archaeology as an auxiliary science in the research of the period. With the increasing 
importance of social history, it became more general to regard archaeological data as direct historical 
sources. During the dictatorship, the importance of archaeology was further increased by the pressure 
on historical disciplines to find Slavs everywhere, since the demonstration of Slavic influences -  due 
to the lack of written sources -  was up to archaeology.565 Historiography expected unambiguous ethnic 
identification from archaeology.566 After the ‘consolidation’ following the revolution of 1956, the 
possibilities of historical research opened up as well.567 Historiography considered the remains from 
graves, partly starting from the paradigm represented by Gyula László, as the direct reflection of the 
social aspect of real life. It remained characteristic for the relationship of these disciplines that 
historians used primarily popular works or syntheses written from a fundamentally historical point of 
view for their own analyses, in worse cases they themselves tried to draw conclusions from the 
material.568 Archaeological monographs and studies reviewing important partial results, but confined 
to the frameworks of archaeology, appeared in historical syntheses only if the author of the latter was 
an archaeologist.569

Archaeological finds received increasing attention during the study of the events preceding the 
conquest as well. The authors of these analyses again usually expected an ethnic approach from 
archaeologists. With their help, they wanted to identify the settlement areas of various ethnic groups 
(among them that of the early Hungarians: Levedia and Etelköz). Aspects of social and economic 
history, frequently appearing in Soviet archaeological analyses also played an important role.570

Archaeology was also Janus-faced in its relationship with historiography. After the 1960s, the 
specialists of the archaeology of the period -  or most of them -  had a degree in history as well.571

from his studies published the historical journal Századok (1933). István Zichy’s work on prehistory (1923), (1939), or 
Gyula László’s popular study were aimed at a wider audience for the same reason. László’s aim with the publication of 
his 1944 synthesis was exactly to ‘educate the public’.

564 Meslerházy (1993) 283, 297-301. For an emphasis on this approach in Hungarian research see Molnár (1949); Molnár 
(1954) 148. On the methods of Soviet research see Klejn (1993).

565 Molnár (1949); idem (1954).
566 Györffy (1958) 595-613.
567 Györffy (1958); Väczy (1958).
568 Györffy (1958); /. Szabó: A falurendszer kialakulása Magyarországon (X-XV. század) [The formation of the village 

system in Hungary (10th— 15th centuries)]. Budapest 1966; A. Bariha: A magyar nép őstörténete [The prehistory of the 
Hungarian people], Budapest 1988;./. Szűcs: A magyar nemzeti tudat kialakulása [The formation of Hungarian national 
identity], MŐK 3. Budapest 1994.

569 Gy. László: Árpád népe [People of Árpád]. Budapest 1988. The only exception among historians were György Györffy 
and Gyula Kristó, they often turned to leading archaeologists for help. Györffy collaborated with Gyula László and István 
Dienes, while Kristó had a closer working relationship with Csanád Bálint. See Györffy (1958); idem: A honfoglaló 
magyarok települési rendjéről [On the settlement order of the conquering Hungarians], ArchErt 97 (1970) 191-242; idem: 
Honfoglalás, megtelepedés és kalandozások [Conquest, settlement and incursions]. In: A. Bartha-K. Czeglédy-A. Róna- 
Tas (eds): Magyar őstörténeti tanulmányok. Budapest 1977, 123-156; Kristó (1980).

570 The relationship of the two disciplines is amply illustrated by a debate material reviewing the possibilities of cooperation 
at a conference in 1969. See A régészet és a történettudomány együttműködésének kérdései [Possibilities of cooperation 
between archaeology and history]. MTAK II. Oszt. Közi 18 (1969) 227-265.

371 Between 1949 and 1957, archaeological education at the Eötvös Loránd University in Budapest was carried out within the 
framework of training in Museum Studies. Kalla (2003) 420. At the same time in Szeged -  after the arrest of Márton 
Roska in 1950 archaeological training at the Institute of Archaeological Sciences was terminated. Later on, the 
education of archaeology became part of the education of ancient history, and archaeology received again a separate 
department within the Department of Ancient History in 1962. See /. Fodor: Szegedi Tudományegyetem, Régészeti 
Tanszék. In: Magyar régészet az ezredfordulón. Budapest 2003, 421-422, esp. 422. In Budapest, archaeological training 
had strong connections with fellow disciplines, since after 1957 it was prescribed that those who study archaeology had to 
take up another major as well, giving a teacher’s degree. Kalla (2003) 420.
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Because of the above, issues of social history, the interpretation of early place names and their 
connection with archaeological finds, were all approached from a historical aspect.572 Interpretations 
of settlement history (the localization of tribal and clan areas, of the immigrant auxiliary peoples) 
and ethnic questions also had a significant influence on archaeology.573 With regard to the 
interpretation of the archaeological material, archaeologists were divided. Some continued the 
historicizing archaeology of Gyula László, while an increasing number of specialists turned to 
typological research launched by Béla Szőke, placing the emphasis on the connections of the 
material. As a result of the excavation of large and well-documented cemeteries, the amount of 
material remains has increased considerably since the first half of the 20th century. The typological 
study of this increased material enabled the delineation of a much more complex picture about the 
background of these remains.574 Archaeology had to face in many cases problems, which gave a new 
direction to research, and the specialist results had increasingly less to do with the area studied by 
historiography. It became obvious that the archaeology of the Early Middle Ages is no longer an 
auxiliary science of historiography, even though it were archaeologists, who wrote the most modern 
reviews of the history of the period.575

The separation became inevitable. The main reason was obviously the different character of the 
source material under study. The research methods of archaeology were approaching those of 
science,576 and its analyses provided increasingly little help for historians. By now -  similarly to other 
social sciences -  archaeology has increasingly separated from traditional, philology-based 
historiography, and its results can be used in historical syntheses or cultural historical reviews only 
with restrictions, since its sources ‘speak’ differently than the texts of the given period. Archaeological 
analyses, however, can still play a fundamental role in the formation of the chronology of early history 
and the description of its cultural and economic background.577

572 I. Dienes: Recenzió. ArchÉrt 91 (1964) 134-139; idem (1965); Bakay (1965); S. Tettamanti: Temetkezési szokások a 
X-XI. században a Kárpát-medencében (Begräbnissitten im 10.11. Jh. im Karpatenbecken). StudComit 3 (1975) 
79-123; L. Madaras: Szolnok, Lenin Tsz. (Ugar) 10. századi temetője. (Jász-Nagykun-Szolnok megye 10. századi 
leletei és azok történeti tanúságai) (Der Begräbnisplatz aus der Zeit der Landnahme in der Zentrale der Szolnokéi' 
„Lenin” Lpg). In: M. Wolf-L. Révész (eds): A magyar honfoglalás korának régészeti emlékei. Miskolc 1996, 73-75; 
Költő  (1996b) 187.

373 The role of tribal place names in modem research was emphasized primarily by György Györffy. Gy. Györffy: A 
magyar törzsi helynevek [Hungarian tribal toponyms]. In: S. Mikesy (ed.): Névtudományi vizsgálatok. Budapest 
1960, 27-33. Györffy’s views were later accepted by many scholars. See I. Herényi: A magyar törzsszövetség 
törzsei és törzsfői [The chieftains and tribes of the Hungarian tribal alliance]. Századok 116 (1982) 62—92; S. Török: 
Mi volt a neve a három kabar törzsnek? [How were the three Kabar tribes called?]. Századok 116 (1982) 986-1059; 
Gy. Sándorfi: Korai helyneveink vizsgálata [A study of our early toponyms]. Miskolc 1989; J. Dénes: A magyarok 
hét neme és hét országa. (A magyar „törzsek” elhelyezkedése a Kárpát-medencében) (Die 7 Geschlechter und 7 
Länder der Ungarn. (Zur Ansiedlung der ungarischen „Stämme” in Karpatenbecken)). MFME (1984-85) 2. [1991] 
571-580.

A different view was put forward by Gyula Kristó. Gy. Kristó: Törzsek és törzsnévi helynevek [Tribes and tribal 
toponyms]. In: A. Bartha-K. Czeglédy-A. Róna-Tas (eds): Magyar őstörténeti tanulmányok. Budapest 1977, 21 1-223. 
He also gave a critical review of these early place names and their usability: Gy. Kristó-F. Makk-L. Szekfil (eds): 
Adatok „korai” helyneveink ismeretéhez (Données á la connaissance des toponymes hongrois „anciens”). I—II. Szeged 
1973-74. On the impact of this review on archaeological syntheses see Dienes (1978); Cs. Bálint: Válasz Dienes 
Istvánnak [Reply to István Dienes]. ArchÉrt 103 (1978) 264-268; Fodor (1980a); Mesterházy (1996b) 786-787.

374 The representatives of this new paradigm: Bálint (1991); idem (1989a); Kovács (1989); Révész (1994). On the paradigm 
shift see Bóna (1997a).

575 Fodor (1982); idem (1994); I. Bóna: A népvándorlás és a korai középkor története Magyarországon [The history of the 
Migration Period and the Early Middle Ages], In: Gy. Székely (ed.): Magyarország története tíz kötetben. In: 
Magyarország története. Előzmények és magyar történet 1242-ig. Budapest 1984, 265-273; idem (1986); idem (2000); 
Révész (1999b).

576 Renfrew-Bahn (1999); E. Bánffy: Mi az idő? Titok - A mai magyar régészeti kutatás helyzetéről (What is the Time? A 
Secret — On the Present State of Archaeological Research in Hungary). MT 111 (2004) 1240-1245.

577 Bálint (1989a) 228-232.
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In the meanwhile, the philological-historian trend, also requiring much specialist knowledge, has 
also moved away from the study of archaeological finds. The medievalist school of Szeged, still 
showing great interest in questions of prehistory, has started to use micro-philological methods in the 
study of the sources.578 Gyula Kristó and his school have demonstrated the indefensibility of many 
previous concepts based on ‘mixed argumentation’. His work created a professional standard in 
Hungary, which enabled the continuation of modem source criticism -  started by Mihály Kmoskó, 
Albin F. Gombos and Gyula Moravcsik.

In the case of the historical analyses of the periods before the Hungarian conquest, the philological 
study of written sources and the evaluation of the archaeological remains are not connected either. The 
scientific background for this is provided for by the research school lead by András Róna-Tas and 
István Zimonyi, which tried to analyze the eastern (primarily Muslim) sources, following the scientific 
principles of Gyula Nemeth, Lajos Ligeti and Mihály Kmoskó.57 ’

The present relationship of the two disciplines -  despite the fact that due to the nature of their 
sources they study different aspects of the given segment of the past -  is not always harmonious. 
Debates between the two fields have usually been caused by the survival of the methodological 
deficiencies of earlier periods. The separation of the two disciplines was not always clear for some 
scholars, who still examined the results of the other discipline according to their own concepts.

The significance of the methodological differences originating in the study of different groups of 
sources is not evident for the scholar of the other discipline even if they know well the theoretical 
procedures of the other field. This has caused many misunderstandings, illustrated well by a recent 
professional debate from 1996, the ‘anniversary’ of the conquest.

The basis of the debate were provided by Gyula Kristó’s suggestions,580 who proposed a 
significantly different opinion regarding the population, society and economic background of the 
conquering Hungarians than before,581 and than that of most archaeologists. His work reviewed in 
detail the archaeological sources and the possibilities of the conclusions drawn from them. The 
validity of his statements was reviewed by two archaeologists.582 Kristó rejected these criticisms in 
an ‘uncharacteristic reply’, 583 in which he also suggested that certain parts of his views had already 
been emphasized earlier as well.584 The issues reviewed by the renowned historian were the 
following:

• The conquering Hungarians were mounted soldiers, who continued their nomadic lifestyle even 
after the conquest.

• As a consequence of their nomadic lifestyle, the Hungarians had a rather small population, and 
they cultivated neither the land nor carried out any other activities characteristic for settled 
lifestyle.

• The conquering Hungarians found a significant Slavic population in the Caipathian Basin, 
whose material remains can be identified with the material of József Hampel’s group B.585

578 Gy. Kristó: Középkorkutatás Szegeden (Egy műhely anatómiája) (Research in medieval studies in Szeged). TSz 38 (1996) 
125-133.

579 A. Róna-Tas: A magyarság korai története [The early history of the Hungarians], MŐK 9. Szeged 1995, XXIII. The study 
of eastern sources, which requires the knowledge of special languages, has always been more successful in maintaining its 
methodological clarity due to the international nature of the field. As a consequence, only rarely were works published, 
which did not fulfill the expectations of the discipline. If they were, they always received harsh criticism. A. Róna-Tas: 
Recenzió Bartha Antal: A magyar nép őstörténete című munkájáról [A review of Antal Bartha’s The prehistory of the 
Hungarian people]. MNy 87 (1991) 224-230.

580 Kristó (1995).
581 Kristó (1980).
582 Takács (1997a); Révész (1997a).
583 Kristó {1997).
584 Gy. Kristó: Opponensi vélemény Bálint Csanád Dél-Magyarország a X. században c. kandidátusi értekezéséről (Critiques 

d’opposant de la dissertation de Cs. Bálint: Hongrie du sud au Xiéme siécles). ArchErt 105 (1978) 127-129.
585 Hampel (1907a).
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• Archaeologists were wrong when identifying this material as the remains of the commoners of 
the conquering Hungarians, since archaeological sources are unsuitable for more exact dating 
within the 10th century. As a consequence of the deficiencies of dating, he thought that ‘neither 
ethnic, nor social conclusions should be drawn before the outlines of chronology are more 
secure’.586 He questioned from a methodological point of view, whether archaeology is able to 
reach general historical conclusions, since it can provide only a fragmented picture. As a 
consequence, he saw his premise justified: only written sources can help reconstruct the early 
history of the Hungarians.

His arguments are weakened by his mistaken statements:
• Kristó handled the representatives of Conquest Period archaeology as a homogenous unit, while at 

another place he wrote: ‘we cannot draw a firm picture on the evaluation of the problem based on 
the answers given by archaeologists’.587 In many cases he himself interpreted the given 
archaeological argument. Kristó’s view was biased, since he regarded archaeologists as a unit, 
which, however, never existed, and archaeology -  just like any other discipline -  is made up of 
scholars proposing many different views. His views were justly rejected by László Révész: ‘Neither 
archaeology, nor linguistics or historiography as such have universal results and faults, only the 
noteworthy or forgettable results of individual scholars, built on a firm ground or sand.’588

• In his views he often referred through a review of the history of research to the assumed political 
aspects of an issue. His aim was obviously to draw attention to external factors influencing 
explanations of early history. His explanations of the history of research, however, often contain 
fatal misunderstandings, which, besides resulting in false conclusions, offend the memory of the 
given scholar. The reason for all this was partly his placing the emphasis on sentences taken out of 
their context, which received a brand new meaning through the procedure. One example is 
connecting Béla Szőke’s work with Erik Molnár’s vulgar Marxist studies. Kristó’s review implied 
that Béla Szőke worked out his typological system under Erik Molnár’s influence.589 If, however, 
we examine Béla Szőke’s work on the period within the context of archaeological research, wc 
see that it can be traced back to completely different causes than assumed by Kristó: Szőke’s 
analyses had nothing to do with Molnár’s theoretical guidance.590

During the debate, Kristó tried to underpin his arguments against archaeology through a few 
chosen chronological problems.591 His approach, however, is opposed to archaeological 
argumentations, since archaeologists do not start from certain (individual) data, but try to provide 
explanations by taking into account all similar (general) phenomena.

He accepted Jochen Gicslcr’s suggestion regarding the dating of the remains of the commoners,592 
while ignored those results, which were emphasized by László Kovács in his debate article on 
Gieslcr’s work.593 Kristó again turned to the already used negative argumentation to demonstrate the 
deficiencies of archaeology. He, however, never showed which assemblages in the archaeological 
material of the first half of the 10lh century and the 9lh century could be connected to the Slavic 
population, whose existence he assumed. Why cannot the continuity of these sites be demonstrated, as 
observable in the case of the cemetery of Csekej, which started in the 9th century and continued in the 
10th?594 Why did the objects characterizing the cemetery of Dunacséb stay in use for more than 100 
years in the Carpathian Basin, when similar objects in neighbouring regions arc dated to the 8th

Kristó (1997) 235.
587 Kristó ( 1995) 170.
588 Révész (1998) 529.
589 Kristó (1995) 156-157.
590 Bóna (1997a) 349, 352; Mesterházy (1993) 281.
591 Kristó ( 1997) 252-253.
592 Giesler( 1981).
593 Kovács (1985a).
594 Rejholcová (1995).

253



century? Why is this circle characterized by finds, which are never dated earlier than the first half of 
the 9th century in areas outside the Carpathian Basin?595

Another problem is to what extent can a few radiocarbon dates from a site form the basis of the 
dating of the whole material of a period? Can a sequence of radiocarbon measurements give at all 
exact dates for this period?

To sum it up: Gyula Kristó’s views pose numerous problems. The date of the Late Avar Period 
material cannot be extended and pushed forward to the 10th century. István Bóna’s research has also 
made it clear that in lack of further data the assumption of continuity on the basis of the appearance of 
the finds of these two periods at the same site is a serious professional mistake. ‘ 10th— 1 1th century 
Hungarian graves cannot in any case be the «continuation» of Late Avar Period cemeteries abandoned 
at the end of the 8th century, or at latest in the first third of the 9lh, even if their orientation is similar 
(Dévényújfalu, Alsógellér, Gyönk), even less if the Hungarians graves «join» the Avar cemetery with 
an opposite orientation (Győr), or their shallow graves with different orientation are in a superposition 
compared to the Avar cemetery (Visznek, Alsógellér, Perse).’596

The dispute was closed by László Révész’s reply, in which he rejected Kristó’s critique: ‘Despite 
its undisputable results, there arc tasks set for Hungarian archaeology enough for decades. The same 
applies to the fellow disciplines that sometimes overestimate their own results and opportunities. It 
would be a serious step forward -  just to mention one example -  if the timeframe of 10th century 
Petcheneg-Hungarian relations would be cleared, furthermore in the issue of the exact place of the 
early Hungarian ducal centre, the date of Gabriel’s envoy is of key importance and should be 
determined at least with the accuracy of a decade instead of a half-century by the ‘science of time’. If 
it is not able to do so, it would be becoming to show more modesty with regard to their results and 
more patience toward the stumble of others.’597

The described dispute met repeatedly the theoretical statements of postmodern (postprocessual and 
cognitive) archaeological schools,598 despite the fact that the participants were the representatives of 
traditional archaeology.599 The most significant aspect of the dispute lies in that due to its traditional 
perspective -  characteristic for most of the research600 -  archaeology, otherwise willing to cooperate

595 Giesler (1980); É. Garant: A bocsi későavarkori lelet és köre (Der spätawarenzeitliche Fund von Bocs und sein Kreis). 
ArchÉrt 108 (1981) 34-51; Cs. Szalontai: Megjegyzések az Alföld 9. századi történetéhez (A késő avar karéjos 
övveretek) (Bemerkungen zur Geschichte des Alföld im 9. Jahrhundert. (Spätawarenzeitliche Schuppenförmige 
Gürtelbeschläge)). MFMÉ (1984-85) 2. [1991] 463-482; Daim (1987) 161-179.

596 Bona (1996b) 40. Kristó’s views are also contradicted by cemeteries with a large number of graves from Hajdú-Bihar 
County published by Ibolya M. Nepper. Thanks to these, well-dated cemeteries of commoners from the first half of the 
10lh century can now be studied as well. Graves with the characteristic material of the 10lh century were found among the 
637 graves of the cemetery at Püspökladány (graves 17, 22, 54, 195, 200, 210). Among the early graves, we find burials 
which include material that previously was known mostly from large, homogeneous cemeteries of commoners. These 
graves, if they have grave-goods, differ from richer graves only in terms of the quality and quantity of the grave-goods. 
They represent the same chronological phase as graves with richer material. These richer graves with horse burial and 
horse-harness are scattered throughout the cemetery. Their place and position in the burial order suggest that we arc 
dealing not with two separate cemeteries, but with the burials of the members of various wealth of the same community. 
The coins placed in the graves of the cemetery of Sárrétudvari also suggest that the cemetery belonged to a larger 
community in the 10lh— 1 l lh centuries. Changes in the tradition of placing coins in graves with regard to the material and 
burial rites are also clearly observable. See Nepper (2002) 128-389. These large cemeteries, starting in the first half of the 
10lh century and abandoned in the first half of the 11th, as dated by coins, demonstrate in themselves the relationship 
between the poorer cemeteries of commoners and those of the rich, previously questioned by Kristó.

597 Révész (1998) 529. László Révész’ reply pointed out exactly the above-mentioned separation of the two disciplines. 
ibidem 526-528.

598 Especially with regard to the issue of the identification of cultures and peoples. To what extent can the ideational 
(religious) background of a period by reconstructed on the basis of archaeological finds and cognitive models? How can 
material culture be connected to -  to what extent is it consistent with -  the results obtainable from the study of written 
sources?

599 See M. Takács: Régészet, új régészet. Magyar Szemle (2000) 1-2. 172-181.
600 The archaeology of the Conquest Period was studied through non-traditional, postmodern approaches by Nagy (1991). On 

the use of analogies see also A. Gramsch (hrsg.): Vergleichen als archäologische methode. Analogien in den
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closely with historiography, has to review its relation to this fellow discipline. Today, approaches 
other than culture history, formed by the influence of structuralist, deconstructivist, hermeneutic, 
behaviourist, evolutionist, neo-Marxist and cognitive theories, cannot be excluded from research.601 
Despite the fact that postmodern concepts (mostly representatives of early New Archaeology) 
criticized several aspects of the historicizing approach of traditional archaeology,602 new research 
cannot go on without the typological concept.603

The examination of the relationship between archaeology and historiography is still in the centre of 
theoretical research,604 as shown by the application of the cultural critique of the Frankfurt. School605 
and Paul Ricoeur’s hermeneutic approach606 in archaeology. No doubt, the two disciplines differ on 
various points regarding their means -  and results -  but they also meet in several instances, since the 
research area is the same and the perspectives of modem historiography on the past provide plenty of 
opportunities for posing the same questions and using similar approaches.607 The relationship of these

Archäologien. BAR 825. Oxford 2000. On the use of postprocessual theories (primarily Pierre Bourdieu and Anthony 
Giddens’ structuration theory) see Sindbcek (1999). On its impact on Hungarian research see Bálint (1996) 946-947.

Many other issues can be examined on the basis of similar approaches than the event of the conquest. For example, 
what is the correlation between the changes of the amount of weapons placed in the graves and of the number of 
campaigns mentioned in written sources? What kind of cognitive adaptation led to the establishment of contemporary 
weight units in the 10lh century Carpathian Basin? Can we at all assume such a uniform concept of weight? Had this 
concept any connection to Byzantine or West European weight systems? The background of religious thinking should 
also be examined. Is the change of religion reflected in the art of small objects, or in the archaeologically observable ritual 
activities? On this recently see Langó-Tiirk (2004) 397-403. Similarly to the change of religion, the change of the 
economic structure of these animal-breeding populations should be examined.

601 For a review of these approaches see I. Hodder (ed.): Symbolic and Structural Archaeology. Cambridge 1982; Shanks 
(1992); C. Renfrew: The ancient mind: elements of cognitive archaeology. Cambridge 1994; K. V. Flannery-J. Marcus: 
Cognitive Archaeology. In: R. W. Prencel-I. Hodder (eds): Contemporary Archaeology in Theory. Oxford 1996, 
350-363; M. K. H. Eggert-U. Veit (hrsg.): Theorie in der Archäologie: Zur cnglischsparchligen Diskussion. Münster 
1998; Renfrew-Bahn (1999) 441-473; I. Hodder (ed.): Archaeological Theory Today. Cambridge 2001.

The general methodological difficulties of systems-theory and structuralist approaches connected to the early 
(functionalist) processual school -  regardless of the discipline -  were pointed out by Domokos Kosáry, roughly at the 
same time of the beginning of the postprocessual critique. D. Kosáry: Strukturalizmus a történettudományban 
[Structuralism in historiography]. Valóság (1977) 9. 39-48. Kosáry’s work, however, was ignored by Hungarian 
archaeology, which was just about to get acquainted with the new paradigm. See L. Vekerdi: Újrégészet [New 
Archaeology], Valóság (1976) 11. 26-41; N. Kalicz~P. Raczky: Új-e az „újrégészet”? [Is New Archaeology new?] 
Valóság (1977) 6. 76-94; Laszlovszky-Siklódi (1991) 282-283.

602 L. R. Binford: An Archaeological Perspective. New York 1972; I. Hodder: Theoretical archaeology: a reactionary view. 
In: I. Hodder (ed.): Symbolic and structural archaeology. Cambridge 1982, 1-16; U. Veit: Kulturanthropologische 
Perspektiven in der Urgeschichtsforschung. Einige forschungsgeschichtliche und wissenschaftstheortetischc 
Vorüberlegungen. Saeculum 41 (1990) 1 82-214, esp. 200.

603 Andrén (1998) 157-168.
604 I. Hodder: Symbols in Action. Cambridge 1982; T. Madsen: Archaeology between facts and fiction: the need for an 

explicit methodology. In: M. Kuna-N. Vcnclová (eds): Whither archaeology? Papers in honour of Evzen Neustupny. 
Praha 1995, 13-23; J. Bintliff: „Whither archaeology? In: ibidem 24-35; M. Shanks: The archaeological imagination: 
creativity, rhetoric and archaeological futures. In: ibidem 52-68; Andrén (1998); L. Klejn: Meta Archaeology. ActaArch 
72 (2001) Supplementa III; A. Jones: Archaeological Theory and Scientific Practice. Cambridge 2002, 23-102.

605 L. Klejn: Comment. Current Anthropology 39 (1998) 30-31; M. Shanks: Culture/Archaeology. The Dispersion of a 
Discipline and its Objects. In: I. Hodder (ed.): Archaeological Theory Today. Cambridge 2001, 284-305.

606 See H. Moore: The problem of origins. Poststructuralism and beyond. In: I. Hodder-M. Shanks-A. Alexandri-V. Buchli- 
J. Carman-J. Last-G. Lucas (eds): Interpreting Archaeology. Finding meaning in the past. Cambridge 1995, 51—53; M. 
Jung: Bemerkungen zur Interpretation materieller Kultur aus der Perspektive der objektiven Hermeneutik. In: U. Veit-T. 
L. Kienlin-Ch. Kümmel-S. Schmidt (hrsg.): Spuren und Botschaften: Interpretationen materieller Kultur. Münster 2003, 
89-106. On Gadamer’s influence, besides that ofRicoeur, see Shanks (1992) 44-46.

607 Á. Takács (ed): A történelem anyaga. Francia történelemfilozófia a XX. században [The material of history. French 
historical philosophy in the 20lh century] Budapest 2004; M. Espagne: Les transfers culturels franco-allemands. Paris 
1999. On modem historiography, primarily on the impact of the Annales School on archaeology see J. Last: The nature of 
history. In: I. Hodder-M. Shanks-A. Alexandri-V. Buchli-J. Carman-J. Last-G. Lucas (eds): Interpreting Archaeology.
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disciplines -  as Leo S. Klein put it -  is like the art of cooking: ‘Just like the training for cooking -  
besides cooks there are specialists for single kinds of food: baker, confectioner wine-maker, brewer 
and so on. They work very differently, because different kinds of food-products demand different 
processing, different methods’.608

6.3. ‘Where is the spade that would support this? '609 -  The relationship o f  archaeology and 
linguistics in the research on the prehistory o f  the Hungarians

The database that was most naturally and earliest examined besides written sources in Hungarian 
prehistoric research is language. Linguistic research, which became more and more significant from 
the period of the Enlightenment, examined not only the Finno-Ugric roots of the Hungarian language, 
but also its relationships to Turkic languages.610 The results and the debates surrounding the research 
(of which the most well-known was the ‘Ugric-Turkic war’) influenced the views of historians and 
experts of otherdisciplincs as well.611 Until the appearance of Ferenc Pulszky, archaeology did not 
have any contacts to linguistic research.612 Linguistic results were not used in archaeological works 
afterwards by most of the researchers, although they were followed with attention.613 This was 
characteristic of Géza Nagy who participated in linguistic debates based on his great lexical 
knowledge. However, linguists strictly rejected the delusive critiques of Nagy and other 
archaeologists.614

In the 20th century, the great linguists of the time did not touch upon the research area of fellow 
disciplines, confining themselves to the limits and possibilities of their own field. Historians and 
archaeologist on the other hand started their own amateur linguistic enterprise on the issues of 
onomastics and toponymy without having even basic linguistic knowledge. In several cases the latest 
linguistic results influenced archaeological argumentations indirectly. Such an indirect connection is 
apparent in Nándor Fettich’s view on the predecessors of Conquest Period mounts, which was 
informed not only by the identical forms of belt mounts and strap-end mounts from Kenézlő and 
Minusinsk, but also by Gyula Németh’s view on the origin of the tribe Kürt from this territory.615

The work of Gyula Németh, published in 1930, showed the kind of historical results the 
examination of early linguistic remains may yield. Not much later, István Kniezsa analyzed in several 
works the linguistic relations of the medieval Carpathian Basin: he drew conclusions from placc 
names about the ethnic composition of the 11th century Carpathian Basin.616 Their works were 
published in many copies and became generally used and cited reference books. Their popularity and 
logical argumentation understandable for everyone interested in the topic contributed to a less

Finding meaning in the past. Cambridge 1995, 141-157; V. A. Buchli: Interpreting material culture. The trouble with text. 
In: idem 181-204.

608 Klejn (1993)340.
609 Németh (1915) 377.
610 M. Zsirai: Finnugor rokonságunk [Our Finno-Ugric affinity] Budapest 19942, 474-577; G. Zaicz: Jegyzetek [Notes], In: 

idem 585-691, 678-691; Vékony (2002) 9-49.
611 Pusztay (1977).
612 Toponyms were used already by Miklós Jankovich — even if not with scientific methods -  when he called the individual 

buried at Benepuszta (lit. Bene waste) simply ‘warrior Bene’. Sec Jankovich (1835).
613 Pulszky’s view on the early Hungarians was greatly influenced by the work of his friend, Ármin Vámbéry. But neither 

Pulszky, nor later Hampel, made use of the statements of linguistic works when publishing their excavation reports.
614 Nagy (1902b); Nagy (1911); Mészáros (1911). Géza Supka criticized linguistic results in a similar way. G. Snpka: 

Kulturwissenschaftliche Voraussetzungen einer Orient-Extension Ungarns. Österreichische Monatsschrift für den Orient 
41 (1915) 77-88. For a rebuttal see Németh (1915).

615 Mesterházy (2001) 453.
616 I. Kniezsa: Magyarország népei a Xl-ik században [The peoples of Hungary in the 11th century]. In: J. Serédi (ed.): 

Emlékkönyv Szent István király halálának kilencszázadik évfordulóján II. Budapest 1938, 367-472; L. Kiss: Kniezsa 
István, a helynévkutató és a településtörténész [István Kniezsa the toponymist and settlement historian]. In: I. Kniezsa: 
Magyarország népei a XI. században. Budapest 20002,1-VIII.
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fortunate process. Nationalist Slavic historiography, which got stronger by the end of the 19lh 
century, emphasized continuously under the leadership of Lubor Niederle the significant Slavic 
historical antecedents of the medieval Hungarian Kingdom,617 and its proponents often used every 
available data to demonstrate the Slavic preponderance in the Carpahian Basin in the 9th century. 
The explanations were often based on mixed argumentations where the given group of 
archaeological finds was interpreted on the basis of linguistic data. Hungarian research, which had 
not used similar analyses until then, as a result of the nationalist perspective strengthening from the 
1930s, did not refrain from the application of such methodology any more.618 Contemporary 
archaeologists and historians reading about the research of Gyula Németh and István Kniezsa started 
to use more of the linguistic results in their works.619 After World War II, archaeological research, 
which remained covertly nationalist, generally used mixed argumentation built upon linguistic 
elements.620 Until the end of the 20th century, the majority of Hungarian scholars -  similarly to the 
representatives of neighbouring countries -  did not doubt the validity of such argumentation. 1 
Unfortunately, Hungarian research on early history and archaeology still has to overcome the 
difficulties brought about by this lack of methodological clarity.6““ By now the use of linguistic 
elements in such a way has disappeared. Archaeologists returned to the examination of their own 
sources: objects; although the recent directions of the discipline continue to pay attention to,62’ and 
apply the methodology of, linguistic research.624

If we look at the relationship of the two disciplines from the perspective of linguistics, it is apparent 
that linguists, used to strict linguistic argumentation, did not ramble to the examination of 
archaeological sources. Those who wished to interpret the two groups of sources together caused 
problems for archaeologists rather than for linguists.625 Uinguists were fortunate that the results of

617 Niederle (1910) 327-372: idem (1911)41 -47.
618 Fehér ( 1940): László (1944).
6,9 Fett ich (1937) 7-8,200-201; Zichy (1939).
620 On this see Brother (2001c) 735-744; Curta (2001a).
t>21 Fodor (1977); Meslerházy (1994b) 57-61. Their application is clearly observable in the works of György Györffy on the 

historical background of the period. See Györffy (1958); idem (1990). This mistaken methodology accompanied him 
through his whole life: idem: Az avarok nyelve [Language of the Avars], In: L. Kovács-L. Veszprémy (eds): Honfoglalás 
és nyelvészet. Honfoglalásról sok szemmel 3. Budapest 1997, 141-144; idem: A magyar törzsnevek és törzsi helynevek 
[The Hungarian tribe names and tribal toponyms]. In: ibidem 221-234.

022 L. Révész: Vezéri sírok a Felső-Tisza vidékén [Chiefly burials in the Upper-Tisza region]. In: L. Kovács (ed.): 
Honfoglalás és régészet. Budapest 1994, 139-150, 146-148; Bálint (1997) 14, 26-27; P.Langó: Megjegyzések az alánok 
és a magyarok 10. századi együttes beköltözéséhez (Bemerkungen zum gleichzeitigen Einzug der Alanen und der Ungarn 
im 10. Jahrhundert). WMMÉ 23 (2001) 321-342.

623 A good example: J. Hines: Archaeology and language in a historical context: the creation of English. In: R. Blench-M- 
Spriggs (eds): Archaeology and Language II. Correlating archaeological and linguistic hypotheses. London 1998, 283-294. 
The role of linguistics in modem archaeological research is apparent in the theories on the Indo-European homeland, see 
C. Renfrew: Archaeology and Languages: the Puzzle of Indo-European origins. London 1998; idem: Archaeology, 
genetics and linguistic diversity. Man 27 (1992) 445-478; idem: At the edge of knowability: towards a prehistory of 
languages. Cambridge Archaeological Journal 10 (2000) 1. 7-34. Among Hungarian archaeologists, his results have been 
reviewed by János M a k k u y .Makkay: Who were the Magyars? The New Hungarian Quarterly 34 (1990) 138-141.

024 Among others, the cognitive approach started from linguistics, after Noah Chomsky examined the various possibilities of 
studying consciousness and cognition from a linguistic point of view. See N. Chomsky: Language and Cognition. In: D. 
M. Johnson-C. E. Emeling (eds): The Future of Cognitive Revolution. Oxford 1997, 15-31.

Recent prehistoric interpretations have been greatly influenced by Robert Dixon’s convergence theory and Daniel 
Nettle’s diversity theory. See Dixon (1997); D. Nettle: Linguistic Diversity. Oxford 1999.

1,25 An exception is provided by the works of Elemér Moór, who repeatedly referred to the ‘results of linguistic archaeology’. 
See E. Moór: A  magyar őstörténet főproblémái (Die Hauptprobleme der ungarischen Urgeschichte). Szegedi Múzeumi 
Kiadványok I. 12 (1943); idem: Hozzászólása László Gyula előadásához [Comments on Gyula László’s lecture]. In: 
MTAK II. Oszt. Közi. (1954) 484-486. His method was taken up later by János Harmatta, who -  despite his linguistic 
training -  often used mixed argumentation involving the results of other fields. With regard to the prehistory of the 
Hungarians see J. Harmatta: A  magyarság őstörténete (The early history of the Hungarians). MT 97 (1990) 243-261. 
idem: A  magyarok nevei a görög nyelvű forrásokban [The name of the Hungarians in Greek sources]. In: L. Kovács-L. 
Veszprémy (eds): Honfoglalás és nyelvészet. Honfoglalásról sok szemmel 3. Budapest 1997, 119-140.
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those scholars who engaged in such argumentations did not weighed upon the discipline. Nor did the 
practice appear among linguists to examine the theories of fellow disciplines using linguistic 
arguments and separate the linguistically acceptable assumptions from those that are not. Recently 
however, such an analysis was published, obviously wishing to assist the representatives of fellow 
disciplines.626 It is to be feared that the spread of such works would only facilitate the application of 
‘mixed argumentation’.

6.4. ‘In those times, we really believed in anthropology, but that is long gone by now '627 628 -  The 
physical anthropology o f  the early Hungarians and the archaeological aspects o f  the problem

The physical anthropological assessment of archaeological remains has occupied scholars ever since 
the discovery of the first finds in the 19th century.626 Beside the uniqueness of the finds (antiquarian 
approach), the ethos of the increasingly wide range of the study of the past also inspired scholars to 
preserve as many remains of the graves found as possible. The attitude of Jankovich and Szentkirályi 
is a good example. In the case of the grave of Benepuszta, the skull was collected, and an estimate was 
given on the age at death based on the status of the teeth.629 Érdy went even further during the study of 
the skeleton from Vcreb. Way ahead of the methodology of his time, he not only had the skull 
completely and professionally examined, but asked Professor Sebestyén Endre Kovács head surgeon 
to examine the trepanation scars on the skull as well. He presented the results of these examinations in 
a month after the recovery of the find at the Academic Meeting of the Medical Society of Pest- 
Buda.630 Érdy’s procedure shows that the scholars of the period tried to widen their database to include 
physical anthropological results. The recognition of trepanation in itself is a significant result. 
Previously, as shown by Jankovich’s work, the interpretation of the scars of the skull operation as 
battle wounds fitted better the romantic approach. Erdy, however, not only cleared the character of the 
phenomenon, but also drew attention to its cultural background.

The connection between physical anthropology and archaeology, however, broke up after Erdy’s 
study. The research was not promoted by those attempts either, which were aimed at the organization 
of the physical anthropological study of the material.631 Skeletons were usually discarded after 
excavations, very often they were reburied after the collection of the grave-goods.632

626 K. Fehértói: Eltérő nézetek legrégibb személyneveink eredetéről [Various opinions about the origin of our most ancient 
personal names]. In: L. Kovács-L. Veszprémy (eds): Honfoglalás és nyelvészet. Honfoglalásról sok szemmel 3. Budapest 
1997, 235-246.

627 Magister Dixit. Bravúrárium ob honorem professoris Bonae in diem natalem sexagessimum magistri nostri. Pestini 1990, 3.
628 This is nicely illustrated by the evaluation of the first hominid finds (the interpretation of a Neanderthal skull as a Cossack 

soldier). After Darwin’s work, interest in the physical anthropological study of living and fossil populations increased in 
Western Europe and the United States. See Ph. L. Walker: Bioarchaeological Ethics: A Historical Perspective on the 
Value of Human Remains. In: M. A. Katzenberg-S. R. Saunders (eds): Biological Anthropology of the Human Skeleton. 
Toronto 2000, 3-39, esp. 7—9. On the beginnings of Hungarian research see Bartucz (1958); Farkas (1985); Farkas-  
Dezső{ 1994) 8-12.

629 Jankovich (1835). Jankovich’s estimation was later corrected by Bartucz, see Fettich (1937) 217. It is still a question 
whether Jankovich had a background in biology, or his estimate was the result of consultation with a medical expert of his 
time. If the latter is true, he was the firs to ask someone with a -  not anthropological, but at least -  biological training to 
examine the skull.

630 Érdy (1858) 25. On Kovács’ results see also Bartucz (1966) 370-372. On the role of the Medical Society see Marosi 
(1999a) 333-334.

631 Such initiatives were the National Archaeological and Anthropological Society, supported by Pulszky, Römer and 
Hampel, the fundamental aim of which was ‘to provide a centre for prehistoric archaeology and physical anthropology’. 
Quoted by Farkas (1985) 10. See also Bartucz (1958).

632 The skeletal material was mostly preserved only in unusual cases, like at the excavation of Gusztáv Varázsélyi, sent as a 
museum trainee to Szeged. Varázsélyi (1881). The excavation report, which was in many aspects ahead of its time, was 
not only significant for later research, but also because of the rescued skeletal remains provided an opportunity to 
continue the physical anthropological study of the Hungarians of the Conquest Period. Lenhossék (1882) 29-34. József 
Lenhossék’s work on the cemetery of Szeged-Öthalom was at the same time the first review of the available physical
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No significant changes were observable after the institutionalization of Hungarian physical 
anthropology (1881) either.633 In the wake of Aurél Török’s groundbreaking work research was started 
not only on the modern populations of Hungary or of 19th century groups regarded as related from a 
linguistic or historical point of view, but on fossil skeletal material as well. Due to the manifold 
orientations of the examinations, however, only a few (in many cases only one) specialists of the small 
staff could focus on each issue. The number of studies on the skeletal remains of early Hungarian 
cemeteries remained insignificant. The collaboration of the two fields was made even more difficult 
by the fact that there were a few archaeologists, who were openly hostile against physical 
anthropology.634 The early difficulties of the discipline were also caused by the very different original 
training of its specialists. They mostly had a background in biology (József Lenhossék, Aurel 
Török),635 but some arrived from other fields, c.g. ethnography (János Jankó, Ottó Herman)636 and 
linguistics (Ferdinánd Barna)637. These different backgrounds strengthened the formation of different 
trends within the discipline.638 The increasing heterogeneity of the discipline resulted in the 
appearance of views that studied this source material from an explicitly historical point of view, 
although through scientific methods. The different (natural and social scientific) approaches still 
determin the various trends of physical anthropology.639 After a while, this ‘complex’ approach 
provided the starting point for the criticisms against the results of the discipline.

The problems of the physical anthropological research on Conquest Period finds were exacerbated 
by the archaeologists’ lack of interest in skeletal remains, as opposed to the antiquities.640 After his 
debate with the archaeologist László Réthy, Aurél Török spent even less time on the study of skeletal 
material from excavations. His students also focused more on the description of modern 
populations.641 For a long time, Török’s results were the only representatives of the anthropological 
research of the 10th century Carpathian Basin. These studies, however, are characterized by initial, 
conccptless attempts. It is demonstrated by the fact that Török never recorded the position and 
archaeological context of the authentic Conquest Period skulls of the collection, which ‘after a while

anthropological sources. Not all of the twelve sites he studied are now dated to the 10th— 11th centuries. Lenhossék (1882) 
11-15. Finds from Ordas-Dunapart: ADAM 212, Pusztatót and Gyula-Szentbenedek are now dated to earlier periods: 
ADAM 153.

633 On the institutional background see Farkas (1991) 31-32; Farkas (1996) I. 14-15; Farkas-Dezsö (1994) 13—19.
634 Farkas-Dezsö (1994) 21.
635 Farkas-Dezsö (1994) 87-88, 103-104.
636 Farkas (1991) 32; Farkas-Dezsö (1994) 82.
637 Farkas (1991)32.
638 In the 19lh century, the term ‘anthropology’ denoted not the scientific discipline, the ‘comparative biology of humans’. 

Farkas (1996) I. 6. The term also denoted cultural anthropology. C. Gosden: Anthropology and Archaeology. A changing 
relationship. London-New York. 1999, 62-70. European research, as opposed to the more inclusive concepts and 
interpretations of Anglo-Saxon research, distinguished quickly biological (physical) anthropology from the field studying 
the nature and mechanisms of human culture with ethnographic methods. This unity still exists in Anglo-Saxon research, 
for a good example see the textbook M. Alan Park: Biological Anthropology. California 1996. As a consequence of the 
work of Paul Brocca, Rudolf Martin and others, cultural and physical anthropology diverged rather early in Europe. 
ibidem 63. See also Török (1996) I. 6-7. A symbol of this separation in Hungary was the debate between Aurél Török and 
Herman about the 'anthropological' work of the latter. O. Herman: A magyar nép areza és jelleme [The face and 
character of Hungarian people], Budapest 1902. On the background of the debate in more detail see L. Bartucz: Dr. Török 
Aurél élete és működése [The life and work of Aurél Török], AnthrK 6 (1962) 67-75; Farkas (1991) 35; Farkas-Dezsö 
(1994) 23.

639 Different schools are still present in the field, it is enough to compare the questions asked by various contemporary 
physical anthropologists. For example, while Kinga Éry -  Ery (1982); idem (1994) -  and Balázs Mende — Mende (2000); 
idem (2003) -  pose questions mostly from the point of view of social sciences, László Szathmáry’s biometric studies 
represent a completely different approach. Hüse-Szathmáry (2002); Szalhmáry (2003).

640 As demonstrated by recent authentication excavations. Révész (2000) 13-15. Not even persons like the physician- 
archaeologist András Józsa, who had an interest in anthropological results, collected all the skeletal remains from his 
excavations. See Jósa (1914) 338.

641 Farkas (1991); Farkas-Dezsö (1994) 25-30.
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lost their authenticity, and today cannot be used for obtaining knowledge on the conquering 
Hungarians.’642

A change was brought about by the appearance of Lajos Bartucz. As a student of Török, he turned 
towards historical physical anthropology already during his university years and later continued his 
teacher’s disrupted research.643 He was the first anthropologist who carried out field observations as 
well during his collaborations with Arnold Marosi and Nándor Fettich.644 His presence at the 
excavations in Szckesfchcrvár-Rádiótelcp and Kenézlő, cemetery 2, contributed to the development 
that not only skulls, but whole skeletons were rescued by the excavators. He also made sure that the 
skeletal remains remained identifiable later as well. Beside his contributions to the expansion of the 
collection, his methodological observations were also of fundamental importance in the period.645

In the 1920s, there was a growing interest in physical anthropological research,646 which decreased 
again by the mid-30s. The causes of the earlier attention and then the rejection of physical 
anthropological analyses were partly connected to political factors, since the spread of the fashion of 
racial theories implied a significant future for those ignoring scientific norms. Despite these 
expectations, however, there were not many real scientific results. The spread of racial anthropology 
and the application of unscientific racial theories made the unfolding and development of the 
discipline difficult.647 The attempts at the expansion of the physical anthropological database remained 
contingent.648 The finds that were delivered into the collections provided only lacunary opportunities 
for development.649

The opinion of the outstanding historian of the period, Elemér Mályusz, also shows those 
deficiencies stemming from the methodology and the scarcity of the sources, which historians brought 
up then and for a long time later on against the discipline: ‘The review of the situation of physical 
anthropology astonished me. For me, the field of physical anthropology meant the literary activities of 
Lajos Bartucz. It was impressive, that he was able to tell the percentage of various racial markers

642 Bartucz (1931) 113. A part of Török’s significant collection came from cemeteries like the cemetery of commoners at 
Tiszaeszlár-Sinkahegy, published by Jósa -  Jósa (1914) 172-174; Fodor (1996a) 192 -  or the cemetery partially rescued 
by Dókus at Kisdobra. Gy. Dókus: Árpádkori sírleleetk Zemplén vármegyében. ArchÉrt (1900) 58. Jósa -  as shown by 
his writing -  sent the skulls to his ‘Friend, Aurél Török’ ‘hoping that’ -  Jósa (1914) 338 -  Török would examine and 
define them, ‘which Aurél Török, however, never did’, idem (1914) 173-174. Jósa’s remark shows that invain was the 
demand present in some archaeologists to have the cemeteries analyzed from a physical anthropological perspective, 
contemporary physical anthropology could not, or did not want to, spend time on the task, idem (1914) 336-338.

643 Jósa (1914) 338; Farkas Dezső {1994) 26.
644 A. Marosi: Székesfehérvár honfoglaláskori temetői (Gräberfelder aus der Landnahmezeit bei Székesfehérvár). ArchÉrt 39 

(1920-1922) 25—41; L. Bartucz: Honfoglaláskori magyar koponyák (Altungarische Schädel). A Magyar Nemzeti 
Múzeum Néprajzi Gyűjteményei 5. Budapest 1926; Fettich (1931) 79; Bartucz (1931).

645 Mályusz (1994) 13.
’ 6 This growing interest can only partly be explained by the strengthening of right wing racial theories. The period was 

characterized by a scientific interest in new concepts and results irrespective of political ideologies. This is shown by the 
fact that this interest was present not only in Central European countries -  including among others Hungary -  within the 
German sphere of influence: Domanovszky (1929) 425; Fettich (1931) 110; Paulsen (1933) 9; Sklenár (1983) 108, but in 
Soviet research as well: Fettich (1931) 110; Zakharov-Arendt (1935) 40-41. Despite the trends in the Soviet Union 
opposing those of western Europe, many general scientific approaches were adopted here as well, which characterized 
western research in general. See Trigger (1989) 217-220; Klejn (1997) 17, 26-42. The assessment of physical 
anthropology in the Soviet Union shows that before World War II this field was not made up by unscientific hypotheses 
based on racial aspects. Soviet scholars -  similarly to the scientists of other nations -  only hoped to use physical 
anthropology to be able to describe better the various peoples and give specific, scientific answers to the ‘question of the 
localization and mixing’ of specific peoples. Domanovszky (1929) 425.

647 Farkas (1991) 33-36. Some of the intellectuals received anthropology with some reservations from the start. As Elemér 
Mályusz noted: ‘The wider public identified it with the Rassenkunde of German national socialism and regarded it with 
suspicion, we had to reckon with the possibility, however, that that is why it was popular among right wing authorities.’ 
Mályusz (1994) 14.

648 The main reason for this was that excavations around the end of the 19th century had a general practice of collecting only 
skulls.

649 Langó-Türk (2003) 5.
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already in the material of the Migration Period. It is now disheartening to discover that his statements 
were based on a very low amount of material, and his conclusions were determined by prescribed 
theses. Bartucz’s statements changed according to the changes of the dominant theses of the historians 
on the origin of the Hungarians. If Hóman doubted the Avar origin of the Szeklers, and skulls showed 
the same thing.’650

From the 1930s on, partly due to Bartucz’s ability to create a research school, an increasing number 
of scholars got involved in the physical anthropological research of the skeletal remains of the 
10lh— 11th centuries of the Carpathian Basin. The studies written by Mihály Malán, János Ncmeskéri 
and Pál Lipták on issues of the prehistory of the Hungarians were not divorced from historical and 
archaeological concepts.651 Their participation in research and university education, however, caused 
important changes. The previously linear research trend was disrupted by the education of physical 
anthropology at more universities. The larger number of young scholars leaving the universities 
created an opportunity for the increase of analyses and the expansion of anthropological databases as 
sources. Another significant change was observable in the relationship between archaeology and 
physical anthropology. The increasingly complete collection and documentation of source materials 
from sites had a strong impact on the relation of these two disciplines. The collection and analysis of 
all the skeletal material of the excavated cemeteries increased the material at our disposal 
exponentially.652 The preliminary results based on these brought about a paradigm shift. The new

650 Mályusz (1994) 13-14.
651 M. Malán: X. századbeli magyarok csontmaradványainak embertani vizsgálata (Daten zur Anthropologie des Ungartums 

im X. Jahrhundert). FolArch 3-4 (1940) 193-213; Nemeskéri (1943); idem: Csepel község határában feltárt 
koraárpádkori leletek embertani vizsgálata (Anthropological examination of the finds discovered in the precincts of 
Csepel dating from the early period of the Árpád dinasty). ArchÉrt 76 (1949) 91-97; Lipták (1951); idem (1970); idem 
(1977); idem (1983).

Archaeological and historical research had the greatest influence on Pál Lipták, as admitted in one of his works: 
‘Anthropologists specializing in palaeoanthropological research try to make use of the results of fellow disciplines 
involved in the study of the same issues.’ Lipták (1977) 241. Lipták’s research was strongly influenced by Gyula László’s 
‘dual-conquest theory’, as shown by the title of one of his books (Avars and Ancient Hungarians). In this volume he 
considered the survival of part of the Avar population proved based on taxonomic studies. Lipták (1983) 29-31, 49-52. 
His views, however, were rejected by later research. Ery (1982); idem (1994). Lipták’s approach shows the maze in which 
physical anthropology erred for a long time. The differences in the definition of taxonomical features and the subjective 
evaluation of non-measurable features raises the question to what extent can these examinations be considered a reliable 
argument in the demonstration of a given hypothesis. Taxonomical studies require a lot of expertise, and even then the 
subjective element of these observations remains and influences the results. Nemeskéri (1943) 233-238; Lipták (1951); 
idem (1970) 88-90; idem (1977) 232, note 5, 238-241; idem (1983); L. Gy. Farkas: A magyarországi etnikai embertani 
kutatások módszertani problémái (Lektori vélemény) [Methodological problems of ethnic physical anthropological 
research in Hungary], Cumania 5 (1978) 451-453; Éry (1994) 292.

Similarly to the ‘dual-conquest’ theory, other archaeological and historical concepts found their way into physical 
anthropology, like the fundamental archaeological division into ‘leading stratum -  middle stratum -  commoners’ after 
Béla Szőke’s research, or György Györffy’s assumptions about the tribal settlement areas. It did happen that the physical 
anthropological features of social groups or tribes were adjusted to these theories. See Lipták (1970) 39; idem (1977) 238. 
These procedures generated reservations in the representatives of fellow disciplines, since in many cases already the 
question foreshadowed the use of mixed argumentation, during which the answer given was already partly based on 
historical and archaeological results.

A few external factors also detracted from the reputation of physical anthropology. A few people, who got involved in 
this research, fulfilled by no means the criteria required for authentic research in terms of their training, scientific attitude 
and behaviour. See Farkas-Dezső (1994) 84. Their later statements, only touching upon anthropology, also discredit their 
earlier ‘results’. See L. Kovács: Csalóka lidércfény nyomában [In the track of the delusive ‘ignis fatuus’]. Budapest 2003, 
369-390.

632 The first such cemetery of the period was the 1 l lh century cemetery of Fiad-Kérpuszta, the analysis of which provided a 
database larger than all the previously known skeletal material. Lipták (1953). Despite significant excavations, the 
relationship of the two disciplines is still burdened by numerous difficulties, as pointed out by Balázs Mende: ‘Le taux de 
dépouillement est d’autant plus faible que l’archéologue fouilleur des cimetiéres en question n’est parfois pas en mesure 
de fournir la documentation sur les sépultures. Souvent on trouve la publication de I’étude archéologique menée dans de 
grands cimetiéres sans l’analyse anthropologique qui devrait normalement l’accompagner, et aussi malgré le fait que les
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concept was put forward by the archaeologist-turned-anthropologist, Kinga Éry.653 The picture she 
delineated provides a coherent explanation of the physical anthropological composition of the 
Carpathian Basin in the 10th century, independent of the results of other disciplines. Her analysis 
played a pivotal role in research.

In Kinga Éry’s opinion, 10th century Hungarians can be divided into 5 larger physical 
anthropological groups (A -E ). These groups can be distinguished geographically as well. Three of the 
five groups (A, B, E) are more closely connected to each other, while the affiliation of group D cannot 
be determined due to the smaller amount of source material. The physical anthropological features of 
the three connected groups arc significantly different from those of group C, which is located in 
Transdanubia and the northwestern part of the Hungarian Plain. The ‘representatives of group C arc 
similar to the Late Iron Age populations of the grassland west of the Don and north of the Black Sea, 
and the neighbouring parkland.’654 In Kinga Éry’s opinion, the connections of group C in the 
Carpathian Basin point to the physical anthropological remains immediately before the Hungarian 
conquest.655 She also suggested that based on the steppe analogies, group C was ‘probably subjected’ 
to the population east of its formation area.636 She modified her opinion in the light of later results: 
based on height measurements she felt that ‘because of the height discrepancies, most of the 
population of the Árpád Period cannot be regarded as the descendent of the conquering 
Hungarians.’657

Similar questions were investigated by László Szathmáry, although with different methods.658 
Kinga Éry’s, then István Szathmáry’s works had a strong impact on the research of the period. Their 
results were often used as evidence for contradicting theories by the representatives of fellow

historiens et archéologues comptent de plus en plus sur les résultats de cette demiére. En mérne temps, il arrive que le cas 
inverse se produise; pour certains cimetiéres importants de la Grande plaine nous disposons des résultats de l’examen 
anthropologique, mais il faut encore attendre l’analyse archéologique.’ Mende (2003).

653 Kinga Éry’s connection to the research on the Conquest Period was already strong as an archaeologist, since she was one 
of the compilers of the catalogue of Conquest Period sites (FÉK), and excavated and published the 10th century cemetery 
at Sárbogárd-Tringer-tanya. K. Éry: Reconstruction of the Tenth Century Population of Sárbogárd on the Basis of 
Archaeological and Anthropological Data. Alba Regia 8-9 (1968) 98-147.

654 Éry (1994) 221; Éry (1982) 55—57. Later Balázs Mende -  Mende (2000) 142-144 -  thought that the area where group C 
was formed, and its connections with the physical anthropological material of earlier periods, support the theory put 
forward previously by Tibor Tóth, according to which 10th century Hungarians swept along to the Carpathian Basin a 
large, physical anthropologically homogeneous substrate from the steppe. This base population from the north Pontic 
area, north of the Sea of Azov and the forest steppe could have appeared in the Carpathian Basin earlier as well, during 
the migrations of the Avar Period. See Mende’s opinion: ‘Apparemment la question principale est de savoir si les 
ressemblances existant entre les cimetiéres supposent une relation génétique de la mérne époque, ou il faut plutőt chercher 
derriére ce phénoméne l’unité territoriale et génétique de la population dolichocéphale de type purement europoi'de qui 
caractérisait l’Europe orientale pendant Läge du Fer’ Mende (2003).

In Kinga Éry’s opinion, group C can be identified with the Kabar tribes, who joined the Hungarians. This assumption, 
however, is not supported by archaeological data. Fodor (1986).

655 Éry Cl 982) 54, 65-66.
656 Éry (1994) 221.
657 Éry (1996) 103. See also K. Éry: A honfoglalás és az Árpád-kor népességének embertani vázlata [A physical 

anthropological sketch of the population of the Conquest and Árpád Periods], In: J. Kovacsics (ed.): Magyarország 
történeti demográfiája I. Budapest 1995, 127-130. It is also questionable, to what extent can László Szathmáry’s 
statement, that in the Upper Tisza region, the ‘characteristics of the Árpád Period population is determined by its 
antecedents in the Late Avar Period’, be considered as an evidence supporting the ‘dual-conquest’ theory -  Szathmáry 
(1996) 94 -  or can this be explained by the connections of the populations of both the Árpád Period and the pre-conquest 
period with the same steppe population. See T. Tóth: Das Problem der Ethnogenese des landnehmenden Ungartums. In: 
Congressus Secundus Internationalis Fenno-Ugristum. Helsinki 23-28. VIII. 1965. Pars II. Helsinki 1968, 76-85; idem: 
Az ősmagyarok genezisének szarmatakori etapjáról [On the Sarmatian stage of the genesis of the Proto-Hungarians], 
MTA II. Oszt. Közi 19 (1969) 85-95.

658 Szathmáry (1996); Barabás et al. (1996); Zs. Guba-L. Szathmáry-L. Szűcs—L. Almási: A honfoglalás kori (10. századi) 
népességek alkata [The physique of the populations of the Conquest Period]. In: Gy. Pálfi-L. Gy. Farkas-E. Molnár 
(eds): Honfoglaló magyarság — Árpád kori magyarság. Antropológia -  régészet -  történelem. Szeged 1996, 97-102. On 
the limits of Szathmári’s calculations see Mende (2000) 144.
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disciplines.659 The debate which unfolded around the interpretation of the results implied that it would 
be necessary that physical anthropologists themselves define the limits and possibilities of their own 
field, avoiding the possibility that the representatives of fellow disciplines draw false conclusions from 
their results.

There are other problems with the groups studied by Kinga Ery. It is questionable whether the 353 
skeletons from 71 sites can be regarded as a representative sample.660 With regard to the division into 
groups, it would be interesting to see how the physical anthropological material of the recently 
excavated and partly published cemeteries change the composition of these regions. How do the 
cemeteries of Halimba-Cseres,661 Győr-Pócsdomb, Majs-Udvari rétek, Ikervár-Virág utca,662 Vörs- 
Papkert B663 and the smaller, but all the more significant cemetery of Fonyód-Magyar Bálint Iskola664 
modify the picture in Trasdanubia? Similarly, in the Great Hungarian Plain, the study and physical 
anthropological analysis of the cemeteries of Sárrétudvari-Hízóföld, Sárrétudvari-Poroshalom, 
Hajdúdorog-Gyúlás, Hajdúdorog-Temetőhegy, Püspökladány-Eperjesvölgy,665 Ártánd-Nagyfarkas- 
domb, Homokmégy-Székes, Szegvár-Oromdűlő,666 Sándorfalva-Eperjes,667 Algyő,668 and Szeged- 
Csongrádi sugárút669 may modify the previous groupings.670 The anthropological analysis of these sites 
and their comparison with previous results could significantly modify, or on the contrary, confirm, 
Kinga Éry’s suggestions about the homogeneous geographical location of the groups.671

659 Takács (1997a) 186; Kris tó (1997) 271.
660 Later on, Éry justified the number of samples that ‘smaller or larger samples often give the same results, and the 

differences of opinion are the result of differing interpretations or methods. This gives us confidence with regard to the 
size of the sample, we still cannot ignore the fact, that however fast our finds should increase, they still remain extremely 
small compared to the original population of the conquering Hungarians.’ K. Éry: A honfoglaló magyarság embertani 
képe [The physical anthropological picture of the conquering Hungarians], In: J. Makkay-J. Kobály (eds): Honfoglalás és 
Árpád-kor. Ungvár 1997, 52-56, esp. 55—56.

661 For a brief review of the physical anthropological finds of recently discovered 10th century cemeteries in Veszprém County see E. 
Fóthi: A Veszprém megyei honfoglalók embertani vizsgálata (Antropologische Untersuchung der Landeseroberer im Komitat 
Veszprém). In: Zs. V. Fodor (ed.): Veszprém és környéke a honfoglalás korában. Veszprém 1998, 68-90.

662 Kiss (2000) 41-118, and within it Sz. Mizda: A  temető népessége -  embertani vonatkozások [The population of the 
cemetery -  physical anthropological aspects]. In: Kiss (2000) 83-98.

663 Költő et al. (1992); Költő (1996a) 376-378; idem (1996b) 187-189.
664 L. Költő: A Balatonszemes, Landler Jenő utcai honfoglalás kori lovas sír [Conquest Period horse burial at Balatonszemes- 

Landler Jenő Street], In: Szemes. Tanulmányok Balatonszemes múltjáról és jelenéről. Balatoszemes 1990, 85-101; idem 
(1996a) 361-362, 370; idem (1996b) 189.

665 HüseSzathmáry (2002).
666 Bende-Lőrinczy (1997); A. Marcsik: Szegvár-Oromdűlő 10. és 11. századi embertani leleteinek vizsgálata (Investigation 

of the anthropological findings dated from the 10lh and 1111' centuries at Szegvár-Oromdűlő). MFMÉ StudArch 3 (1997) 
287-322; Zs. Just: Előzetes adatok 10. és 11. századi népességek elkülönítéséhez a koponya non-metrikus jellegei alapján 
(Previous data for distinguishing 10th and 1 l lh century populations using non-metric traits). MFMÉ StudArch 3 (1997) 
323-328; L. Szathmáry-Zs. Guba-A. Marcsik: Szegvár-Oromdűlő csontvázleleteinek szerepe a 10-11. századi népesség 
kontinuitásának megítélésében (Evaluation of the continuity of 10th- H lh century populations on the basis of skeletal 
remains from the Szegvár-Oromdűlő cemetery). MFMÉ StudArch 3 (1997) 335-343.

667 I. Fodor: Honfoglalás kori temető Sándorfalván. Előzetes közlemény (Landnahmezeitliches Gräberfeld zu Sándorfalva. 
Vorbericht). AASzeged Suppl. 5 (1985) 17-33; idem (1996a) 348-349.

668 B. Kürti: Honfoglalás kori magyar temető Szeged-Algyőn. (Előzetes beszámoló) (Ein ungarisches Gräberfeld aus der 
Landnahmezeit in Szeged-Algyő). MFMÉ (1978/79) 1. [1980] 323-345; idem (1998); B. Kürti: Sírok üzenete 
(Honfoglaló magyarok temetője Algyő határában) [Message of burials (The cemetery of the conquering Hungarians in the 
outskirts of Algyő)]. Algyő 2001.

669 Kürti (1996).
670 This list may be continued. With regard to the northern areas of the Carpathian Basin it should suffice to compare the 

possibilities and maps of Kinga Éry’s article -  Éry (1994) 220 -  with the list and map of sites published in the same 
volume by Gábor Nevizánszky. G. Nevizánszky: Kárpát-medence északi térségének régészete a honfoglalás korában [The 
archaeology of the northern part of the Carpathian Basin in the Conquest Period]. In: L. Kovács (ed.): Honfoglalás és 
régészet. Honfoglalásról sok szemmel 1. Budapest 1994, 174-175.

671 This problem has already been pointed out by Balázs Mende: ‘De l’époque de la Conquéte, plus exactement des I0cmc et 
l l omc siécles nous avons 26.000 sépultures, dönt environ 1000 appartiennent á la catégorie de sépulture riche, dite
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When analyzing these cemeteries, not even Kinga Éry disregarded the archaeological material, since 
physical anthropological sources in themselves do not date the skeletons under study. But the material 
influenced the analysis in many ways. The periodization of the cemetery of Békés-Povádzug,672 or the 
interpretation of certain graves of the cemetery of Kál on the basis of their grave-goods suggest that 
however independent physical anthropological examination is from other disciplines, archaeological 
interpretation will always influence the anthropological evaluation as well.673 The question is further 
complicated by László Szathmáry’s observations. During the physical anthropological analysis of the 
cemetery of Ibrány-Esbóhalom, he established that there is a considerable difference in the 
anthropological features of the 10lh and 11th century parts of the cemetery. He explained the difference by 
suggesting that the population using the cemetery in the 11th century migrated here from somewhere 
else.674 His results raise the question whether such a situation may be observed in other regions as well, 
and can be detected in the material of already analyzed cemeteries.675 How general was the phenomenon 
of the continuation of a cemetery by an immigrant population, and what latent, internal processes may 
have influenced the physical anthropological composition of these cemeteries, which resulted in such 
statements? We could also ask, how this transformation is connected to Kinga Ery’s groupings, how 
does this influence the physical anthropological changes of the populations previously divided into two 
phases, the Conquest Period and the Árpád Period?

The study of many other aspects can only promote research. One question, for example, concerns 
the physical anthropological distance between the material of the 10th century Carpathian Basin and 
the surrounding areas.676 An important model could be the anthropological series of the historically 
well-known Danube Bulghars,677 or the areas south of Hungarian territories in the 9th—11th centuries, 
just like the physical anthropological character of the cemeteries of the Köttlach culture.678 The most

hongroise, tandis que le nombre des inhumations moins riches, “plébéiennes” est autour de 25.000. Le taux de 
dépouillement de la premiere catégorie est bon: nous avons enregistré les données de 400 cranes, mais célúi de la 
deuxiéme est trés mauvais. Ces chiffres révélent d’ailleurs les tendances de la recherche qui sont naturcilement 
responsables d’un tel déséquilibre au niveau du taux de dépouillement des différentes catégories, mis á part la différcnce 
de l’ordre de grandeur.’ Mende (2003).

672 Kinga Éry reviewed the cemetery in one place in the Árpád Period series -  Éry (1982) 59 in another place as a 10lh 
century cemetery -  Éry (1994) 221 while in a third publication she listed it both as a 10th and an 11th century cemetery 
-  Éry (1996) 107. On the evaluation of the 10lh— 12th century cemetery of Békés-Povádzug see O. Trogmayer: X-XII. 
századi temető Békésen (Ein ungarische Friedhof in Békés). MFMÉ (1960-1962) 9-38; Révész (1997b) 183-184; P. 
Lipták-Gy. Farkas: A Békés-povádzugi őskori és 10-12. századi temető csontvázanyagának embertani vizsgálata 
(Anthropologische Untersuchung an den aus der Urzeit und aus dem 10-11 Jahrhundert stammenden Skelettmaterialicn 
des Gräberfeldes Békés-Povádzug. AntrK 11 (1967) 127-163.

673 Révész (1996b) 397-398; idem: Régészeti adatok Heves megye 10. századi történetéhez (Archäologische Daten zur 
Geschichte des Komitates Heves im 10. Jahrhundert). In: M. Wolf-L. Révész (eds): A magyar honfoglalás korának 
régészeti emlékei. Miskolc 1996, 257-258.

674 Szathmáry eí at. (1996); Szathmáry (2003) See also Szűcs et al. (1996); Marcsik et al. (1996); Szathmáry et al. ( 1997).
675 According to László Szathmáry’s and Zsuzsa Cuba’s results, this phenomenon may be observed at other sites as well, e.g. 

at the cemetery of Hajdúdorog-Temetőhegy, with 602 graves. Fodor (1996a) 226-227; Szűcs et al. (1996). At other sites, 
where later immigration was suggested based on the archaeological material -  Bende-Lőrinczy (1997) 238 -  
anthropological examinations supported continuity. Marcsik et al. (1996); Szathmáry et al. (1997).

676 Kinga Éry could include only three 9lh century sites in her examinations. Éry (1982) 78. These three sites (Josefov, 
Mikulcice, Pittcn), however, could not cover the physical anthropological background of the surroundings of the 
Carpathian Basin. See Éry (1982) 36. Calculations with the Penrose-method were carried out on the population of Zala 
County by Balázs Mcndc. Mende (2000) 125-144.

677 The assimilation of this steppe population could answer many other questions as well. For example on its basis it would be 
observable, whether the historically known assimilation and language shift can be followed in the anthropological series. 
Another question is how the Danube Bulghar material connects to Kinga Éry’s groups in the Carpathian Basin (especially 
to group C). On the anthropological remains see J. Jordanov-V. Colakov: Antropologiőni danii ot issledvaneto na kostni 
ostanki na pogrebanite v srednovekovinija nekropol do s. Durankulak. In: Ch. Todorova (ed.): Durankulak 1. Sofia 1989, 
271-294. On the historical background see Fiedler (1992) 3-43.

678 An important question concerns the physical anthropological distance of the skeletal material of the cemetery at Fiad- 
Kérpuszta and that of the Köttlach culture. Lipták (1953); Éry (1982) 61. On the Köttlach culture see W. Modrijan: Der 
Forschungsstand zum „Karanatnisch-Köttlacher Kulturkreis” AKorr 7 (1977) 291 -294; Giesler (1980).
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important cemeteries with regard to the question of continuity have not been published yet.679 Despite 
the numerous studies, a full analysis of real and symbolic trepanations has not been carried out yet.680

Physical anthropology and archaeology have been connected from the very beginnings of research, 
which was self-evident, since the source material of the first was provided by the latter. Besides the 
source material, interpretations also had a role in defining the relationship of the two fields. 
Anthropology gave answers to the questions of the physical anthropology of the early Hungarians by 
adjusting first to the theories of history, later to those of archaeology. Consequently these fellow 
disciplines reached false conclusions through the confirmation of each other’s hypotheses. It was 
Kinga Éry, who showed the way out, which also enabled a closer relationship between the two fields. 
Today it is a generally accepted method that the scholars of these fields cooperate in the solution of a 
given problem.681 New results in the field of physical anthropology will demand an even closer 
relationship with other disciplines, as shown by previous works on trepanation. Another trend might 
involve the inclusion of the early medieval anthropological series of a much wider, Eastern and 
Central European area, which has already happened with regard to the study of trepanation.682

6. 5. Archaeology and ethnography — ‘The study o f  early penguin a r t’

Hungarian ethnography was a preferential forum of the research on the Conquest Period until the 
middle of the 20t]l century,683 but its influence on prehistoric and specifically archaeological research 
exhausted by the 1960s. The recognition that ethnography had lost its competency in this area was not 
followed by any analysis of the new situation, only the emphasis of research shifted. Different 
questions became interesting for the researchers. The acknowledgement of the exclusion of this 
discipline from the research on the Conquest Period has happened only recently.684 The reasons to this 
long process may be well demonstrated by the historical background of ethnographic research.685 The 
research of Hungarian ethnography was determined for a long time by the interest in prehistory. The 
study of folk culture, ‘ethnographia’ in the 19lh century was equivalent to the study of the origin and 
prehistory of certain peoples.686 This was rooted in the concept that a folk culture that has preindustrial

679 The problematic cemetery of Vörs-Papkert B, triggering numerous debates, is only knwon from preliminary reports. Költő 
et at (1992); Költő (1996a) 376-378; idem (1996b) 187-189. The archaeological material of the cemetery at Csckej has 
been published, the physical anthropological analysis of the skeletal material, however, not. Rejholcová (1995).

680 A frill analysis of 10lh century trepanation has not been carried out yet despite the many attempts -  Bartucz (1966) 
367-420; Grynaeus (1996) -  and preliminary studies. J. Nemeskéri-K. Éry-A. Kralovánszky: A magyarországi jelképes 
trepanációk [Symbolic trepanations in Hungary] AnthrK 4 (1960) 3-32; Éry (1987); Fóthi et al. (2001). The study of the 
problems is impossible from a solely anthropological -  Grynaeus (1996) -  or archaeological -  Dienes (1972); idem 
(1978) -  perspective. P. Tomka: Régészeti kommentár a Lébény-Kaszás 10-11. századi temető 44. sírjának trcpanált 
koponyamellélctéhez (Archaeological Commentary on the Trephined Skull of Grave 44. in the 10-11 century Graveyard 
of Lébény-Kaszás). Arrabona 38 (2000) 63-96. The importance of the issue was recently emphasized by Csanád Bálint. 
Cs. Bálint: A honfoglalástól az államalapításig [From the conquest to the foundation of the state]. In: A. Wieczorek H-M. 
Hinz (eds): Európa közepe 1000 körül. Történelmi, művészeti és régészeti tanulmányok. Stuttgart 2000, 348, note 6. 
Unfortunately, in the German translation of the study this part was left out. Cs. Bálint: Das Karpatenbecken von der 
Landnahme bis zur Staatsgründung. In: A. Wieczorek-H. M. Hinz (hrsg.): Europas Mitte um 1000. Stuttgart 2000, 
555-563.

1,81 Költő et al. (1992); Szathmáry et al. (1996); Barabás et al. (1996); Szathmáry et al. (1997); Kiss (2000) 41-118.
682 Éry ( 1987); Fóthi et al. (2001).
683 Kása (1991).
684 Tamás Hofer pointed out that this connection never helped ethnography either: Hofer (1997) 9. On the critical 

reevaluation of the relationship of these two disciplines see Kása (1996) 979-980.
685 Munkácsi (1896); Sec Kása (1989) 20; Kása (1991) 58; Kása (1997); T. Hofer: Bevezető: témák és megközelítések 

(Introduction: Themes and Approaches). In: T. Hofer (ed.): Magyarok Kelet és Nyugat közt. A nemzettudat változó 
jelképei. Budapest 1996, 7-22.

686 It had, for example, a leading role in the folklore collections of the Académie Celtique, or saturated the work of the Grimm 
brothers. See Hofer (1997) 9-10. A similar approach characterized the analyses of Lubor Niederle as well. See among 
others Niederle (1911) 113-116, 194-207, 282-300; idem (1913) 495-496, 798-805; idem (1921) 78-82, 164-168, 
186-195, 306-309; idem (1925).
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roots may be traced back to the prehistory of that given people, that folk culture is a set of never 
changing archaisms that have survived since the age before written sources. Researchers of the period 
assumed that by the analysis of folk culture those static basics that quality as potential sources of the 
early history of a given people arc possible to describe.687

The periodical called Ethnographia appearing continuously from the end of the 19th century has 
published a great number of prehistoric studies.688 The authors of these works were not only 
representatives of ethnography: linguists, archaeologists and historians also published prehistoric 
studies here.689 The synthesis called A magyarság néprajza (The Ethnography of the Hungarians), 
closing a research period characterized by the unfolding of the discipline in the period of Romanticism 
and then its positivist phase, brought a significant change to the relationship of the discipline with the 
research on early Hungarian history.690 The work showed how much the idea of prehistory in 
ethnography differs from the idea in historiography and linguistics. The object of research was the 
earliest possible state of culture traceable with the means of ethnography, which was termed 
‘prehistoric’.691 The position of ethnography was adjusted by that time to its own source material, thus 
the issue was to what extent the recent elements of folk culture can contribute to the reconstmction of 
the everyday life of early periods. It was also questionable to what extent the ethnographic parallels 
are to be drawn into the argumentations of fellow disciplines as analogy.692

The approach used by ethnography also facilitated the general spread of mixed argumentation. The 
use and incorporation of recent ethnographic examples in the arguments of history and archaeology 
happened mostly through not paying attention to the historical and cultural context of the given 
analogy, the various reasons of its formation.693 The above-mentioned debated method was transferred 
into archaeology due to this approach.

Béla Posta was among the first to emphasize the archaeological uses of ethnographic sources and 
the relationship of the two fields.694 In his view, archaeology is nothing else but fossilized 
ethnography. His views spread widely due to his ability to found a school and most archaeologists 
working on the Conquest Period shared his ideas in the first half of the 20th century. Ethnography -  
due to the strengthening national, historical direction between the two World Wars -  also claimed a 
stronger relationship with the disciplines studying the prehistory of the Hungarians. This was also 
represented by the presidents of the Hungarian Ethnographic Society. The president was Bálint Hóman 
between 1920 and 1924 who was one of the most outstanding historians of the time working on early 
Hungarian history.695 He was followed by István Zichy, an archaeologist also working on prehistoric 
issues. Zichy used a lot of ethnographic data in his review of prehistory, beside linguistic, historical

<’8/ Hofer (1997) 9.
688 Munkácsi (1896).
689 Among others see G. Nagy: A magyar halászat eredete [The origin of Hungarian fishing], Ethnographia 9 (1900) 241- 

249; idem (1902a); idem (1907); Mészáros (191 1); Nagy (1912); Móra (1932); I. Zichy: Néprajz és művelődéstörténet 
[Ethnography and culture history], Ethnographia 47 (1936) 1-5; Kása (1997) 358.

690 As pointed out by László Kosa: ‘The change involved not only the modification of the interest of Hungarian ethnography, 
but also a change of the concepts of prehistory.’ Kása (1991) 59; idem (1989) 189-197.

691 Kása (1989) 191; idem (1991) 62.
692 B. Gunda: A néprajz és a magyar őstörténet [Ethnography and the prehistory of the Hungarians], In: L. Ligeti (ed.): A 

magyarság őstörténete. Budapest 1943, 208-222; Kása (1996) 973.
693 A good example of the errors this gave birth might be István Györffy’s thesis on the nomadic origin of the Hungarian 

farmstead. I. Györffy: A magyar tanya. 1. A tanya eredete és kialakulása [The Hungarian farmstead. Origin and formation 
of the farmstead], FrK 65 (1937) 70-76. As pointed out by Jenő Barabás in his study: Györffy built on many elements of 
folk culture previously considered as eastern, which, however, later turned out not be traceable back to early periods as he 
assumed. J. Barabás: Györffy István kutatási eredményei a mai magyar néprajzi kutatás fényében [Results of István 
Györffy’s research in the light of the recent Hungarian ethnographic research]. Ethnographia 85 (1974) 142-147. On the 
impact of Györffy’s work see also Kása (1991) 60.

694 Posta (1903); Fodor (2001) 164.
695 Gy. Kristó: Hóman Bálint az őstörténet és az Árpád-kor kutatója [Bálint Hóman, a specialist of the prehistoiy of the 

Hungarians and the Árpád Period]. ActaHistorica 119 (2004) 39-45.
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and archaeological sources.696 The persons who were presidents of the Ethnographic Society paid 
special attention to ethnography in the arena of science. The role in the politics of science of the 
persons holding this title was greatly increased by their position as president, indicating the special 
position of ethnography within the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians in this period. The 
increase of the role of ethnography in the 1930s was, however, not a Hungarian phenomenon. 
Ethnographic approaches were included among the methods of contemporary German and French 
archaeologists as well.697

In international research, an increasing role was played by cultural anthropology, slowly divorcing from 
Victorian ethnological research and utilizing the methods of sociology and other social sciences as well.698 
This approach, which also had an impact on ethnography interested in prehistory, had no effect on 
Hungarian archaeological research.699 Today -  due to its methodology again -  the increasingly influential 
anthropological approach has a direct impact on the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians700 and -  
through postmodern archaeological approaches -  indirectly on archaeology as well.701

Another, much closer, relationship between archaeology and ethnography was formed and then 
unfolded through the work of Gyula László. With the support and personal initiative of István Györffy, 
László tried to interpret all archaeological phenomena with the help of ethnographic analogies.702 One of 
his earliest attempts -  in his still influential work -  at the reconstruction of the Conquest Period saddle 
and the description of the phases of its manufacture with the guidance of an old saddle-maker is a great 
example of the cooperation of these two disciplines.703 Enthused by the success of his method, he gave

696 Zichy (1923). His work also demonstrates the presence of mixed argumentation in contemporary research. His 
significance in contemporary scientific life was amptly described by László Kosa. The request to write the volume ‘can be 
explained not only by his title as the director of the National Museum, but also by his role in the research on the 
prehistory of the Hungarians.’ Kása (1991) 59.

697 Renfrew-Bahn (1999) 27.
698 M Hollós: Bevezetés a kulturális antropológiába [Introduction to cultural anthropology]. Budapest 1993, 48-60; Leach 

(1996) 11-35.
699 It had an influence on the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians only through the person of Géza Róheim - who 

later became a prominent figure of the American psychoanalytical anthropological school: V. Kincső: Utószó [Epilogue], 
In: G. Róheim: A bűvös tükör. Budapest 1984, 489-536. -  who used Freud’s homeland theory and James Frazer’s views 
on sacral kingship. See G. Róheim: A kazár nagyfejedelem és a turulmonda [The Khazar grand duke and the turul myth]. 
Ethnographia 28 (1917) 58-98; idem: A kazár és a magyar nagyfejcdelem [The Khazar and the Hungarian grand duke], 
Ethnographia 29 (1918) 142-145. Frazer, however, cannot be regarded as a representative of classical cultural 
anthropology, although in 1917 he was elected as an honorary professor of social anthropology at the University of 
Liverpool, rather one of classical British ethnological research. Consequently, Róheim’s early works cannot be regarded 
as anthropological research either. See Leach (1996) 20-21. Róheim’s views on ancient Hungarian sacral kingship 
through Károly Czeglédy’s work: K. Czeglédy: Megjegyzések a honfoglalás előtti magyar királyság intézményéhez 
[Remarks on the institute of pre-conquest Hungarian kingship]. In: S. Imre-I. Szathmári (eds): A magyar nyelv története 
és rendszere. Budapest 1967, 83-87; idem: A  szakrális királyság a steppei népeknél (a kazároknál és a magyaroknál) [The 
sacral kingship by the steppe people (Khazars and Hungarians)]. MNy 70 (1974) 11-17. -  had an influence on 
historiography, but less on archaeology. His views were reflected only in Nándor Fettich’s work on the grave of Zemplén. 
See Budinsky-Kricka Fetlich (1973) 126-153.

700 Among others: M. Sárkány: Kultúra, etnikum, etnikai csoport [Culture, ethnicity, ethnic group]. In: Előmunkálatok a 
Magyarság Néprajzához 7 (1980) 41-55; L. Vajda: A  népvándorlások kérdéséhez [On the question of migrations]. 
Századok 129 (1995) 107-143; T. Hoffmann: A pásztorkodásról és a nomádokról [About shepherding and nomads]. 
Agrártörténeti Szemle 38 (1996).

701 Nagy  ( 1991) .

702 Fodor (2001) 165-166. On the relationship between László and Györffy see Balassa (2001) 40.
703 László (1943a). It is still questionable, however, whether all 10lh century saddles had the same structure, or there were 

different traditions of saddle making in this period as well. For a long time, research reckoned with only one saddle type, 
following László’s study. Dienes (1972) 26. Later on, however, based on the bone saddle ornaments, Csanád Bálint 
pointed out that the 1011' century saddle remains belong to different, structurally distinct, types. See Cs. Bálint: A  gádorosi 
honfoglaláskori nyereg (La seile de l’époque de la conquete hongroise trouvée a Gádoros). ArchErt 101 (1974) 17-44; 
34-41, idem (1991) 47-49. See also H. Tóth (1976) 142-153, 163-168, 175-176, 180-183; K. Mesterházy: Ein 
landnahmezeitlichc Sattel aus Ártánd. ActaArchHung 32 (1980) 295-308; Révész (1996a) 46—54; L. Révész: Honfoglalás 
kori temető Tiszanána-Cseh tanyán (Landnahmezeitliches Gäberfeld im Tiszanána-Cseh-Gehöft). FolArch 49-50 (2001
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an increasing role to archaeological interpretation based on ethnographic parallels.704 In his later analyses 
-  ignoring Pósta’s fine definition of the relationship of these two fields705 -  he wanted to interpret 
cemeteries on the basis of ethnographic analogies as well.706 The method born, ‘archaeological 
ethnography’, accompanied him through his life. Ethnography became a fundamental basis of 
archaeological interpretation due to his writings and role as a university lecturer. This ethnographic 
approach, however, was often accompanied by the use of mixed argumentation.707 His students built in 
many cases on his concepts and developed them further,708 or if they recognized the problems and 
limitations of the method and the accompanying mixed argumentation, they left it behind.709 The method 
of cemetery analysis became wide-spread in research due to his influence. The model of the extended 
family, based on ethnographic examples and the complex analysis of cemeteries, was certainly a 
significant step forward, even if its results were misleading, since before that no-one had ever suggested 
a model to describe the social structure of early society and its cultural background.710 Later on even the 
counterarguments711 could not change this mistaken ethnographic concept.

The archaeological application of ethnography changed the direction of the relationship between 
the two disciplines. After this, it were the archaeologists, who tried to use as much as possible from 
the conceptual and theoretical analyses of ethnography.712 Ethnography complemented its own 
research only through the review of archaeological results, or tried to use the research methods of the

2002) 296, note 32. These works made it clear: there were numerous different saddle types in the 10lh century as well. The 
question was raised: is László’s reconstmction acceptable? He had only the position of the hole-protecting mounts of 
Koroncó -  László (1943a) 8-9, 14-17 -  and the bone saddle ornaments at his disposal from the 10th century. He had no 
opportunity to observe the exact structure of the saddle. He assumed that the structure of steppe saddles was formed well 
before the 10lh century and was preserved -  as demonstrated by 10th century Hungarian (and Chinese and Cossack) 
saddles (ibidem 83) — in the art of traditional saddle-makers. Thus, László assumed the existence of a permanent saddle 
type preserved for centuries, and a continuous and unchanged tradition of manufacture as well, and an eastern origin. The 
starting points of his views were, however, modified by later research. The analyses of Katalain U. Kőhalmi demonstrated 
that we cannot talk about a general, eastern saddle type, since saddles differ from each other in space and time. See 
Kőhalmi (1997). The already mentioned 10lh century pieces from the Carpathian Basin also show different characteristics, 
suggesting that there could have been numerous saddle types in one given period and area. There are also many 
differences between the structure medieval and early modern saddles on the one hand, and that of the saddle from 
Tiszafüred, which also contradicts the existence of a centuries long tradition in the Carpathian Basin. See László (1943a) 
87-94.

704 László (1944).
705 Béla Posta gave a fine description of what he called ‘palaeo-ethnography’, the relationship between archaeology and 

ethnography. In his opinion, ethnography can help archaeology ‘penetrate into the soul of the objects studied by 
archaeology’ with the help of analogies. Posta (1903) 153. He considered the relationship between the two fields 
important only with regard to manufacture and use, which was actually a modem view at the time of object-oriented 
archaeology. He had, however, no opinion on the issue whether ethnography can serve as an analogy for the study of the 
social, cultural and ideational background -  hidden behind the objects. This attempt appeared in research only with Gyula 
László. László (1944). Sec also Fodor (2001) 162-219.

706 His method - which survived in archaeological research -  was justly rejected by Ernő Marosi: ‘At this point, our belief 
that burial is always an exact reflection of life (or, that archaeology is petrified ethnography) is shaken. In order to be able 
to use this as an axiom, first it needs a -  preferably independent -  source to describe the world-views of a culture, its 
beliefs about life and afterlife. This axiom did not work out well in the case of cultures much better known than that of the 
Hungarians, we should only recall the objects of burial rituals in Egypt or Etruria, some of which are even characterized 
by an attempt to represent earthly life.’ Marosi (1997) 162.

707 For a critique of the method see Banner (1954).
708 In the field of Conquest Period archaeology it was mostly István Dienes, who preserved this ethnographic approach and 

achieved significant results. See Dienes (1958); I. Dienes: Honfoglalóink halottas szokásának egyik ugor-kori eleméről 
(Über ein aus der ugrischen Zeit stammendes Element der Bestattungssitten der landnehmenden Ungarn). ArchÉrt 90 
(1963) 108-112; idem (1966b).

709 Mesterházy (1993) 273-285.
710 Fodor (2001) 191-195.
711 Fettich (1947); Fehér (1959); Sóna (1997a) 352-355.
712 Fodor (1980a); 7. Fodor: Régészeti adalékok lakáskultúránk történetéhez [Archaeological data to the history of our home 

culture], NKNT 13 (1983) 81-118; Takács (1986); Takács (1997b); Veres (1997).
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field in the analysis of historical, linguistic, or archaeological sources.711 This was, however, mixed 
argumentation itself. Experimental scholars with a training in ethnography often approached the 
sources of other disciplines with minimal (or even less) knowledge of source criticism, without any 
lasting results.

In this period, ethnography did not have any more any real effect on the research on early 
Hungarian history. It became clear that the accessible archaic elements of folk culture reach back not 
further than the 14th—15th centuries. The media, the continuous economic and social change 
transformed the cultural attitudes of the communities transmitting folk culture to such an extent that its 
study was possible only through a rapidly diminishing pool of sources. The study of cultural changes 
and the finding of appropriate questions were enabled rather by ethnology and cultural anthropology. 
The dominance of historical comparison also disappeared, despite the fact that a few scholars of 
ethnography still tried to force this trend.714 The separation of these disciplines was demonstrated by a 
workshop in 1974. The title of Iván Balassa’s debate paper speaks for itself: ‘How can ethnography 
contribute to the study of the lifestyle of the conquering Hungarians?’715 While the comments of the 
specialists of archaeology, history, Oriental Studies, and linguistics happily acknowledged the 
ethnographic interest in prehistory, they all refused the ‘help’. Some of the scholars tried to establish, 
why ethnographic analogies are unsuitable for analyses in other fields,716 and Vilmos Voigt pointed 
out the damage of the practice of mixed argumentation within prehistory-oriented ethnography.717 The 
silence after the workshop said a lot.71 s

In the last third of the 20th century, Gyula László and György Györffy still supported the 
interpretation of the period through ethnographic analogies.719 A few archaeologists had the same 
opinion on the importance of the ethnographic approach, as a result of the authority of these two

713 An incomplete list should include: J. Barabás: A magyarság anyagi műveltsége a VI-IX. században (A néprajzi kutatások 
tanulságai) [The material culture of Hungarians in the 6lh-9 tt' centuries]. In: A. Bartha-K. Czeglédy-A. Róna-Tas (eds): 
Magyar őstörténeti tanulmányok. Budapest 1977, 15-22; M Égető: Középkori szőlőművelésünk kérdéséhez [On the 
problem of medieval viniculture], Ethnographia 91 (1980) 53-78; A. Paládi-Kovács: „Keleti hozadék” a magyar 
pásztorkultúrában [The ‘eastern element’ in the Hungarian pastoral culture], ln: I. Dankó (ed.): Emlékkönyv a Túrkevei 
Múzeum 30. Évfordulójára. Túrkeve 1981, 109-125; I. Balassa M.: A parasztház évszázadai. A magyar lakóház 
középkori fejlődésének vázlata [Centuries of the farmhouse. Sketch of the medieval development of the Hungarian 
dwelling house] Békéscsaba 1985; A. Paládi-Kovács: „Keleti hozadék” -  avagy zootechnika az ősmagyar korban [The 
‘eastern element’ -  zoo-technique in the Proto-Hungarian period]. MT 97 (1990) 291-297; Balassa (1990); Iß. J. 
Kodolányt: Zsákmányolás-vadfogás, méhészet, gyűjtögetés [Preying, bee-keeping, gathering]. In: L. Kovács-A. Paládi- 
Kovács (eds): Honfoglalás és néprajz. Honfoglalásról sok szemmel 4. Budapest 1997, 47-60; M. Szilágy: Halászat 
[Fishing], In: ibidem 60—68; J. Szabadfalvi: A honfoglalás kori magyarság állattenyésztő technikája [The techniques of 
animal husbandry of the conquering Hungarians], In: ibidem 69-83; A. Paládi-Kovács: A magyar lótartás jellege a 
honfoglalás korában [Character of Hungarian horse-keeping in the Conquest Period], In: ibidem 95-107; T. Bellon: 
Földművelés, irtásgazdálkodás [Agriculture and clearing]. In: ibidem 145-157; M. Égető: A honfoglalók szőlőművelési 
és borászati ismeretei [Vinicultural and wine-growing knowledge of the conquerors]. In: ibidem 159-166; I. Balassa M.: 
Ház, tüzelő, ól [House, fireplace, sty]. In: ibidem 185-189; E. Kisbán: Ételek és italok. Az élelmiszer feldolgozás 
lehetőségei a honfoglaló magyarok kultúrájában [Food and drink. Possibilities of food processing in the culture of the 
conquering Hungarians], In: ibidem 225-233; A. Gáborján: Honfoglalás kori elemek a magyar viseletben. In: ibidem 
235-249; K. Verebélyi: Keleti elemek a magyar népi díszítőművészetben [Eastern elements in the Hungarian folk 
ornamental art]. In: ibidem 251-266; I. Katona: A magyar honfoglalás mondaköre [The mythological cycle of the 
Hungarian conquest]. In: ibidem 267-273. See Voigt (1977).

714 The problem was discussed by Kása (1989) 271-277; Hofer (1997). On international aspects sec Kása (1996) 978-980.
715 I. Balassa: Mivel járulhat hozzá a néprajztudomány a honfoglaló magyarság életmódjának kutatásához? [How can 

ethnography contribute to the study of the lifestyle of the conquering Hungarians?]. Ethnographia 86 (1974) 575-585.
716 Dienes István hozzászólása [Comment by István Dienes]. Ethnographia 86 (1974) 587-591; Bálint Csanád hozzászólása 

[Comment by Csanád Bálint]. Ethnographia 86 (1974) 601-602.
717 Voigt Vilmos hozzászólása [Comment by Vilmos Voigt], Ethnographia 86 (1974) 603-604.
718 Voigt (1977).
719 Gy. László: Régészeti tanulmányok [Archaeological studies], Budapest 1977; idem: Régészeti levelek [Archaeological 

letters]. Szolnok 1980; idem: Őseinkről [On our forefathers]. Budapest 1980; Laszlovszky-Siklódi (1991) 276-277.
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scholars,720 and ethnographers still often emphasized the importance of historical comparisons.721 The 
final reckoning came at the conference organized on the occasion of the Millecentennary. The studies 
published in the proceedings characterize well the current situation of the discipline. The most usable 
studies are cither not ethnographic papers,722 if they arc, they focus on the history of research723 or on 
modem elements of ethnography.724 After this conference, the words of László Kosa describe well the 
role ethnography can play in the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians: T myself realize the 
contradiction between the concept of folk culture in Hungarian ethnography (however blurry it might be) 
and its interest in the prehistory of the Hungarians (the participation in the reconstruction of the earliest 
state of Hungarian culture).’725 Vilmos Voigt evaluated the situation similarly already a few decades 
earlier: ‘The research on prehistory is a paradox, since we would have to describe something 
authentically without any data at our disposal. Anatole France’s witty scoff has already been quoted in 
the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians in connection with such methods. The scientist in the 
novel The Island of the Penguins wants to write a dissertation on early penguin paintings, of which 
nothing is known. He turns to medieval Italian painting, since early penguin painting cannot be different 
either, and establishes based on it that early penguin art is marvellous, and has an incomparable, unique 
style.’726

6.6. Archaeology and art history -  the separation o f the androgyns

For a long time, researchers of archaeology were also the researchers of art history.727 In Hungary, the 
separation of archaeology, the development of independent sub-disciplines happened between the end of 
the 19til and the middle of the 20th century.728 The process had negative effects as well regarding mostly 
the study of the Middle Ages. Art historians were not much interested in that period because of the lack 
or scarcity of remains suggesting a deliberate transformation of the environment. Also, material remains 
usually comprise of serially produced metal objects of poorer quality than the ones usually discussed 
here. Hence the period between the Huns and the formation of the Christian Hungarian state remained 
the special field of archaeologists.729 Following the separation, however, archaeologists, focusing on 
their expertise, did not always pay attention to the research findings of art history; instead, they mostly 
formulated a series of (structurally identical) ideas on the artistic background of the early Hungarians 
based on romantic ideals and the orientalist perspective of the image of Hungarian culture dominant in

720 Laszlovszky-Siklódi (1991) 289.
721 Voigt (1977) 312-318; Balassa (1990); Gy. Papp: A magyar honfoglalás emlékei szólásainkban (The conquest reflected 

in Hungarian proverbs). In: Gy. Bordás et al. (eds): A honfoglalás 1100 éve és a Vajdaság. Újvidék 1997, 276-289; F. 
Bagi: Az ősi gyermeknevelés elemei mondókáinkban (Elements of ancient methods for educating children in Hungarian 
folk nursery rhymes). In: ibidem 290-299.

722 Historical works: Gy. Györffy: Nép, nemzet, ország [People, nation, country]. In: L. Kovács-A. Paládi-Kovács (eds): 
Honfoglalás és néprajz. Honfoglalásról sok szemmel 4. Budapest 1997. 17-22; A. Róna-Tas: A néppé válás az újabb 
kutatások tükrében [Becoming a nation in the light of new research]. In: ibidem 23-32. Oriental studies: Kőhalmi (1997); 
A. Róna-Tas: Nomád sátor, árok és kerítés [Nomadic tent, trench and fence]. In: ibidem 173-183; H. Göckenjan: Eskü és 
szerződés az altaji népeknél [Oath and contract among Altaic peoples]. In: ibidem 333-345. Archaeological perspectives: 
Veres (1997); Takács (1997b).

7-3 Hofer (1997); Kása (1997); I. Kriza: A fehér ló mondája a 18-19. századi forrásokban [The legend of the white horse in 
18th— 19lh century sources] In: L. Kovács -A. Paládi-Kovács (eds): Honfoglalás és néprajz. Honfoglalásról sok szemmel 4. 
Budapest 1997, 275-283; V. Voigl: A magyar ősvallás fogalma [The concept of ancient Hungarian religion]. In: ibidem 
301-308; E. Pócs: A magyar mitológia és Európa [Hungarian mythology and Europe], In: ibidem 309-322; E. Szemkeő: 
A millenniumi magyar falu [The millennial Hungarian village]. In: ibidem 347-356.

724 B. Andrásfalvy: Nyájszervezet -  csordatartás [Herd structure -  herd keeping]. In: L. Kovács-A. Paládi-Kovács (eds): 
Honfoglalás és néprajz. Honfoglalásról sok szemmel 4. Budapest 1997, 85-94.

725 Kósa{ 1996) 980.
726 Voigt (1977) 318.
727 Regarding the history of research see Marosi (1999a).
728 Marosi (2002) 141.
729 idem (2002) 141.

270



the 19th century. All this resulted in the phenomenon, as summarized by one of the most prominent 
contemporary art historians, that despite the relative abundance of remains in applied arts from the 10th 
century, ‘we do not have any modem applied arts analysis on the Conquest Period.’730 An analysis of the 
history of research, however, suggests that this was not merely the result of archaeologists’ ‘lack of 
information’, but the other discipline’s indifference also contributed to the aforementioned process.

Pulszky’s position regarding the remains from the 10th century determined researchers’ perspective 
from the point of view of art history as well.7 ' 1 According to his theory, early Hungarian remains can 
be divided into two groups: foreign (oriental) products different from the remains of the preceding 
period on the one hand and products based on local (Slavic) traditions on the other, none of which 
‘should be regarded as the first independent artistic approach of the Hungarian genius’.732 His theory 
was in agreement with the orientalist preference characteristic of the romantic view of the past at the 
time. This was also the period of the work of József Huszka -  influencing even Hungarian fine arts.733 
The popularity of Huszka’s historicist approach lacking all method and source-criticism lay in the 
cultural preference for the orient at the time. As Huszka’s ‘Asian theory’ influenced fine arts,734 
Pulszky’s opinion had an effect on scientific thinking. Both looked to find the artistic sources of early 
Hungarian remains in the cast. Hampel, who severely criticized Huszka’s method,735 as an 
archaeologist considered Riegl’s position compatible with Pulszky’s approach for a long time.736 
Riegl, as a prominent figure of the research of art history at the time, represented a new line in the 
research of modem art history.737 His views influenced archaeology as well and soon appeared in

730 Marosi (1996) 1032.
731 In the current phase of research it is unclear whether Gottfried Semper -  who as an 1848 emigre settled, like Pulszky, in 

London in the 1850s had any influence on the way Pulszky regarded art or whether he was only influenced by Josef 
Daniel Böhm, whom he mentions in his autobiography. F. Pulszky: Életem és korom I [My life and my era I]. Budapest 
1884, 45, 55, 237; Sec Szilágyi (1997) 136-137; Kabdebó (1997); E. Marosi: An Antiquarian Museum Director. Pulszky 
And The Byzantine Art. In: E. Marosi-I. Laczkó-J. Szabó-L. Mészáros, Tóthné (eds): Pulszky Ferenc (1814-1897) 
emlékére -  Ferenc Pulszky (1814-1897) Memorial Exhibition. Budapest 1997, 157-163; E. Szentesi: Josef Dániel Böhm 
Parthenón-fríze. A Fejérváry-gyüjtemény az eperjesi Pulszky-házban [The Parthenon frieze of Josef Daniel Böhm. The 
Fejérváry Collection in the Pulszky-house in Eperjes], In: E. Marosi-I. Laczkó-J. Szabó-L. Mészáros, Tóthné (eds): 
Pulszky Ferenc (1814 1897) emlékére Ferenc Pulszky (1814-1897) Memorial Exhibition. Budapest 1997, 56-64, 
63-64; Marosi (1999a) 331-332. Regarding Semper’s influence see also Geller (2004) 31.

732 Pulszky (1891) 3; idem (1897) 1 18. Pulszky’s approach already incorporated the idea dominant for a long time later on 
that the representatives and artisans of early art were not Hungarians. This supposition was the basis of the idea that the 
metallurgists of the Hungarians were foreign craftsmen. This idea was finally refuted by István Fodor, who pointed out 
that Hungarian metallurgy cannot be considered Kabar (eastern) metallurgy. Fodor (1986) 106-107.

733 J. Huszka: Hazai ornamentika eredete és nemzetisége [The origin and ethnicity of domestic ormanents], MMÉK 25 
(1891) 154-167; idem (1898); idem: Honfoglaló őseink ornamentikája [The ornament of our conquering ancestors]. 
MMÉK 44 (1910) 77-100; idem: A magyar ornamentika hun eredete [The Hun origin of the Hungarian ornament]. 
MMÉK 46 (1912) 381-395; idem: A magyar turáni ornamentika története [History of the Hungarian Turanian ornament], 
Budapest 1930. Béla Posta also shared Huszka’s opinion for a while. Posta (1896) 39.

734 On Huszka’s influence: L. Kosa: Huszka József. In: Gy. Ortutay (cd.): Magyar Néprajzi Lexikon, II. Budapest 1979, 613; 
Marosi (2002) 138; Geller (2004) 28-31.

735 Hampel actually criticized Huszka’s collection (1898) for a lack of scientific methodology, historical assessment and the 
context of used sources. Hampel (1899); For Huszka’s response see J. Huszka: A régi hazai ornamentika [Ancient 
Hungarian ornament], MIp 2 (1899) 149-157. Due to the tone of his response, the editors of the journal distanced 
themselves from Huszka, who regarded Hampel (alluding to the linguistic debates of the 19lh century) as a ‘foreign- 
minded scientist residing in Hungary.’ ibidem 150.

Gyula Pasteiner and Károly Pulszky also opposed Huszka’s approach. Gy. Pasteiner: Nemzeti elem a régi hazai 
művészetben [The national character in ancient Hungarian art]. Művész Ipar (1885-1886) 323-324. Regarding the 
reception of this question from the point of view of the history of research: Mesterházy (1997a) 387; Fodor (2001) 221; 
Marosi (2002) 138-140; Bálint (2004) 37, note 103; Geller (2004) 31.

736 Hampel ( 1900) 821-824; Mesterházy (1997a) 386-387.
737 Riegl (1893) V-XIX, 259-346. Regarding Riegl’s role sec Dvorák (1980) 333-347; E. Gombrich: The Sense of Order. 

New York 1979, 193-196; J. Gy. Szilágyi: Riegl későrómai iparművészete és a klasszika-archaeológia [Late Roman 
handicraft by Riegl and classical archaeology]. In: A. Ricgl: A későrómai iparművészet. Budapest 1989, 249-267;
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Hungarian research. His theories started to circulate among researchers of Conquest Period Hungarian 
ornamental style via the work of Hampel as the prominent Hungarian researcher started to be less and 
less convinced about the Sasanid background of the range of motifs; instead, he held Riegl’s 
conclusions more acceptable. Their results, however, were ignored by subsequent research.

Unlike Riegl’s evolutionist approach, the Graz based Josef Strzygowski’s ‘comparative method’ 
was -  indirectly -  more influential for Hungarian research.740 The latter’s views on the Orient and his 
Semperian approach741 was much closer to Hungarian archaeological ideas based on the Pulszky 
tradition than the evolutionalist Viennese theoretical framework of art history.742 Strzygowski 
influenced both the dilettante Huszka and, through Supka743 and later Fettich, scientific research. The 
conceptual opposition between the Viennese school and the Strzygowski-school divided Hungarian art 
historians as well.744 Researchers studying 10th century remains only used the latter’s results in their 
work while followers of Dvorak and Schlosser did not study this period at all.745 Strzygowski’s 
program was popular not only because neither he nor others confirmed Riegl’s fundamentally 
theoretical results with new deductions, but also because he gave a popular (romantic orientalist view) 
and easily accessible (Semperian thought) solution to a contemporary scientific dilemma in a way that 
linked up to earlier (local) results. This was also the case for archaeologists studying the Hungarian 
Conquest Period. Strzygowski’s program was in agreement with the observations of Pulszky and his 
younger contemporaries,746 therefore his results were seen more as a verification than the theories of

Radnóti (1990) 7-80; Iverson (1993); Minor (2001) 102-108; Marosi (1976) 91-93; idem (1996) 1032-1033; idem 
(2002) 140-141; Mesterházy (1997a); Bálint (2004) 64-67.

738 ‘And we were simply convinced that the palmettc had a Sasanid background. The pillars often evoked from Sasanid art, with 
their acanthus leaves falling thickly and abundantly about each other, may be hardly considered to be in genetic relation to the 
ones related to the palmctte of Anarcs. It is more plausible to posit a connection between those and the late East Roman palmctte 
and the Saracen floral ornamental style of the period.’ Hampel (1904) 108; idem (1905) I. 701, 726, 774-789. See also ‘it was 
not the oriental taste of the 9,h and 10th centuries that conquered the Hungarian genius for considerable duration but this conquest 
occurred only in the 16lh century and was not limited to the Hungarian people only.’ Hampel {1911) 64.

7’9 Marosi (2002) 140. Hampel’s position (connected to Riegl’s results) was partly ignored by Hungarian research because he 
was not consistent in the application of Riegl’s formalist, strictly immanent theory of style. Mesterházy (1997a) 388. 
Hampel could not in fact decide if Strzygowski’s theory on traveling motifs was acceptable. Another prominent scholar of 
the period, Ernst Herzfeld influencing Hampel among others - also tried to consider both Riegl’s and Strzygowski’s 
theories. L. E. Herzfeld: Die Genesis der islamischen Kunst und das Mshatta-Problem. Der Islam 1 (1910) 27-63, 
105-144; idem: The Genesis of Islamic Art and the Problem of Mshattä. In: J. M. Bloom (ed.): Early Islamic Art and 
Architecture. Vermont 2002, 7-86. Regarding Herzfeld see also R. Ettinghausen: Emst Herzfeld 1879-1948. Ars 
Islamica 15-16 (1951) 261-266; O. Grabar: The Formation of Islamic Art. London 1987, 12-13; C. R. Morey: Ermst 
Herzfeld, 1879-1948. In: G. C. Miles (ed.): Archaeologica Orientalia in Memóriám Emst Herzfeld. Locust Valley 1952, 
1-4; S. Vernoit: The Rise of Islamic Archaeology. Muqarnas 14 (1997) 1-10, 4; Allen (1989); Bálint (2004) 65.

740 J. Strzygowski: Orient oder Rom. Leipzig 1901; idem: Das griechisch-kleinasiatische Ornament urn 967 n. Chr. Wiener 
Studien 24 (1902) 443—447; J. Strzygowski B. Schulz: Mschatta. Kunstwissenschaftliche Untersuchung. Jahrbuch der 
Königlich Preußischen Kunstsammlungen 25 (1904) 205-373. See also Marosi (1976) 95. On Strzygowski’s views on the 
Orient: Bálint (1995) 231-234. On the relationship between Riegl and Strzygowski: J. Strzygowski: Alois Riegl, Die 
spätrömische Kunst-Industrie nach dem Funden in Österreich-Ungarn. BZ 11 (1902) 263—266; J.Eisner: The Birth of 
Late Antiquity: Riegl and Strzygowski in 1901. Art History 25 (2002) 358-379; Bálint (2004) 65.

741 Regarding Gottfried Semper’s role in the history of science see A. Zádor: Gottfried Semper (1803-1879) In: G. Semper: 
Tudomány, ipar és művészet. Budapest 1980, 11-17; W. Mrazek: Gottfried Semper és a múzeumtudomány. A XIX. 
század reformmozgalma. In: ibidem 109-115; Radnóti (1990) 33; Marosi (1976) 75-76; idem (2002) 139.

742 Nagy (1892) 314; idem (1893b) 319; idem (1901); idem (1906) 414-415; Posta (1896) 39.
743 Supka (1908) 279-281; idem: Motívumvándorlás a korábbi középkorban (Motivenwanderung im früheren Mittelalter). 

ArchÉrt 34(1914) 1-19, 70-71, 89.
744 J. v. Schlosser: Die Wiener Schule der Kunstgeschichte. Mitteilungen des Instituts für Österreichische Geschichts

forschung 13 (1934) 145-146, 195; Marosi (1989); idem (1999a) 343, 347.
745 Radnóti ( 1990) 81-111; Marosi (1999a) 347.
74Í1 J. Strzygowski: Altai, Iran und Völkerwanderung. Arbeiten des Kunsthistorischen Instituts der k. k. Universität Wien 5. 

Leipzig 1917, 30-32, 100-105; idem: Történelem, kutatás, időtlen összehasonlítás [History, research, timeless 
comparison], Magyar Művészet 7 (1931) 253-264. See also Marosi (2002) 141.
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the ‘less known’ Riegl.747 Fettich thus developed his theories in accordance with the international 
archaeological research of the time and relied on Strzygowski’s theory.748 He applied Strzygowski’s 
comparative method749 and besides the Sasanid range of motifs he also made use of Viking remains in 
the study of early Hungarian art.750 His works convinced art historians focusing on the period of the 
correctness of Strzygowski’s theories,751 as shown by the writings of Tibor Gerevich752 as well as 
Antal Hekler, who disagreed with Gerevich on several questions.753

Kornél Divald, followed by Tibor Gerevich, was the prominent representative of the opinion in 
art history that attempted to show the continuation of the tradition of Conquest Period metallurgy in 
the ornaments of 11th century stonework. However, as subsequent researched pointed out, this idea 
is untenable for both formal and chronological reasons.754 It was based on the assumption that 
posited the material culture of the 10th and 11th centuries as each other’s opposites, putting the 
cultural background of the Christian Hungarian state whose onset was marked by the reign of Saint 
Stephen in contradistinction to the culture of the preceding period. This idea -  holding strong even 
today -  was based on the fact that Ferenc Pulszky and his contemporaries, and also the subsequent 
positivist generation (József Hampel, Béla Posta), then Géza Nagy and finally Gyula László all

747 Dvorak (1980) 339.
748 Mesterházy (1997a) 390-391; idem (1997b) 44-45.
747 Fettich was in close connection with Strzygowski. Fettich (1941); László (1972) 299. However, he was influenced not 

only by Strzygowski’s work but also by the remarks of Arne and Rostovtzeff from international research, and the 
positions of István Zichy, Béla Posta, Géza Nagy, and Elek Kada among Hungarian researchers E. Kada: Sírleletek a 
honfoglalás korából III. Kecskemét vidékéről való leletek [Grave finds from the Conquest Period III. Finds from the 
Kecskemét area]. ArchÉrt 32 (1912) 325.

Strzygowski’s ideas, unlike Riegl’s position, were popular not only in Hungarian research on the Early Middle Ages 
but also abroad. In 1914, Arne, being aware of the debate between Riegl and Strzygowski -  Arne (1914) 146 -  linked the 
early Hungarian remains to the post-Sasanid tradition. Arne (1914) 117-176. In the work of Rostovzeff any explicit 
statement regarding the ‘Orient oder Rom’ debate - like the one by Arne - remains undetected. Rostovtzeff (1922). 
However, the Russian researcher was well aware of the international literature on the question. Rostovtzeff (1922) 236. 
His idea -  according to which the south Russian steppe blended Graeco-Roman and Oriental traditions -  is still closer to 
Strzygowski’s opinion since, like Strzygowski, he used the views of Taine and Semper in his work. The position of Arne 
and Rostovtzeff also suggests that it was not only Strzygowski’s inaugural program that formed the subsequently so 
successful view of the orient. This oriental approach emerged in archaeological research before Strzygowski’s 
appearance. This is also supported by the position of Géza Nagy and Béla Posta. Nagy (1892) 308, 314; idem (1906) 405- 
415; Posta (1905) 40, 152 153, 195; Mesterházy (1997a) 386-388. Both emphasized, independently of Strzygowski, the 
post-Sasanid influences appearing in early Hungarian ornaments. The Russian research Ame used -  including the work of 
Rostovtzeff, who had a view on the artistic background of the early medieval remains of eastern areas similar to his 
positivist teacher, Nikodim Kondakov - rejected Riegl’s formalist ideas. Marosi (1976) 94-95. Strzygowski’s influence is 
apparent also in the fact that the famous Byzantinologist art historian, David Talbot Rice adopted his ideas as well. D. T. 
Rice: Byzantine Art and its Influences. Collected Studies. London 1973, 364—396; idem: The Leaved Cross. 
Byzantinoslavica 11 (1950) 72-81. He connected the palmette motif on crosses to Byzantinian tradition and, through that, 
the ornamental tradition of late antiquity only much later. Flemming (1969).

750 Fettich, in accordance with the work of partly István Zichy and partly József Hampel, thought the study of Northern art 
important. Fettich (1937) 195-196. When writing on the Kiev sword in the Khanenko Collection Fettich suggested that 
the object shows well the connection between Byzantium, the Varangians, and the Hungarians in Levedia. Hampel (1904) 
113—114. The first analyses of the decoration on the Kiev sword considered it an ‘Arab motif.’ B. Khanenko: Drevnosti 
Pridneprovja-Antiquités de la region du Dniepre. Lib. V. Kiev 1902, 4. Regarding this weapon see also Karger (1958) 
170; G. Bálhy: A kijevi kard restaurálása (Restoration of the Sword of Kijew). Műtárgyvédelem 21 (1992) 9-21; Fodor 
(1994) 54.

751 K. Mesterházy: A  honfoglaló magyarok művészete és az abbaszida-iraki művészet [The art of the conquering Hungarians 
and the art of Abbasid Iraq], Századok 132 (1998) 136, note 38.

752 T. Gerevich: Magyarország románkori emlékei [Romanesque relics of Hungary], Budapest 1938, 1-19. On Gerevich’s 
role from the point of view of the history of science. Mesterházy (1997b) 39; Marosi (1999b) 278; idem (2002) 138-139.

753 Hekler (1936). On the scientific debates between Hekler and Gerevich see Marosi (1999a) 346-350. Regarding Hekler’s 
article see also A. Bollók: Utak és lehetőségek a honfoglaló magyarság emlékanyagának művészeti értékelésében [Ways 
and possibilities in the art-historical assessment of the remains of the conqueringHungarians], (forthcoming)

754 Török (1970) 96-107; M, Tóth: Architecture et sculpture en Hongrie aux XIC-XIIIC siécles. État des recherches. Arte 
medievale 1 (1983) 84-86; Marosi (1997) 162.
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regarded the material culture of the Hungarians in the Conquest Period as an archaic cultural 
phase.755

The renowned art historians of the period, then, accepted Strzygowski’s methodological points of 
view and Fcttich’s statements. The separation of the disciplines resulted in a clear dominance of 
archaeology in this field.756 Art historians cither did not touch on the issue or if they did, they accepted 
the archaeologists’ opinion without any criticism. The ‘dominance’ of archaeology became even more 
hegemonic following Gyula László’s works. László, although his thinking was framed differently 
from the previous models757 — continued to accept the idea of a shared culture among the peoples of 
the steppe similarly to Fettich and Supka.758 Art historical syntheses could not for long divorce 
themselves from the archaeologist opinion thus constructed and therefore remained heir to 
Strzygowski’s work.759 Gyula László determined ideas on the art of Hungarians in Hungary as well as 
abroad.760 Based on his analyses it seemed that solving the artistic background of certain objects would 
provide insights on historical facts as well as data on the history of religion. He saw interpretable

755 The consequences of this approach was pointed out in Szilágyi (1960) 96; Marosi (1997) 162.
756 Even András Alföldi, who reached significant results in classical archaeology, accepted the theory of the travelling motifs 

and assumed an oriental stylistic tradition in the early remains of the Carpathian Basin. A. Alföldi: Leletek a hun 
korszakból és ethnikai szétválasztásuk (Funde aus der Hunnzeit und ihre etnische Sonderung). Archaeologica Hungarica 9 
(1932) 1 1-15, 58; idem: Die Goldkanne von St-Maurice d’Agaune. Zf. f. Schweizerische Archaeologie und 
Kunstgeschichte 10 (1948—49) 1-27. Carl Gustav Jung as well as phenomenology had a significant influence on the work 
of András Alföldi along with Károly Kerényi. Levelek Kerényi Károly archívumából. Beszélő (1998) 4; L. Perczel: A 
pozitivizmustól a szellemtörténetig. Athenaeum (1892-1947) [From positivism to phenomenology. Athenaeum 
(1892-1947)]. Budapest 1998, 224; Bálint (2004) 84-86. As a result, the preference for the oriental founded by 
Strzygowski gained more strength in research, idem (2004) 84-87.

Similarly to Alföldi’s ideas, but independently of him, Géza Fehér developed his own well-founded opinion; having 
studied the contemporary Bulgarian finds, he called attention to the similarities and correspondences between 10'h century 
ornamental arts in the two regions (Bulgaria and the Carpathian Basin). Fehér (1931) 133-137; idem (1940) 48-71. 
Based on the correspondences, he suggested a direct connection between metallurgy and the Bulgarian glazed tiles. This 
Semperian tradition, along with the deduction of the palmette motif from Sasanid antecedents, is present in Bulgarian 
research even today. G. Atanasov: Preslavski beloglineni plocki ot cärkva No. 2. v krepostta do s. Skala, Silistrensko 
(Bemalte Weisstonkacheln aus Preslav in der Kirche Nr. 2. in der Festung beim Dorf Skala, Kreis Silistra). INMVarna 
30-31 (45-46) (1994-1995) 240-248. Totyu Totev pointed out that this style could be traced back to a Byzantian 
influence and not to Sasanid traditions. T. Totev: Keramicnata ikona b srednovekovna Bulgaria (The Ceramic Icon in 
Medieval Bulgaria). Sofia 2001.

757 László - following ethnomusicologist and composer Béla Bartók’s observations on folk music -  introduced the concept of 
‘style pressure’ to the study of the Conquest Period, the basis of the assumption that motifs popular with the nobility were 
gradually perfected and became popular among common people and therefore the basis of folk art. László (1943b); idem 
(1944) 398-431; Marosi (2002) 141. ‘Style pressure’ continued to be assumed by subsequent research as well. Dienes 
(1970) 33-42; idem: (1972) 58-66; Fodor (1996a) 35; idem (1996b) 88; Révész (1999b) 232-233.

758 Gy. László: Nomád művészet [Nomadic art], Magyar Művészet 11 (1935) 361-367; idem (1943a) 20, note 32.
759 D. Dercsényi: A honfoglalás és az államalapítás korának művészete (A XI. század utolsó harmadáig.) [Art of the 

Conquest Period and the age of the foundation of the state (Until the last third of the 1 llh century)] In: J. Balogh-D. 
Dercsényi-K. Garas-L. Gerevich: Magyarország művészete a honfoglalástól a XIX. századig. Budapest 19612, 9-32, 
9-15; I. Dienes: A honfoglaló magyarok művészete (Art of Hungary at the time of the Hungarian Conquest.) In: I. Bóna 
I. Díenes-L. Gerevich-É. Kovács: Magyarországi művészet a IX. századtól a XII. század végéig. MŰÉ 24 (1975) 
237-242; D. Dercsényi-A. Zádor: Kis magyar művészettörténet [Concise Hungarian art history], Budapest 1980, 1 1-14. 
On Dercsényi’s ideas see also Marosi (1999b) 278.

760 Balassa (2001) 117. László’s international influence can be grasped through his statements on the silver bowl of Utelmisk. 
Gy. László: Kolozsvári Márton és György Szent György-szobrának lószerszámja [The horse harness of the St. George 
statue of György and Márton Kolozsvári], Kolozsvár 1942; idem (1958) 185; idem: Steppenvölker und Germanen. Kunst 
der Völkerwanderungszeit. Budapest 1970, 72-73. On his influence see B. Marschak: Silberschätze des Orients. Leipzig 
1986, 99, 345; V P. Darkevich: Chudozhestvenniy mctall Vostoka VIII XII w . Moskva 1976, 170—173; Fodor (1994) 
59; idem (1996a) 34; idem (1996b) 56-57; N. V. Fedorova: Silverware of „Magna Hungária”. In: Congressus Septimus 
Intemationalis Fenno-Ugristarum Debrecen 27. VIII-2. IX. 1990. Debrecen 1990, 160-165; N. V. Fedorova: Sokroishcha 
Priobya. Zapadnaya Sibir na torgovykh putyakh srednevekovya (Treasures of the Ob. Western Siberia on the medieval 
trade routes). Salekhard-Sankt-Peterburg 2003, 16-17, 26-27.
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mythological elements and scenes behind the motifs.761 In the development of this approach, László 
was probably influenced -  besides by the Semper-Strzygowskian trend and C. G. Jung -  indirectly by 
Freud’s approach as well.762 His ideas -  as a result of Vilmos Diószegi’s ethnographic research -  
became generally accepted later on. Diószegi -  under László’s influence and similarly to him -  
attempted to reconstruct the ‘Shamanism’ of the early Hungarians based on ethnographic remains.763 
Several prominent representatives of the generation of researchers following László accepted without 
any criticism or doubt this idea of their famous predecessor and Vilmos Diószegi.764 Scholars did not 
feel the need to examine the validity of the assumption and to prove that there was an explicit content 
behind the range of motifs.765 As the thesis gained dominance, questions of arts in antiquity and the 
problem of European cultural tradition in general were discarded from works analyzing the works of 
art from the Migration and the Conquest Periods. The approach to arts as a whole comprised of listing 
the influences coming from different directions in a chronological, sometimes synchronical order. 
They did not consider once previously existing reciprocal connections between territories and their 
impact on shaping or generating arts.766 Researchers also neglected the observations of László Török, 
who considered the points of view of both archaeology and art history. Török did not only refute the 
assumed 11th century continuity of the palmette style from the 10th century, he also pointed out the 
Byzantine, Mediterranean antecedents and corrcspondances within the compositions.767

The next step in the development of the study of art history was represented by the work of Ernő 
Marosi. His first synthesis already showed a new position independent of contemporary archaeological 
ideas.768 He also accepted the oriental origins of Hungarian art, however -  the first time since Hampel 
-  he stressed the impact of Byzantine art.769 In opposition to Gyula László’s opinion, his statements 
such as ‘this art lacked any intention for representation’, as well as ‘[t]he application of various

761 László (1943b) 72-79, 97-98; idem (1944) 398-435. The background of the assumption in the history of ideas was 
studied by Ernő Marosi and Csanád Bálint. Marosi (2002) 139; Bálint (2004) 86.

762 Freud’s 1899 Interpretation o f Dreams was published and became popular in Hungary at this time (1935). Similarly to 
Freud’s interpretation of dreams, László attempted at a sort of ‘interpretation of art’. László -  through Géza Róheim 
could be well aware of Freudian ideas, perhaps even more aware than of Riegl’s ‘Kunstwollen’ paradigm. Gy. László: 
1910-ben születtem... Egy a XX. századot végigélt magyar ember emlékezései [I was born in 1910... Memories of a 
Hungarian man who lived through the 20'h century] Szombathely 1995, 26; Balassa (2001) 30; Bálint (2004) 86. On 
Riegl’s influence see also idem (2004) 337.

763 V. Diószegi: A sámánhit emlékei a magyar népi műveltségben [The remains of shamanism in Hungarian folk culture]. 
Budapest 1958; idem: A sámánizmus [Shamanism], Budapest 1962; idem: A pogány magyarok hitvilága [Beliefs of 
pagan Hungarians], Budapest 1967; idem: A honfoglaló magyarság hitvilágának történeti rétegei. A világfa [Historical 
layers of the beliefs of the conquering Hungarians. The cosmic tree]. Népi kultúra- népi társadalom 2-3. Budapest 1969.

764 Dienes (1978) 48-59; idem (1979) 29-30; Fodor (1979); J. Gy. Szabó: A Duna-Tisza köze és a magyar honfoglalás [The 
Danube-Tisza interfluve and the Hungarian conquest]. Forrás 1983, 34-51.

765 Dienes (1970); idem (1972) 50-57; idem: The Hungarians at the Time of the Conquest and their Ancient Beliefs. In: 
Ancient Cultures of the Uralian Peoples. Budapest 1976, 79-114; idem (1979) 23-32; I. Fodor (1979); idem (1996a) 
32-36, 182-184; idem (2001) 219-233; K. Mesterházy: Beziehungen der Mythologie zur Gesellschaftsordnung bei den 
Ungarn zur Zeit der Landnahme. In: Kunst und Mythologie der landnehmenden Ungarn. István Király Múzeum 
Közleményei Ser. A. 23. Székesfehérvár 1979, 17-22; idem: A honfoglaló magyarok hitvilága és a monoteizmus (Belief- 
and Faith-World of Conquering Hungarians and Monotheism). In: L. Novák (ed.): Hiedelmek és szokások az Alföldön. 
Nagykőrös 1992, 89-120; idem: Többgyökcrü ősi vallásunk emlékei [The remains of our ancient many-rooted religion], 
ln: L. Kovács (ed.): Honfoglalás és régészet. A honfoglalásról sok szemmel 1. Budapest 1994, 195-205; A. Alföldi: An 
Ugrian Creation Myth on Early Hungarian Phalerae. AJA 73 (1969) 359-361. On its criticism see Bálint (2004) 140, note 
537.

766 Szilágyi (1960).
767 Török (1970).
768 Marosi (1983) 7-17. In 1983, Marosi still shared the position of his archaeologist contemporaries: he surmised that some 

of the objects in graves (saber-taches, sabres with gold mounts) represented rank and nobility. In his opinion, ‘the artistic 
design of the clothing of Hungarians of the Conquest Period showed in all this a significant connection to the artistic 
culture of steppe peoples, and may be compared to Sasanid Persian art striving for splendor serving as a role model for 
Byzantium as well.’ ibidem 7.

169 ibidem 9.
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compositional schemes, the three dimensional or flat design of the decoration does not signal different 
stages of development, and can hardly be ordered chronologically’, marked a departure from 
contemporary ideas in archaeology.770 His position questioned the generally accepted assumption on 
the sequence of the development of sabre-taches.771

Meanwhile, international research saw some significant changes as well. The increasingly more 
expansive study of Byzantine and early Muslim art did away with Strzygowski’s theory on travelling 
motifs.772 Riegl’s earlier ideas came more and more into the forefront and the study of the connections 
of the artistic background of the Early Middle Ages to Late Antiquity saw an increase.773 This change 
made its way into Hungarian research as late as the early 1990s. Csanád Bálint,774 followed by Ernő 
Marosi775 and Károly Mesterházy,776 reassessed the role of Strzygowski and Riegl and their theoretical 
impact on Hungarian research. It became clear that the assessment of early Hungarian remains in art 
history- despite some modification of details -  is still based on the approach of Pulszky and 
Strzygowski, as well as on the traditions of the László-school. Marosi’s works signaled the 
reconstruction of the assessment of the period and the deconstruction of the earlier, erroneous 
approach, and may become the foundation of a new synthesis in art history. He also pointed out 
that Gyula László’s ideas on the connection between art and religion are fundamentally wrong: the

770 ibidem 9.
771 Fettich (1942) 11-16; László (1943b) 21-22; idem (1944) 361-362; Dienes (1964b) 109-110; idem (1973) 183, 200-209; 

Fodor (1996a) 364. Marosi’s statements are supported by the only known ‘open-work’ sabre-tache. The open-work of the 
plate of Bana is secondary; the rough work in the middle was probably not executed by the primary goldsmith, who did 
not focus on the composition of the endless net (or cared only to place the hole for the bolt in the middle), and he did not 
place any mounts on the hole to prevent any tear and wear of the edges of the plate around the hole. A. Kiss-A. Bartha: 
Graves from the age of the Hungarian conquest at Bana. ActaArchHung 22 (1970) 221; Fodor (1996a) 363-364. Such a 
redesigning of the sabre-tache plate may signify various things: the crafter may not have worked for an order (then the 
motif would have been adapted to the open-work in the middle) or the plate decorated several sabre-taches over time. In 
this latter case the plate first decorated a traditional sabre-tache with the closing strap attached to the bottom of the cover 
plate connecting to the strap hanging from the sabre-tache. Fettich (1931) 56-57; Dienes (1973) 206; Révész (1996a) 145. 
Consequently, it cannot be proven that the sabre-tache of Bana ‘was probably crafted in the earlier 10lh century when 
these purses were still fashionable.’ Fodor (1996a) 364. For similar recent arguments see Révész (2001) 43.

In his later work, Marosi emphasized that the approach represented by archaeologists is also based largely on the 
Sempcrian theory, according to which ‘certain techniques and types in metallurgy may demonstrate a unified artistic 
practice’. Marosi (2002) 139; G. Semper: Tudomány, ipar és művészet [Science, industry and art]. Budapest 1980, 94-95. 
Based on the formal analysis of sabre-taches, he believed that their ‘ornaments are fundamentally reliefs, coming from 
metallurgy, and the flat varieties are only secondary’. Marosi (1997) 164. His arguments questioned the archaeological 
interpretation holding that Hungarian-like ornaments are missing from the steppe because these were made of, in the 
absence of precious metals, perishable materials that did not survive. 1. Erdélyi: Régészeti kiegészítések Kresz Mária 
tanulmányához [Archaeological supplements to Mária Kresz’s study], Ethnographia 89 (1978) 354-362, 358-359; Fodor 
(1996a) 34-35.

772 E. Diez: Zur Kritik Strzygowski. Kunst des Orients 4 (1963) 98-109.
773 Flemming (1969); R. Ettinghausen: From Byzanium to Sassanian Iran and the Islamic World. Three Modes of Artistic 

Influence. Leiden 1972; O. Grabar: The Formation of Islamic Art. New Haven 1973; E. Kilzinger: The Art of Byzantium 
and the Medieval West. Bloomington 1976; idem: Studies in Late Antique Byzantine and Medieval Western Art. Vol. I. 
London 2002, 371-617; Allen (1989); G. Noga-Banai: Workshop with Style: Minor Art in the Making. BZ 97 (2004) 
531-542. For a concise overview of these new approaches see Bálint (2004) 30-38, 317—327, 336—338.

774 Bálint (1995) 231-234.
772 Marosi (1996); idem (1997); idem (2002).
77íl Mesterházy (1997a).
777 Marosi (1996); idem (2002).
775 Marosi’s review of the Hungarian National Museum’s Milleccntcnnial exhibition on the Hungarians of the Conquest Period 

marks the starting point of the new, up-to-date approach in art history. In contrast to his previous opinion Marosi (1983) 7 - 
here he called attention to general aspects of the approach as well. He did not any longer accept the rank-signifying function 
of the objects found in graves and emphasized the role of burial rites in contradistinction to previous axioms, pointing out that 
the objects found in graves did not signal ‘the way the nobility of the Conquest Period actually outfitted themselves but the 
way they wished to look on the catafalque.’ idem (1997) 162. In contrast to earlier archaeological assumptions, he surmised 
that ‘the quantity of precious metals coming from graves is so small that we cannot accept that all booty was destroyed and 
all precious metal went into the melting pot of goldsmiths crafting sabre-taches.’
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‘representations’ appearing on the 10lh century art works do not manifest a formal representational art 
depicting systematic beliefs, since ‘[a]ll known works of art from the Conquest Period are ornaments! 
Only with the utmost arbitrariness -  and retrospective projection -  may we detect the image of the tree 
of life in the palmette motif (which, in fact, is not a floral «representation» but a scientific concept).’ 
For many, his question may have seemed shocking: ‘What kind of world view or cult is one that 
repeats its elements by the hundreds on every metal button, on the weaponry, and even on the horse- 
harnesses?’779

Based on surviving remains he pointed out that they are primarily of metallurgic origin, and their 
basic compositional element is not the palmette but often enough, the vine. He thought that in the 
formal analysis, compared to the system above, the composition where the net is made up by the 
greater leaves of the palmettos instead of vines, forming a concentric arrangement, is secondary. 
Another fundamentally new starting point is marked by his observation that we should look for the 
technical and ornamental models of larger, relief-type objects in cast mounts.780 From archaeology, 
Birgit Biihler’s article on palmettes and vine-decoration,781 Miklós Béla Szőke’s article on vine 
blossoms,782 and Csanád Bálint’s monography on the treasure of Nagyszentmiklós783 mark the first 
attempt at applying the conceptual framework of modern art history.784

779 ibidem 163.
780 ibidem 164. For a similar observation, see R. S. Orlov: Pivdennoruskij centr hudozhnoy metaloobrobki X st [A south 

Russian centre of the artistic metallurgy in the 10th century], ArhKiev 44 (1983) 42, 44.
781 Biihler (2000).
782 Szőke (2001).
783 Bálint (2004) 317-401, 436-444. His work examined the animal representations on 10th century Hungarian remains and 

could show that these representations can be often traced back to Byzantine antecedents. On the other hand, he showed 
what misconceptions and mistakes served as a basis for earlier assumptions on the mythological background of these 
animal representations, ibidem 135-145, 327-328. Following his analysis, it seems that no concrete content may be 
linked to any remains from the 10lh century featuring animal representations. It also becomes possible to hypothesize that 
these representations are merely the part of the range of types characteristic of 10th century metallurgy. In other words, 
they show the kind of moulds and drawing skills the crafters had and how they could copy or adopt elements from other 
ranges of types. Regarding early representations of people, Csanád Bálint opposed earlier opinions -  Fodor (1980b); idem 
(1994) 56-57 -  debating the role of such representations on early Hungarian remains. Bálint (2004) 140. He also pointed 
out that this kind of representation from the range of 10lh century remains is more related to the equine discs of the Late 
Avar Period than to the 10th century range of remains. Bálint (2004) 140, note 542. Besides the disc examined by Csanád 
Bálint, found in grave 83 of Sárrétudvari-Hizóföld -  Nepper (2002) I. 310, II. 257 -  another object with similar 
representation was found at the sites of Tiszasüly-Ehhalom -  Fodor (1980b) 206 -  and Hajdúszoboszló-Arkoshalom — 
Nepper (2002) I. 81-82, II. 72. These, however, cannot be considered generally common in the range of remains from the 
10th century, as Fodor pointed out. Fodor (1980b) 207-209; idem (1994) 57. The representations may be connected to the 
steppe territories -  L. V. Subbotin-I. T. Cernjakov: Bronzovye amuleti saltovo-majackoj kul’tury iz levoberez’ja Niznego 
Dunaja [Bronze amulets of the Saltovo-Mayaki culture from the left bank of the Lower-Danube]. In: A. V. Gudkova 
(ed.): Pamjatniki rimskogo i srednevekogo vremcni v Severo-Zapadnom Priéemomor’e. Kiev 1982, 160-168; Fodor 
(1994) 56-57 -  even though, as indicated by Bulgarian and Late Avar remains, based on Eastern European (mostly 
regarding the remains of Hajdúszoboszló -  Jotov (2004) 60 -  and local elements from the Carpathian Basin, they could 
appear in the material sporadically: Tiszaflired-Majoros grave 1275: E. Garam: Das awarenzeitliche Gräberfeld von 
Tiszafüred. Budapest 1995, 156, 324-328; Zamárdi grave 1773: E. Bárdos: Az avar kori öntött bronz korongok viselet 
szokásához a Zamárdi avar temető alapján. I. (Data to the Wearing Customs of the Cast Bronze Disks of the Avar Age on 
the Basis of the Findings of the Avar Graveyards at Zamárdi). SMK 12 (1998) 51, 56, 71, XIII. t. 1. In the case of horse 
representations, we must not neglect neither the parallels with Western Europe in the Early Middle Ages (as indicated 
already by Boulanger) from the 7th century -  M. C. Boulanger: Le Címedére franco-mérovingien et carolingien de 
Marchélepot (Somme): étude sur l’origine de Part barbare. Paris 1909, 168-169; D. Renner-Volbach: Die 
druchbrochenen Zierscheiben der Merowingerzeit. Mainz 1970, 37; F. Valiét: The Golden Age of Merovingian 
Archaeology. In: K. R. Brown-D. Kidd-C. T. Little (eds): From Attila to Charlemagne. Arts of Early Medieval period in 
The Metropolitan Museum of Art. New York 1997, 12-27, 18; P. Pirin: Aspects of Late Merovingian Costume in the 
Morgan Collection. In: ibidem 242-267, 258-259 — nor its Byzantian models (representations of victorious emperors) — 
On the Frontiers of Byzantium. In: ibidem 120-131, 121; Bálint (2004) 361-363.

784 According to Miklós Béla Szőke’s position on the appearance of the vine blossom: ‘scheint soviel gesichert, dass wir bei 
der Herausbildung der awarischen Rankenblume nicht mit der Möglichkeit aus nur einer Richtung eintreffender Einflüsse, 
wie etwa direkt chinesischer oder byzantinischer, oder vielleicht postsassanidischer oder arabischer zu rechnen haben.
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At the same time when traditional archaeological typology made its way to the forefront, the 
Carpathian connections between post-iconoclasm Byzantine culture and Carolingian material culture 
also received focused attention.783 It is becoming more and more evident that the decorations 
appearing on the Hungarian remains from the 10th century are connected to the ornamental art 
following the traditions o f antiquity and not to the Iranian figurative style.786 Several further problems 
remain unsolved, however, calling for a new collaboration between the two social sciences.787 The 
study of what influenced Hungarian metallurgy in the 10th century and where these influences came 
from (Byzantium, the Carolingian Empire, Italy, Moravia, or autochthonous Carpathian elements of 
the steppe),788 and of what strata we may infer from these influences (copying-adaptation- 
integration)789 has not yet been completed. Another problem waiting to be solved is to find out in what 
forms these assumed influenced appeared on the objects of the Carpathian Basin in the 10th century 
(pictorial motifs-uses o f materials-range of types-style)790 and how unique or common these 
influences were.791 The number of questions is increased by the problem of the role of Hungarian arts 
at the time: whether it was only receptive of influences or whether it also served as an intermediate in 
transmitting these influences to neighboring territories. Yet another question is to find out when the 
palmette motif of late antiquity792 described by Riegl appeared on early Hungarian remains and where 
and how it got integrated into that artistic framework. The meticulous and cogent exposition-based on 
the available range of remains-of these questions is a task shared by both art history and archaeology.

7. Limitations and possibilities. The difficulties o f the interpretation 
o f 10'h century remains

The study of the archaeological remains of the 10th century reached a turning-point in the last decade. 
Many of the old assumptions have been proven to be false on the basis of recent, correct excavations 
and the examination o f the continuously published material. A scientific paradigm shift after the 
regime change also contributed to the reinterpretation of old questions and answers. While in the 
previous sections on the history of research I tried to follow these processes, in this one I would like to 
review the most important ones of those that determine the current directions of research.

Diese Vorbilder und/oder zeitgenössischen Motive mögen in komplexerer Art und Weise als Spiegelung allgemeinerer 
Tendenzen in der awarischen Kunst gegenwärtig gewesen sein.’ Szőke (2001) 123. His Statement may be of strong 
influence beyond Avar art on the study of early Hungarian remains.

785 It was Csanád Bálint who first called attention to the connections of Byzantine culture to the Carpathian Basin in the 10lh 
century in his dissertation for candidate's degree defended in 1976. Bálint (1991) 98-120. Later the question was 
exhaustively discussed in Mesterházy (1990b); idem (1991); idem (1993); idem (1994b). Regarding the connection 
between Carolingian material culture and the Carpathian Basin see Giesler (1981); idem (1997); I. Fraenkel-Schoorl: 
Carolingian Jewellery with Plant Ornament. ROB 28 (1978) 345-397; Lennartsson (1997-1998); Biihler (2000); Szőke 
(2001) 116, 123.

786 Marosi (1997) 164; Mesterházy (1997a); Bálint (2004) 35-36.
787 This collaboration still remained unforced, and consequently, the research also features rejection and negligence of the 

other scientific field -  Fodor (2001) 228 -  as well as the uncritical acceptance of the results coming from the other field. 
T. Wehli: A honfoglaláskor művészeti hagyatéka [Art heritage of the Conquest period]. In: G. Galavics-E. Marosi-A. 
Mikó-T. Wehli: Magyar művészet a kezdetektől 1800-ig. Budapest 2001, 12-16.

788 Szőke (2001) 116, 122.
789 Bálint (2004) 336-338.
790 I. Siede: Fortwirken der Antike in der ottonischen Kunst. In: A. Wieczorek-H-M. Hinz (hrsg.): Europas Mitte um 1000. 

Band 1. Stuttgart 2000, 55-61.
791 Szőke (2001) 117, 123.
792 Riegl (1893).
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7.1. The elaboration o f  chronology

The primary task of the specialists of Conquest Period material is the establishment of the most 
exact possible chronology. The exact dating of objects and assemblages is an essential condition of 
all kinds of evaluation and correlation with historical aspects. A more exact dating may also help us 
determine when the ‘classic’ palmette-decorated material group emerged, which graves/cemeteries 
belong to the earliest horizon of finds, and hopefully what the processes of cultural change in the 
10th century were like. The methods used, however, can have a fundamental impact on the result of 
the research.793

7.1.1. The dating value o f objects. The role o f coins from graves and typology

Dating methods have recently been reviewed in a few studies.794 Based on the difficulties these 
revealed, it seems that we have to be much more careful during the use of traditional archaeological 
dating methods. Dating with coins, horizons and analogies raises many problems -  inherent in the 
material -  the solution of which seems to be far away.

One of the most urgent problems is that of ‘narrow’ dating with coins, in connection of which the 
often quoted, but never analyzed problem of double dating is the most pertinent. The usability of coins 
in dating is constrained by the demonstrable fact that often a considerable time, even decades, may 
elapse between minting and the burial of the coin. The inaccuracy of ‘narrow’ dating may be 
exacerbated by the secondary use of coins, e.g. as ornaments.795 Despite these difficulties, there are 
scholars still today, who assume that some of the coins found in a grave were buried fairly soon after 
minting, within a decade.796 The opposing view, however, is getting much stronger, suggesting that 
25-30 years, or even more, could elapse between minting and deposition in a grave.797

Another important aspect might be the evaluation of the relationship of the coins with the 
assemblage to be dated.798 The coin under study, just like any other object from the grave, can be 
examined from other aspects than the problem of double dating as well. Each and every object, as 
Heiko Steuer pointed out, has a period of manufacture and a period of circulation (Umlaufszeitraum). 
A time span can also be connected to the owner of the object, from their birth till their death 
(Lebenszeit). A point in time can be assigned to the acquisition of a certain object, somewhere at an 
unknown point within the life-span of the owner (Erwerbungszeitpunkt). It is the interplay of these 
four factors, which determine whether the object can in fact be used for a more exact, ‘narrow’ dating 
(Fig. I).7"

Steuer’s model illustrates well how the establishment of the date of the manufacture of an object is 
not enough to date exactly the grave, which included the object. In many cases we cannot even 
determine today, how much time elapsed between the acquisition of the object and the time of the death 
of the owner. These circumstances make it clear that we cannot assume that by simply adding a decade 
or two to the date of the minting of the coins we receive the date of the burial. Exact dating is not 
enabled only by the knowledge of coins and the absolute chronology provided by them, the relative

77J Bálint (1995) 241.
794 Kovács (1989); Bálint (1995) 241 -262; Knstó (1997).
795 Kovács (2004).
796 In Károly Mesterházy’s opinion: ‘Aufgrund der oben genannten Gesichtspunkte kann man jedoch annehmen, daß die 

Münzen ziemlich früh, spätestens im Jahrzent nach dem Tode des Münzherrschers, ins Grab gelegt wurden. So weist die 
Zeit nach der Prägung der östlichen Münzen sowie nach dem Tod des Münzherrschers der westlichen Münzen auf die 
Zeit der Bestattung hin.’ Mesterházy (1994a) 47-48.

797 Kristö (1997) 238-239; Kovács (1988).
798 Langó (2004) 85-87.
799 H. Steuer: Bemerkungen zur Chronologie der Merowingerzeit. Studien zur Sachsenforschung 1 (1977) 379-402.
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Fig 1. Factors and their combinations determining the dating value of a given object (after Steuer [1977])

chronology of the other grave-goods is important as well. The dominant trend of Hungarian research 
in the second half of the 20th century was unfavourable for typological studies. As a consequence, we 
are still at the beginning of this type of work, only a few object types have been fully collected and 
analyzed in this respect in the past decade,800 and in the case of many objects we still have to rely on

800 At the present state of research, the study of the following object types has begun: trapezoid stirrups with shoulder and 
stirrups with knobbed neck -  Mesterházy (1981); Kovács (1986a) stirrups with flat sole and arching shank -  Révész 
(1999a) 273-282 lyre-shaped belt-buckles -  Révész (1987); Wolf (2004) rattles -  Kovács (1988) 149-151, 153, note 32 

swords -  Bakay (1965); Kovács (1990); idem (1994-1995) - , spears -  L. Kovács: A honfoglaló magyarok lándzsái és 
lándzsástemetkezésük (Die Lanzen der landnehmenden Ungarn und ihre Lanzenbestattung). Alba Regia 11 (1970) 81-108 
axes with shaft support, axes -  Kovács (1986a) 102-110; idem (1989) 169-173 S-terminated hair-rings -  Kralovánszky 
(1959); Giesler (1981) 113—116 -, cylindrical beads — L. Kovács: Kora Árpád-kori temetőrészlet Dabas (Gyón)-Paphegyen 
(Früharpadenzeitlicher Gräberfeldtcil in Dabas/Gyón/-Paphegy). StComit 17 (1985) 380-382 - , beads of cameol and rock- 
crystal -  Langó (2004) 87—93, 101-108 - , crescent-shaped pendants -  A. Kralovánszky: Adatok a Kárpát-medencei X-XI. 
századi félhold alakú csüngök kérdéséhez (Beitrag zur Problematik der halbmondförmige Anhänger aus dem 10.-11. Jh. im 
Karpatenbecken). ArchErt 86 (1959) 76-82 - ,  simple crosses -  Zs. Lovag: Bronze Pektoralkreuze aus der Arpadenzeit. 
ActaArchHung 32 (1980) 363 -372; Langö-Türk (2004) 386-403, 429-432 - , caftan mounts, dress mounts with pendants -  
Bálint (1991) 123-132 - ,  press-forged rhomboid dress mounts -  Langó (2000b) 302-303 —, Moravian decorative buttons — 
K. Mesterházy: Großmährische Zierknöpfe in altungarischen Grabfunden. In: A. Avenarius-Z. Sevcíková (eds): Slovensko a 
Európsky juhovychod. Medzikultúrne vzt’ahy a kontexty. Bratislava 1999, 223-249 - , earrings with a pendant of a row of 
beads -  Révész (1988) —, Kievan-Volhynian type grapelike earrings -  Mesterházy (1994a) 211-230 - ,  bracelets with animal 
heads -  Kovács (1994) 1 16—138 -, wire and twisted bracelets -  Szabó (1978-1979) 62-67; Langó (2000a) -, closed plate 
rings with flaring, shield-shaped head and pentagram and bird representation -  Keszi (1999) —, so-called runiform rings -  
Szőke-Vándor (1987) 68—73 - , trapezoid buckles with strap-loop -  Mesterházy (1990b) 87-92; Langó-Türk (2004)
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Béla Szőke’s 40-year-old synthesis. Based on the object types analyzed according to typo- 
chronological methods, however, we cannot accept the hypercritical approach either, which suggests 
that coins are completely unreliable in terms of dating and should be ignored.801 In the case of these 
remains, namely, as demonstrated by László Kovács’ works, west European, Arabic and Byzantine 
coins must be evaluated differently.802 According to the analyses carried out by László Kovács, it 
seems that Italian, German and French coins, acquired as booty during the campaigns, enable a more 
accurate dating than the Arabic dirhams acquired through trade.803 Similarly inaccurate is the date 
provided by the Byzantine solidus and follis, these could be the testimonies of both the campaigns and 
trade relationships.804 A number of exemplars, however, warn us that money circulation did not stop 
after the campaigns.805 The use of these coins did not stop at the change of mlers, they remained in 
circulation.806 In a fortunate case, however, the grave contains more than just a coin, or is not isolated 
or part of a cemetery without grave-goods, and the typo-chronological analysis of the other finds may 
provide an opportunity for a more exact dating. In the case of coins, another known and important 
factor is use-wear. The date of worn coins, used for a long time, sometimes as ornaments, can at best 
be used as terminus post quern,807 but in the case of coins in mint condition, a more exact dating is 
usually considered to be possible.808

To sum it up: it seems that opposed to previous practices, we cannot rely solely on chronological fix 
points provided by coins,809 the typo-chronological study of other objects and the evaluation of the 
circumstances of the acquisition of these objects by the deceased are also important.810 The latter, of 
course, is extremely uncertain -  if not impossible -  counselling prudence with regard to absolute dates.

The exact dating of graves is exacerbated by the fact that in lack of typo-chronological studies, we 
do not know whether the spread of certain types was continuous or discontinuous, whether it took a 
shorter or longer time. The use of a certain objects could start and end earlier than in other regions, 
and the differences between various communities could include one of this kind as well. Another 
question, often ignored, is to what extent we can at all draw conclusions about the date of a grave 
based on the objects found in it.811 With the help of the distribution of the object types and their

377-385, 421-428 - , sabre-tache plates, sabre-taches decorated with mounts, easily accessible quivers, belts with mounts, 
horse-harness fittings — Révész (1996a) 46-185; idem (2001) 55-69 —, southeast European earring types, buckles, rings -  
Mesterházy (1990b); idem (1991)-, needle-cases -  Révész (2000) 15—18 - , clay cauldrons — Takács (1986)—, woodworking 
implement -  Kovács (1981) 88-100 - , sickles -  idem (1994) 108-111.

801 Kristó (1997) 238-239.
802 Kovács (1988); Wem (1989).
803 Bálint (1981). According to the analysis of the hoard of Máramaros, it seems that coins minted in the first third of the 10lh 

century remained in use for much longer, during the second half of the century as well. This hoard also warns us that 
perhaps -  in an extreme case all the dirhams found in the Carpathian Basin could designate the trade route of a single 
merchant in possession of such a treasure, or could have come from the booty of one such campaign. See Fomin-Kovács 
(1987); Rispling (1982-1984). Although this is highly unlikely, the composition of hoards found east of the Carpathian 
Basin suggests that this group of finds can hardly help in accurate dating. See Brother (1995-96).

804 Bálint (1968) 72; Langó (2004) 85-86.
805 Langó (2004) 85-86, note 17.
81,6 For extreme examples see Bálint (1981) 106-107. The situation is similar in Eastern Europe, in connection with the solidi 

minted by Constantine V Copronymus (760-775), which remained in circulation for a long period, and were placed into 
graves only after a considerable time. J. Werner: Zur Zeitstellung der altkroatischen Grabfunde von Biskupija-Crkvina 
(Marienkirche). In: Schild von Steier 15/16. Graz 1978 79, 227-237.

807 Kovács (1989) 107-120, 129-134, 139-145, 156-162.
808 Révész (1996a) 188.
809 Révész (1998) 525-527.
810 As stated by László Kovács in connection with graves including coins: ‘Eine genauere relative Chronologie der 

Landnahmezeit kann alleine mit Hilfe des Materials der Gräber mit Münzbeigaben nicht erarbeitet werden. Diese 
Aufgabe kann man neben der besonders sorgfältigen Bearbeitung der Bestattungen mit Münzbeigaben -  mit der 
Analyse des gemeinsamen Vorkommens der Gegenstände der authentischen münzlosen Gräber (deren Anzahl die vorigen 
mehrmals übertrifft) lösen.’ L. Kovács: Über den Datierungswert der landnahmezeitlichen Münzen. MittArchlnst 14 
(1985) 177-194, 185.

811 Keszi (2000) 450-451; Steuer (1982) 73-94.
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analysis together with the other finds they were found associated with, through hard work we may be 
able to create a relative chronological scheme, with which we may determine the position of a given 
grave with more accuracy than today (Fig. 2).'sl2

p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  r e c o v e r y

g r a v e  n u m b e r s  w ith in  a  c e m e t e r y  

o b j e c t  t y p e s  o f  th e  g iv e n  p e r i o d

Fig. 2. The probability of the recovery of certain object types is graves (after Keszi [2000])

7.1.2. Statistical dating methods

The use of typological sequences for dating was the basis of 19th century research. Contextual 
seriation, used first by Flinders Petrie, and frequency seriation, used in American archaeology,812 813 
appeared rather late in the archaeological research of the Conquest Period. The use of cluster analysis 
spread mostly in the analysis of human skeletal remains, it was rarely applied to the study of the 
archaeological material.814 815

Jochen Giesler was the first, who, during the study of the material, applied seriation to medieval 
remains,813 and was followed by Milan Hannuliak816 and Zeljko Tomicic.817 In Hungary a version

812 Korbet (1980) 610-611.
813 Korbei (1980) 611; Renfrew-Bahn (1999) 167-118. On its application in medieval archaeology see C. K. Jensen-K. H. 

Nielsen: Burial Data and Correspondence Analysis. In: C. K. Jensen-K. H. Nielsen (eds): Burial & Society. The 
Chronological and Social Analysis of Archaeological Burial data. Aarhus 1997, 29-61; K. H. Nielsen: The Schism of 
Anglo-Saxon Chronology. In: «Jem 71-99.

814 Recent examples in medieval archaeology include the works of Florin Curta. F. Curta: Iron and potlatch: early medieval 
hoards of implements and weapons in Eastern Europe. AEMAe 10 (1998-1999) 15-62; idem (2001a) 213, 219, 247-275. 
The limits of the use of statistical methods were demonstrated by the comparison of the results of László Kovács and Imre 
Lengyel with regard to the Árpád Period cemetery of Szabolcs-Petőfí utca. See Kovács (1994) 173-175.

815 Giesler (1981) 38, 41-45, 55-56, 65-66, 69-73, 76-77, 81, 83, 138-141.
816 M. Hanuliak: Gräberfelder der slawischen Population im 10. Jahrhundert im Gebiet der Westslowakei. SlovArch 40 (1992)

243—308; M. Hanuliak: Maié Kosihy I. Pohrebisko z 10-11. storocia. Archeologicko-historické vyhodnotenie (Gräberfeld aus 
dem 10.-11. Jh. in Maié Kosihy). MatArchSlov 12 (1994) 66-72. For a critique of his results see Keszi (2000) 452.
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applied by Peter Stadler was adopted, which he developed for the study of Avar material.818 After him, 
a few scholars used it to establish the internal periodization of a cemetery819 or the chronological 
position an object type.821' The efficiency and usability of the application of the method is still debated. 
The chronological scheme worked out on the basis of these analyses was unconvincing, and since 
these attempts were not followed by others, the limitations and advantages of the method were never 
cleared.821 The evaluation of the specific analyses is made difficult by the deficiencies of typology. 
The difficulties pointed out by Tamás Keszi question not the reliability of the method, only the 
interpretability of the results received. It is clear from the research results so far that the material 
changed rather fast from a typological point of view, and the contingencies of the deposition of certain 
types in graves immediately prevent the wide-spread use of the method.822 All these difficulties were 
already to be seen after Jochen Giesler’s work.823

Thus, dating problems cannot yet be solved with this method. Were this a wider chronological 
horizon with a greater variability of material -  like in the Avar Period -  the situation would probably 
be different, and seriation would be a greater help in creating the relative chronological scheme.824

817 Tomicic (1991) 104-105, 117-118; idem (1992); idem: Ranosrednjovjekovno groblje Zvonimirovo - Veliko Polje, prinos 
piznavanju bjelobrdske kulture u podravskom dijelu Slavonije (Der frühmittelalterliche Friedhof Zvonimirovo - Veliko 
Polje, ein Beitrag zu den Erkentnissen über die Bjelobrdo-Kultur in der slawonischen Podravina). Prilozi 13-14 (1996- 
1997) [1999] 98-105.

818 P. Stadler: Archäologie am Computer: Awarische Chronologie mit Hilfe der Seriation von Grabkomplex. In: F. Daim 
(hrsg.): Reitervölker aus dem Osten. Hunnen + Awaren. Eisenstadt 1996, 456-461; Szalontai (1999).

819 Bende-Lörinczy (1997) 237, 285, Table 2.
820 P. Straub: A honfoglalás kori tegezcsontok időrendjéhez (Zur Chronologie der landnahmenzeitlichen Köcherknochen). 

MFMÉ-StudArch 5 (1999) 409^122.
821 Szalontai (1999); Cs. Szalontai: Észrevételek Keszi Tamás módszertani megjegyzéseivel kapcsolatban (Bemerkungen zur 

metodischen Kritik von Tamás Keszi). HMRK 2 (2000) 457-465; Keszi (2000). While Tamás Keszi pointed out the limits 
of the method with regard to cemetery analysis, Csaba Szalontai only reviewed its general possibilities, demonstrating its 
usability on a fictive material.

822 Péter Straub’s analysis of Conquest Period quiver bone plaques did not confirm the applicability of the method. He 
divided the material under study into three horizons, and suggested in many cases dates, which were not supported by the 
analysis of the given cemeteries. The grave with weapons from Mindszent-Koszorús-dűlő (grave 2), for example, was 
dated to the first third of the tenth century. See G. Csallány: Újabb honfoglaláskori leletek Szentes környékéről (Neuere 
Funde der ungarischen Landnahmezeit aus der Umgebung von Szentes). FolArch 3-4 (1941) 182-192. Based on the 
rather worn denarii of Hugo of Provence (926-931) and Lothar II (945-950), minted in Milan, from grave 3, however, 
the cemetery cannot be dated to the first third of the century, perhaps not even to the first half. Kovács (1989) 45. The 
early date of the grave is made even more doubtful due to the rectangular cast bronze belt-buckle with animal figures. 
This type appeared in the Conquest Period material in the second half of the century, earliest in the middle third of the 
10lh century. See A. Türk P. Tangó: Előzetes beszámoló a Szentes környékén 2002-ben végzett honfoglalás kori régészeti 
lelőhelyek hitelesítő feltárásairól [Preliminary report on the verifying excavations of Conquest Period sites near Szentes in 
2002], MKCsM (2003) 371, note 48, 383-385. Similarly to the finds of Mindszent, the traditional date (taking into 
consideration the internal topography and the context of the given grave) of other cemeteries differs as well (e.g. the 
graves of Piliny, Zsombó, Orosháza and Szered, all studied by Straub). When using seriation, the sequence of 22% of the 
graves differs from the traditional chronology, while in the case of 40%, the quiver bone plaques cannot be dated by 
traditional methods at all due to the lack of further information. Straub dated the quiver flap from Nyáregyház- 
Pusztapótharaszti (MNM, inv. nr. 22.1935.7) to the beginning of the 10lh century, but based on the rather fragmentary 
material delivered to the museum, such a conclusion is rather risky. See Langó (2000b) 313, note 53. Consequently, we 
may establish that this method -  at the present state of typological research -  is less reliable than traditional dating.

823 Despite the fact that László Kovács’ criticism was aimed not against the method, but against his results. Kovács (1985a) 
218-219.

824 Daim (1987); P. Straub: Avar kori tegezdíszítő csontlemezek. Motívumtipológia és kronológia (Awarenzeitliche Beinplatten als 
Verzierungen von Köchern. Typologie der Motive und Chronologie). StudArch 3 (1997) 117-151; Cs. Balogh: Az avar kori 
préselt lemezes boglárok (Die awarenzeitliche gepreßten blechernen Agraffen). StudArch 6 (2000) 219-235.
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7.1.3. Stratigraphy

The most obvious possibility of archaeologists for dating is observing stratigraphy.825 The formation of 
layers and the study of the vertical and horizontal layers of a given feature is a fundamental aspect of 
the excavation of multilayer sites. During the analysis of the chronological problems of Conquest 
Period cemeteries, the importance of this method might not be obvious. The education of stratigraphic 
aspects is important in archaeological training, and their application during excavation cannot pose a 
problem. Furthermore, Conquest Period cemeteries usually have single layer features, and the 
complexity of stratigraphy does not pose any difficulties for the excavators.

Although its use does not solve the questions of the internal periodization of the material, it may 
disprove certain false assumptions that try to synchronize within a wider horizon chronologically 
unconnected archaeological phenomena, c.g. in the case of the interpretation of the 10th century grave 
of Zemplén and its context,826 or the argumentation of ‘continuous Hungarian-Avar cemeteries’ 
brought up in support of the theory of the dual-conquest.827

7.1.4. Scientific dating methods

Willard Libby’s 1949 announcement started a new era in archaeological research.828 The possibility of 
absolute dating changed fundamentally the methodology of many research areas and became the basis 
and source of a new archaeological paradigm.829 The possibilities provided by the method have had an 
impact not only on prehistoric archaeology, but medieval archaeology as well, including the research 
on the 10th century. This has become an increasingly important factor in the formation of the 
chronological scheme, despite the small number of results.830 Although the number of measurements is 
not more than ten, they play an important role in a few studies written on chronological problems.831 
Archaeological interest in the method was enhanced when a historian compared the known 
radiocarbon dates with the results of typo-chronology. In the argumentation of Katalin Vályi, and later 
Gyula Kristó, the scientific date of a grave of the Late Avar Period cemetery at Dunacséb,832 and the 
radiocarbon date of the Conquest Period grave of Opusztaszcr-Kiszner-tanya played an important role. 
Both data were significantly different from previous views. After this, new measurements followed 
from the Avar, Conquest and Árpád Periods, most recently from a rich grave found within 
Gnadendorf,833 whose radiocarbon date differs again from the one suggested on the basis of traditional 
methods (Fig. 3).834 8

8~5 E. C. Harris: Principles of Archaeological Stratigraphy. London 1979, 31-99.
826 Nándor Fcttich connected the grave of an armed man in kurgan 4 and the much earlier cremations surrounding the 10lh 

century grave. N. Fettich: Válasz a zempléni fejedelmi sírlelet ügyében az Archaeologiai Értesítő 93, 1966, 278-283. o. 
megjelent hozzászólásokra [Reply to the comments regarding the princely burial finds from Zemplén], ArchÉrt 96 (1969) 
112; Budinsky-Kricka-Fettich (1973) 118—120. During the debate, István Bóna pointed out the importance of the 
stratigraphy of the various archaeological features and the conclusions that may be drawn from them. See Bóna (1966) 
281; idem (1969) 115.

827 Bóna (1996b) 39-40.
828 Aitken (1990) 56-75; Bowman (1990); C. Renfrew: A civilizáció előtt. A radiokarbon-forradalom és Európa őstörténete 

(Before Civilization). Budapest 1995,272-286.
829 One of the greatest significance of radiocarbon dating was that it created a possibility for the joint study of the material of 

geographically distant areas through the synchronization of their remains, which was impossible before.
830 Kristó (1997) 252-253; Horváth (2004) 154.
831 K. Vályi: Honfoglalás kori sírok Szeren, 1973 (Megjegyzések a terület korai történetéhez) (Landnahmezeitliche Gräber in 

Szer 1973 (Angaben zur frühen Geschichte des Gebietes)). In: G. Lőrinczy (ed.): A kőkortól a középkorig. Szeged 1994, 
387-403; Kristó (1997) 252-253; Révész ( 1997a) 184, note 34; idem {1998) 526-527; Bende et at. (2002) 368-370.

832 Bálint (1989a) 186.
833 E. Lauermann: Ein landnahmezeitliches Reitergrab aus Gnadendorf. Archäologie Österreich 11 (2000) 2. 34-35.
834 Horváth (2004) 154.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of radiocarbon dates from graves and the minting dates of coins found in those graves
(after Bende-Lőrinczy-Türk [1997] 369)

Before the short evaluation of these results, we have to return briefly to the method itself, to its 
possibilities and limitations.835 The absolute dating ability of the radiocarbon method is beyond doubt, 
but we have to keep in mind that the calibration of the results does not provide absolute dates.836 We 
have to take into consideration that the fall of the calibration curve in some periods is too 
disadvantageous to consider the results as calendar dates. The dating is further exacerbated by the 
inherent inaccuracy of the method. 1 sigma dates give the age of the find with a 68% probability, 
while 2 sigma dates with a 95% probability (Fig. 4).

The above picture illustrates the most important problems of radiocarbon dating. Calibration gives 
in many cases such a large time-span that it can hardly be used for exact dating in the period under 
study here, and then we have not even considered the calibration curve in the given period, its ability 
for absolute dating.

In the case of the dates given in the table, we can see that the time of the minting of the coins did 
not always fall in the sigma 1 range. The 2 sigma range, however, provided such a long time-span (in 
these cases the time of the minting of the coin always fell within this range) that it did not contradict 
the results of typo-chronological dating.837 Such a late date for the Late Avar Period grave of 
Dunacséb is still unexplainable. The interpretation of this result, however, falls in a different category, 
if it is compared with the measurements of Peter Stadler made on skeletons from the Early and Middle 
Avar Periods.838 Among the four samples from the Avar cemetery of Székkutas-Kápolnadülő only one 
‘could be approximately correct’.839 Among the other ones, one showed a 200 year difference 
compared to the traditional archaeological date,840 and the two other samples also show a significant 
discrepancy, even if not as large as in the case of the first. The difficulties of the dating were explained 
by Peter Stadler by a horizontal stretch in the calibration curve, which enables more results.841 If the

835 Bowman (1990) 37-41; Ait ken (1990) 76-119; Renfrew-Bahn (1999) 130-138.
836 J. Klein-J. C. Lerman-P. E. Damon-E. K. Ralph: Calibration of Radiocarbon Dates: Tables based on the consensus data 

of the Workshop on Calibrating the Radiocarbon Time Scale. Radiocarbon 24 (1982) 103-150.
837 Révész (1998) 527; Bende el al. (2002) 528. The only exception is the above-mentioned find from Gnadendorf, but the 

results cannot be interpreted before the full publication of the assemblage and its analysis.
838 Stadler (2003).
839 Stadler (2003) 302.
840 This large discrepancy was explained by Peter Stadler by the mix-up of samples or faulty sampling. Stadler (2003) 302. 

Although the cemetery did include Sarmatian graves -  B. Nagy (2003) 13 —, in the case of grave 8, where the sample 
came from, the excavator did not mention any Sarmatian remains. B. Nagy (2003) 17. According to the grave-goods, the 
grave of an older woman buried with a bronze cross plate and that of a child of Inf. 1 age count as the most outstanding 
burials of the cemeteiy. Of course, it is possible that there was a mistake during sampling, but this could only be 
confirmed by the examination of a new, secure sample from the grave.

841 Stadler (2003) 302, 304.
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finds of the 7th-8th centuries can be dated with the radiocarbon method only with such uncertainty in 
the case of a grave securely dated by its grave-goods, then the usability of the dating of the grave of 
Dunacséb, undoubtedly dated to the 8th century by traditional methods, in the establishment of 
absolute chronology is questionable.

Hajnalka Hcrold’s recent research also raised doubts about the applicability of the method in the 
dating of 8th—10th century finds. The dates of the samples from the site of Örménykút 54 showed 
significant deviations in all cases from the chronology worked out by the scholar on the basis of 
pottery typology. This deviation was in all cases more than hundred years.842

The limits of the applicability and possibilities of the dating method have not been defined yet, since 
-  in accordance with the principle of ‘one date, no date’ -  we cannot decide the issue on the basis of 
10-20 measurements. Calibrated results suggest that László Révész’ carefully chosen words arc right: 
radiocarbon measurements ‘will not make the dating of 10th—11th century finds significantly easier’.843

842 H. Herold: Die frühmittelalterliche Siedlung von Örménykút 54. Teil I. VAH 14 (2004) 112-115.
843 Révész (1998) 527.
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7.2. Generations and horizons

The archaeological remains connected to the conquering Hungarians have been divided into horizons by 
the research with the help of traditional typo-chronological methods. The demand to define the graves of 
the earliest Hungarians, and through them the material culture of the earliest material of the conquering 
Hungarians, through the comparison of the antiquities of the Carpathian Basin with those of the steppe 
appeared already in the 19th century. This aim has been with us until the most recent times.844

The target, however, was defined much earlier than the criteria on the basis of which these horizons 
could be distinguished and the group of the earliest graves could be established. In the beginning, all 
graves with weapons and horse burial were considered early, later on the material was divided into 
chronological groups and defined as the remains of the first, second and third generation.845 Based on 
these groupings, however, it is not certain, according to what criteria were one find or another placed 
in the material of these ‘generations’. Indeed, it remains questionable what the concept o f ‘generation’ 
means in the archaeology of the Conquest Period.

The spread of the term can be traced back to the usage of Gyula Szekfíi,846 and was used first in 
archaeology by Gyula László, who connected it with his model of the extended family.847 László 
placed the cemeteries he examined into an ethnographic context, and as a consequence he -  seemingly 
— used the concept of generation entrenched in ethnographic research, but without defining it. This 
concept o f ‘generation’ became increasingly popular in archaeological research.

The terminological problems were exacerbated by the use of the term in physical anthropology, 
which has, however, an entrenched and widely accepted definition848 (similarly, the concept of the 
biometric ‘generation interval’ is axiomatic849). The ethnographic definition of the term is also 
different from the one used in the archaeology of the 10th century, still this is the closest one.850 
Archaeology, however, did not use ethnography’s concept of relative ‘generations’ -  which has age at 
its basis851 — but tries to accommodate to the conceptual system of modern administration, when it 
uniforms the concepts it uses.852 This is how an -  only verbally defined -  terminology was formed in 
archaeology, which uses ‘generation’ in the sense of a not exactly defined horizon, a 33 year long 
period.

Most recently two scholars made an attempt to give a definition to, and interpret, the concept of 
‘generation’.853 While Károly Mesterházy used only the term ‘first generation’ to describe the earliest

844 Bálint (1975); Bálint (1989b); Bóna (2000) 9-28, 96-98; Erdélyi (1977); idem (1986) 18-54; Fodor (1982); idem (1992); 
idem (1994); Kürti (1996) 158-161; Mesterházy (1990a); idem (1994b).

845 Dienes (1973) 196; Bálint (1975) 59, note 60; Fodor (1980a); Kovács (1981) 90; Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988) 385; K. 
Mesterházy: Nemzetiségi szervezet és az osztályviszonyok kialakulása a honfoglaló magyarságnál [Clan organisation and 
the emergence of class relations among the conquering Hungarians]. Budapest 1980, 144-147; idem (1994a).

846 Gy. Szekfü: Három nemzedék és ami utána következik [Three generations and what follows], Budapest 1934.
847 László (1944) 166-225.
848 In the physical anthropology of historical periods, generation means life-expectancy at birth (ex° value), which is around 

30 years in the 10lh century according to cemetery analyses. See Gy. Acsádi-J. Nemeskéri: History of Human Life Span 
and Mortality. Budapest 1970, 308-309.

849 Biometry gives the following definition to generation interval: ‘This is the difference between the same stages of the 
development of two consecutive generations (T). E.g. the average age of parents at the birth of their offspring who are 
going to be the parents of the next generation.’ A. Jánossy-T. Muraközy-G. Aradszky (eds): Biometriai értelmező szótár 
[Dictionary of biometrics]. Budapest 1966, 137.

850 According to the ethnographic definition, a generation is ‘the sum of people who are in the same phase of their lives in the 
same period’. Németh (1980) 274.

851 In ethnography, the age between 0-6 is childhood, 6-12 is later childhood, 12-17 is puberty, 17-25 is youth, 25—35 is 
early adulthood, 35-60 is active adulthood, while above 60 is old age. Németh (1980) 275.

852 The term ‘generation’ is not used in the conceptual structure of public administration, and the connection with the 
archaeological concept can be observed not in this regard, but in connection with the definition of uniform age-groups 
with regard to administrative aspects (school-going age, recruit age), which depend not on average age, internal social 
organization, or mental maturity, but exclusively the year of birth.

853 Mesterházy (1994a) 28; Révész (1998) 525.
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group of the Hungarians of the Carpathian Basin,854 László Révész used the concept of the ‘first, 
second and third generation’ of a given cemetery to define the ‘first’ and ‘second generation’ of the 
eastern immigrant group.855 The starting point of both views is the interpretation of the definition of 
the ‘first generation’. The first definition is wider (everyone who had been born in Etelköz, but died in 
the Carpathian Basin), the second is less inclusive (those who were born and grown up in Etelköz, but 
died in the Carpathian Basin). These two definitions also differ from earlier, informal usages because 
of the fact that they did not want to accommodate to one of the similar definitions entrenched in 
anthropology, biometry, ethnography or administrative practice.

A clear definition of the concept is made more difficult by the static nature of archaeology as well. 
It is namely impossible that only ‘one generation’ participated in the conquest, whose graves can be 
characterized with a clearly defined time interval. In fact, the migration involved people of all age- 
groups, whether old, young or infant.

The problems, however, were not caused only by the problems of the definition of the concept of 
generation. The use of the supposedly well-defined term was associated with a practice, through which 
the concept of generation was blended with the results of relative chronology. In many cases, research 
covertly identified the ‘first generation’ with the material dated to the first third of the 10th century, the 
‘second generation’ with the finds of subsequent decades, and so on. In this case, scholars blended two 
distinct conceptual frameworks, one of relative chronology and one of a structure connected to the 
phases of human life. This mixture has caused numerous insoluble problems and false explanations. 
Through mixed argumentation two distinct, static systems were accommodated that have no 
correlation whatsoever.856

To some extent, the results of Imre László’s serogenctic research and archaeological studies seem 
to be compatible,857 as demonstrated by Kornél Bakay’s and László Kovács’ research. Kovács studied 
the cemetery of commoners excavated in Szabolcs-Pctőfi utca and compared the archaeological 
conclusions based on the stratigraphy of the burials and typo-chronology with the relative chronology 
based on Imre Lengyel’s method (with the help of a decomposition index).858 According to the results, 
it seems that Lengyel’s method can be correlated with the definition of longer periods or horizons in 
the archaeological material, but shows already significant discrepancies when compared to the much 
finer periodization within a cemetery.859 Thus, the two systems seem to be incompatible, which leads 
us back to the problem of distinguishing between generations within a cemetery. The results of the 
decomposition analyses by Imre Lengyel enabled only a rude and rather uncertain, tripartite division. 
The more exact study of consanguine relationships will be possible only if modem biological research

854 ‘Unter der ersten Generation der Landnehmer verstehe ich diejenige, die noch in Etelköz geboren ist und in der ersten 
Hälfte, vor allem aber in dem ersten Drittel des 10. Jahrhunderts in der neuen Heimat beigesetzt wurde.’ Mesterházy 
(1994a) 28.

855 László Révész considered it possible to distinguish between generations in the cemetery of Karos primarily on the basis of 
Imre Lengyel’s chemical examinations: ‘The members of a «backwards open» generation bom somewhere else, but 
buried here, a second generation born and buried here, and a «forwards open» generation bom here, but buried 
somewhere else, the latter obviously including only persons deceased in infans or juvenilis age, were buried in this place. 
Thus, the first generation of the conquerors was made up by people, who had been bom, and perhaps become a youngster, 
east of the Carpathians (this is important, since those who were buried as adults, could acquire the jewellery, dress 
ornaments, weapons and status insignia they were buried with earliest in early adulthood), but were already buried in their 
new homeland.’ Révész (1998) 525. A similar division was accepted by László Kovács as well, following Lengyel: 
Kovács (1994) 167.

856 Mesterházy (1994a).
857 Different biological studies (e.g. serogenctic or physical anthropological) provide different possibilities for the 

reconstruction of the same source material, as pointed out by Imre Lengyel in a letter quoted by Kovács (1994) 173-174.
858 I. Lengyel: Ergebnisse der Laboruntersuchungen menschlicher Knochenüberreste aus dem früharpadenzeitlichen 

Gräberfeld von Szabolcs. In: Kovács ( 1994) 183-213.
859 Kovács (1994) 172-175. The examination of the cemetery of Szob by Koméi Bakay and Imre Lengyel had similar results. 

K. Bakay: A X-XI. századi magyar köznép temetkezési rendjének egyik változata (Eine Variante der Bestattungsordnung 
des ungarischen gemeinen Volkes in den 10. und 11. Jahrhundert). SMK 2 (1975) 23-47. See also Révész (1998) 
524-525.
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(based on ancient DNA) enables the definition and examination of autosomal markers, which can 
establish consanguinity with much more precision than previous methods.

To conclude, the use of the concept of generation illustrates well that generally used terms often 
need reanalysis and clarification. Their exact definition is necessary not for the sake of clarity and 
uniform usage, but also to avoid their becoming the basis of mixed argumentations.

7.2.1 The problem o f the earliest remains

As mentioned above several times, a definition of the material remains of the group arriving to its new 
settlement area was attempted with the help of early written sources. For a long time, archaeologists 
believed to identify in almost all the graves with horse burial and horse-harness persons who had taken 
part in the conquest. Later on, due to Nándor Fettich’s influence, the remains of the so called "sabre
tache plate circle' were thought to characterize the material of the previous settlement area, which 
would have been used for a while even in the Carpathian Basin*011. Research has by now surpassed 
Fettich’s concept, and many -  István Dienes,860 861 * 863 864 István Fodor,8- Csanád Bálint.80' László Révész.804 
Béla Kürti865 -  have dealt with object types separated as "early’ among 10th century assemblages. Most 
recently, two reviews have been written, whose aim was the typo-chronological definition of the 
earliest phase of the 10th century material: one by Mcchtild Schulze-Dörrlamm,866 * the other by Károly 
Mesterház}'.807

Mcchtild Schulze-Dörrlamm is an authoritative figure of German research on the Early Middle 
Ages. Fler summaries of, and studies about, the remains of this period are of greatest importance.868 
She also dealt with the remains of the conquering Hungarians in a number of studies.869 870 She was the 
first to describe the impact of the 10th century Hungarian conquest on Europe and to provide a review 
of how the 10th century finds of the Carpathian Basin can be integrated into west European research.871 
These studies created an opportunity for the scholars of countries not directly involved in the research 
of the Carpathian Basin to joint the study and interpretation of its material. Her results were not 
influenced by the earlier opinions of Hungarian archaeologists, she could ignore the assumptions of

860 Fettich (1933) 381-383, 387-389; idem (1937) 23-26.
861 Dienes (1964a) 90-91, 108-110; idem (1973) 208-209; idem (1978) 24.
802 7. Fodor: Honfoglalás kori régészetünk néhány őstörténeti vonatkozásáról (Über einige frühgeschichtliche Beziehungen 

unserer landnahmezeitlichen Archäologie). FolArch 24 (1973) 159-176; I. Fodor: Honfoglaláskori művészetünk iráni 
kapcsolatainak kérdéséhez. A sóshartyáni korongpár (On tire problem of the Influence of Iranian art upon Hungarian art 
in tire conquest period ( 10th century)). ArchÉrl 100 (1973) 32—41; idem (1980b); idem (1994)

863 Bálint (1975); idem (1989b).
864 Révész ( 1996a) 103-104; idem (1998).
865 Kürti (1996).
800 Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988).
s“7 Mesterházy (1994a).
8t>8 The most important ones are M. Schulze-Dörrlamm: Die Kaiserkrone Konrads II. (1024-1039) Eine archäologische 

Untersuchung zu Alter und Herkunft der Reichskrone. Sigmaringen 1992; idem: Der Mainzer Schatz der Kaiserin Agnes 
aus dem mittleren 11. Jahrhundert neues ntersuchungen zum sogenannten „Gisella-Schmusk” Sigmaringen 1992; idem 
(1993); idem: Das Reichsschwert. Sigmaringen 1995; idem: Herkunft und Funktion der dreizipfligen Geweihbehälter des 
frühen und hohen Mittelalters. JRGZM 48 (2001) |2004] 529-557; idem: Der rekonstruierte Beinkasten von Essen- 
Werden. Reliquiar und mutmaßlicher Tragaltar des Hl. Liudger aus dem späten 8. Jahrhundert. JRGZM 49 (2002) 12004] 
281-363; idem (2002b).

869 Schulze (1984); Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988); Kl. Scliulze-Dörrlamm: Juwelen der Kaiserin Theophanu. Ottonoscher 
Schmuck im Spiegel zeitgenössischer Buchmalerei. AKorr 19 (1989) 415^122; idem (1993); idem (2002a).

870 Her 1988 study follows the train of thought of her earlier work -  Schulze (1984) which drew attention to the 10th 
century Hungarian finds from Apés-les-Corps and through them the contemporary military campaigns of the Hungarians 
-  J. Szarka: A kalandozó magyarok temetkezéseiről (Die Bestattungen der Ungarn im 10. Jahrhundert). StudArch 9 
(2003) 297-307 -  and to the question how this was reflected in the material. For recent reviews of the issue see Schulze-
Dörrlamm (2002a); Kovács (1996); idem: A kalandozások hadművészete és zsákmányának régészeti emlékei (Die 
Kriegskunst der ungarischen Streifzüge und die archäologischen Denkmäler ihrer Beute). In: L. Kredics (ed.): Válaszúton 
pogányság -  kereszténység. Kelet -  Nyugat. Konferencia a X-XI. század kérdéseiről. Veszprém 2000, 23-37.
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authoritative Hungarian scholars and could consider only the published results. Her method also 
differed from that generally used by Hungarian research: she considered none of the historical theories 
conclusive and used exclusively archaeological sources. She tried to create a relative chronological 
scheme and define the early object types. She compared the object types of the Carpathian Basin with 
the similar remains of the wider steppe region and analyzed the correlations assumed between them. 
Due to her method, her conclusions were irreconcilable with current Hungarian opinions. In her 
opinion, the finds of the 10th century can be divided into two phases: there is an earlier horizon, dated 
to the second half or last third of the 9th century (I.a), and a later one, dated to the first half of the 10th 
century (Lb). Within the early material, she distinguished four groups on the basis of their connections 
(A, B, C, D), located in different geographical regions. In her final evaluation, in which she used 
historical sources as well, she dated the beginning of Hungarian presence in the Carpathian Basin to 
the second half of the 9th century and tried to define the various ethnic components of the Hungarian 
conquest on the basis of the different find groups.871

Her results were accepted by a number of foreign scholars,872 while others opposed her.873 It seems, 
however, that Hungarian research ignored Schulze-Dörrlamm’s results for a long time. Only a few 
scholars dealt with her theses and used her results, and even they published their opinion only in 
Hungarian.874 The opinion of most Hungarian specialists was well reflected by the silence around the 
statements of the German researcher. A good example was a short off-hand rejection by István Bóna 
without even mentioning her name or the title of the article.875 876 A critical review of the arguments and 
results of the study has not yet been published by Hungarian research, and a correction of Mechtild 
Schulze-Dörrlamm’s errors and the review of her conclusions in the light of the most recent results arc 
still missing as well.87<’

The aim and scope o f this study prevent us from taking into account all the statements of these two 
scholars in detail, but we have to compare briefly their database, methods and results with the latest 
results of Hungarian research, and at the same time I will also review Károly Mesterházy’s results and 
method. (His results, on the other hand, were used and, if necessary, discussed by the archaeologists 
specializing in the study of this period.877)

871 Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988) 439-446.
872 Wolfram (2001) 130.
873 Vavrus (2002).
874 Many of Schulze-Dörrlamm’s preliminary results were accepted by a few Hungarian scholars. Kürti (1996) 161; K. 

Mesterházy: A magyar fejedelem és kísérete a 10. században (The reigning princess of Hungary and their retinue in the 
10lh century). Századok 129 (1995) 1045; Révész (1996a) 42, note 72, 104-105, lll,no te476 , 115, note 507. Only a few 
scholars criticized her results and methods, almost always in Hungarian. Kovács (1988) 168-172; idem (1989) 119, note 
626; Révész{ 1998) 523; idem (1999a) 281.

875 Bóna (2000) 18.
876 The silence of Hungarian research is all the more curious, since in this case they cannot say that the study was unavailable 

and remained unknown for the scholars. The volume is available in all larger libraries specializing in the field and 
Schulze-Dörrlamm’s work is part of the curriculum at the university. The scholar has put forward her views at numerous 
international conferences among them at an international symposium held in Budapest on the occasion of the 
Millecentennary. The counterarguments, however, were always -  with a few exception, see above -  presented verbally, 
never in writing. A contrasting example is known from Poland, where a new German interpretation of the ‘Gniezno 
question’ — J. Fried: Otto III und Boleslaw Chroby. Stuttgart 1989 -  immediately triggered a thorough debate. See J. 
Sterleczky: Niemecki glos o zjezdzie gnieznienskim [German reflections on the travel to Gniezno]. K.H 98 (1991) 1-18; 
G. Labuda: Der „Akt von Gnesen” vom Jahre 1000. Bericht über die Forschungsvorhaben und -  Ergebnisse. Questiones 
Medii Aevi Novae 5 (2000) 146-188. A similar case happened with regard to a new approach to early Slavic history, 
when a new interpretation of a Romanian-American scholar -  Curia 2001a -  was immediately confronted by an 
outstanding representative of the most involved Slovakian research. See G. Fusek: „Slawen” oder Slawen? Eine 
polemische Auseinandersetzung über eine wertvolle Monographie. SlovArch 52 (2004) 161-181.

877 Mesterházy’s study quickly became part of the Hungarian research canon, not only because it was published in Hungarian 
as well (1990a) and that he presented it in shorter or longer form at many fora, but also because it did not really contradict 
the earlier results of Hungarian research. See Révész (1998) 523-526.
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In her work, Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm tried to define the material of the early phase in the 
second half of the 9th century (I.a) on the basis of 27 object types. She found more than 60 burials that 
might be dated to this early period.

She classified the so called Geszteréd type belt-buckles among these early remains. By reviewing 
this type we can demonstrate easily the differences between Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm’s views and 
the results of Hungarian research -  developed in many cases due to the effect of the German scholar’s 
work. In the study, seven belt-buckles from the Carpathian Basin, eighteen from Russia and the 
Ukraine, and one from Scandinavia were assigned to this group. Despite the typological definition of 
the study (buckle plate and ring cast in one piece, with ‘elongated’, undecorated plaque), there are belt 
buckles in the collected material, which -  according to new typological observations -  cannot be 
included in the same group as the belt buckle of Geszteréd.S78 If we adhere to the more precise 
typological definition, then the number of buckles studied will decrease; if, however, we put aside this 
fine definition and include other buckles cast in one into this group,879 then the material under study 
can be expanded considerably -  with the help of new finds.880 In both cases the number of the finds

878 According to the typological definition, the buckles from graves 10, 16 and 21 of Kenézlő, cemetery I, and from graves 28 
of Kenézlő, cemetery II, cannot be assigned to the Geszteréd type. See Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988) 377—385, 451. She also 
mentioned the -  disturbed -  grave 3 of Kenézlő, cemetery 1, in connection with this group, but it did not contain such an 
object. The grave goods of the first three graves were discovered during ploughing and -  as established already by Jósa 
‘the grave goods of these three graves cannot be separated from each other any more’. Jósa (1914) 306. See also Révész 
(1987).

879 E.g. the 8th century buckle from Bakla — Kovalevskaya (1979) 37 -  referred to by Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm as well, 
which however cannot be connected to the Geszteréd type, since it has a knoblike strengthening between the plate and the 
ring, missing on the piece from Geszteréd, and is not included in the typological definition. Differences in size are also 
significant: the buckle from Bakla is considerably smaller than the ones from Geszteréd or Koroncó, and the buckle plate 
is not elongated either. The buckle from Bakla -  due to the strengthening observable on the plate -  is similar rather to the 
ones found in the Crimea than to the Geszteréd type. St t  Ajbabin (1977) 226, Ris. 1. 1-7, 227, Ris. 2. 1, 228, Ris. 3. 20, 
230, Ris. 4. 1. Close to the buckle of Bakla is a piece from grave 109 at Kiev -  Galimdzsán (1941); Karger (1958) 
172-175 -  also of the Geszteréd type, and from Keres -  Ajbabin (1977) 226, Ris. 6. The buckle of Keres can be identical 
with the piece mentioned by Kovalevskaya as from Keres. Kovalevskaya (1979) 37, Tab. 4. No. 98.

880 Among recent finds, the following pieces can be assigned to this type: grave 15, Debrecen-Józsa, Clara Zetkin utca: 
Nepper (2002) I. 32, II. 14; Izsák-Balázspuszta: H. Tóth (1976) 153; A. M Horváth'. Izsák-Balázspuszta. ln: I. Fodor L. 
Révész-M. Wolf (eds): The Ancient Hungarians. Exhibition Catalouge. Budapest 1996, 320; stray find from Karos, 
cemetery I: Révész (1996a) 15, 229; Karos, cemetery II, grave 10: ibidem 17, 232; grave 35: ibidem 22, 271; grave 52: 
ibidem 28, 309; stray finds from Karos, cemetery II: ibidem 32, 333; cemetery III, grave 11: ibidem 35, 343; Kenézlő, 
cemetery I, grave 11: Jósa (1914) 315; cemetery II, grave 31: Fettich (1931) 85, 87; Tuszér-Boszorkányhegy, grave 6: A. 
Jósa: Emlékek a honfoglalás korából (Cimetiére di IX-me et X-me siede du comté de Szabolcs). ArchErt 20 (1900) 
223-224; Révész (2000) 11-12; Istvánovits (2003) 236-237, 322-323; Pol’ny Kesov/Mezökeszi: A. Tocík: Matcriály k 
dejinám juzného Slovenska v 7.-14. Storocí (Materialien zur Geschichte der Südslowakei im 7.-14. Jahrhundert). 
StudZvest 28 (1992) 156-157 and Sal’a/Vágvecse-Homokbánya, grave 21: ibidem 124, 126, 130, both in Slovakia; 
Litoméficko in the Czech Republic: N. Profantová-M. Lutovsky: Staromad’arské nálezy z Cech (Altungarische Funde aus 
Böhmen). Sborník Spolecnosti Pfátel Starozitnosti 3 (1992) 3-16, esp. 8. Several similar pieces are known from Bulgaria 
as well: Skala: Jotov-Atanasov (1998) 107-108; Veliki Preslav: T. Totev: Proucvanija v grobishata na Preslav prez 1963 i 
1964 g. (Recherches dans le cimetiere de Preslav effectuees en 1963-et 1964). INM -  Sumen 5 (1972) 41-56, esp. 49; 
Stanilov (1995) 112—113. An exemplar from the Archaeological Museum of Varna -  with fin not removed after casting 
implies local manufacture. See Jotov-Pavlova (2004) 73. The buckle type is known from Russia as well: among the finds 
of Smolensk, kurgan 26: Astashova et al. (1996) 63-64, No. 422; comp. V. D. Sizov: Kurgani Smolenskoy gubemii. 
Gnezdovskiy mogilnik bliz Smolenska [Kurgans in Smolensk Province. The Gnezdovo cemetery near Smolensk]. MAR 
28 (1902) 85; among the finds of Gnezdovo, kurgan 160: V. V. Murasheva: Rekonstruktsiya oblika drevnerusskogo 
nabomogo poyasa X XI. vv. (Po materialam „druzhinikh” kurganov) [Reconstruction of an ancient Russian belt from the 
10th— 1 llh centuries]. TG1M 93 ( 1997) 71—78. On similar pieces from Russia see also Kovalevskaya (1979) 38, 46; Belavin 
(2000) 156. On the presence of this mount type in Central Asia see recently K. M. Baypakov-G. A. Ternovaya-A.M. 
Kamyshev: Pryazhki, raspredeliteli i oboymy iz kollekcii remennoy geraldicheskoy gamitury srednevekogo goroda 
Nevaket. Khabarlary Izvestiya 243 (2004) 109-129, esp. 113-114. In the central area of Byzantium. R. G. Davidson: The 
minor objects. Corinth. Results of excavations. Vol. 12. New Jersey 1952, 272, No. 2208. In its eastern peripheries: Allan 
(1982) 66, No. 36.
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changes significantly, through which information concerning the origin, date of use and distribution 
area can -  and in this case indeed does -  change.

On the basis of the typological criteria defined by Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm, only the rather 
different buckles of two sites remain in this type from her collection from the Carpathian Basin: the 
buckles of Gcszteréd and of the horse burial at Koroncó.881

The nearest parallel of the Koroncó buckles, however, is found not among the 9th century remains 
of the steppe, but among the finds of Kotovka, which were dated to the 10th—11th centuries already by 
Soviet/Russian research.882 The dating of the finds of Geszteréd is helped by the silver mounts with 
beaded edges found together with the belt,883 whose parallel was found in grave 61 of cemetery II at 
Karos and the cemetery at Bodrogszerdahely.884

Most of the pieces found outside the Carpathian Basin cannot be regarded as the predecessors of 
the pieces from the Carpathian Basin due to differences in size and shape.

The dating of the finds is also difficult, as pointed out by Jan Vavrus earlier.888 In many cases, the 
German scholar set off certain graves of the cemeteries, and dated them, without considering the 
archaeological context of the whole cemetery, earlier -  sometimes 50-100 years earlier -  than the 
graves dated by coins. This was her procedure with regard to the Geszteréd type buckle at the site of 
Kenézlő. She separated the two cemeteries: cemetery I was dated to the second half of the 9th century 
and cemetery II, on the basis of the Pestlőrinc type buckles, to the beginning of the 10th century.886 The 
connection between the two cemeteries still needs to be clarified, but the date recommended for the 
period of cemetery I by Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm was not supported by the coins of the grave 11, 
including a piece connected to Rudolph of Burgundy (922-926). The contemporaneous use of the two 
cemeteries is implied by a mount with similar age from cemetery II.887 On the basis of the coins found 
in grave 11 and the typological study of the smaller finds, cemetery I was still used in the middle of 
the 10th century.888

We have similar difficulties when examining the ‘Jumski type’ square shaped belt mounts with 
rectangular openwork in the lower part. This openwork, which was thought to originate from the 9th 
century (i.e. early) steppe,889 was used by Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm to prove that grave 9 (B) of 
cemetery 1 in Tiszacszlár-Bashalom-Fenyvcstábla, with 25 graves, is early.

New finds from Bulgaria and the central zone of Byzantium were mostly unpublished at the time of 
Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm’s study.8911 Recent studies examining the predecessors of the object type

On the predecessors of the buckle type sec N. Profantová: Awarische Funde aus den Gebieten nördlich der awarischen 
Siedlungsgrcnzen. In: F. Daim (hrsg.): Awaren Forschungen II. Wien 1992, 605-778; E. Garant: Funde byzantinischer 
Herkunft in der Awarenzeit vom Ende des 6. bis zum Ende des 7. Jahrhunderts. MAA 5 (2001) 91-94; and most recently 
Schulze-Dörrlamm (2002b) 170-184.

881 Lászlói 1943a) 13.
882 Kirpichnikov (1973) 28-29; Kroumova (2001).
8S3 L. Kiss: A geszterédi honfoglaláskori sírlelet (Der altungarische Grabfund von Geszteréd). Archaeologia Hungarica 24. 

Budapest 1938, 13; Révész (1996b) 80.
884 Strcda nad Bodrogom/Bodorgszerdahcly, grave 2: Erdélyi (1961) 20-24; idem (1995) 69-72; Fodor (1996a) 136-138; 

Karos, cemetery II, grave 61: Révész (1996a) 30, 115.
885 Vavrus (2002) 895-896.
886 Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988) 381—382. On the relationship of the two cemeteries see note 252.
887 Grave 37 of cemetery II at Kenézlő included three denars of Hugh of Provence and Lothar II, which their owners could 

have acquired earliest (931) in the middle third of the 10lh century: Kovács (1989) 36; Jósa (1914) 315; Fettich (1931) 89; 
László (1944) 146; Kovács (1989) 35-37.

888 Jósa (1 914) 315; Fettich (1 9 3 1 )  89; László (1 9 4 4 )  146; Kovács (1 9 8 9 ) 3 5 -3 7 ;  Langó (2 0 0 0 a ) 4 2 -4 4 .
887 Fodor (1980a) 18, note 6; Kovács (1981) 90, IOl"; Révész (1996a) 105. László Révész mistakenly assigned the finds of the 

grave fragment from Zsombó-Bábadűlő to this type, ibidem 105, note 433. The assemblage contained not cast rectangular 
silver mounts, but those cut out from a sheet, without rectangular openwork in its lower part. See G. Lőrinczy-Cs. Szalontai: 
Régészeti adatok Csongrád megye 6-11. századi településtörténetéhez. I. (Archäologische Beiträge zur Siedlungsgeschichtc 
des Komitats Csongrád im 6.-11. Jahrhundert). HOME 30 31 (1993) 2. 296, 315, XII. t. 3-9.

890 Slanilov (1995) 120-121. Pletnjov-Pavlova’s type 2 mounts: Pletnjov-Pavlova (1994-1995) 25-26, 119, 133-135, 
192-193. On previously known finds from this area see V. Antonova: Starobahlgarski kolanni ukrasi ot Okrahznija
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emphasized -  instead of the steppe origin -  the role of similar pieces from Late Antiquity891 -  already 
recognized by Béla Posta892 -  and demonstrated its presence in the 10th—11th centuries.892

When dating the grave of Tiszaeszlár, it is not only the assumed 9th century date of the belt mounts, 
which poses difficulties, but also the relationship between the grave and the rest of the burials,894 since 
based on the coins found in grave 13 (F), to north of grave 9, the former -  and indirectly the whole 
cemetery part -  cannot be earlier than 945.895 Should we accept Schulze-Dörrlamm’s dating of grave 9 
to the second half of the 9th century, or István Fodor’s dating to the first half of the 10th, these two 
graves of the cemetery, lying very close to each other within the cemetery, are separated from each 
other by a longer period.896 In this case it also becomes a question, how we should model a fully 
excavated cemetery like the one from Tiszaeszlár. Here no more than 25 graves were found (6 of them 
children’s grave): how can these graves be distributed in a 100, or even 50, year long time-span, and 
especially on what basis?

Such typological difficulties affect numerous other object types as well (e.g. Liada type earrings 
with bead-rows, Csorna type bridle-bits with cheek-pieces with D-shaped loop, Komárom type small, 
cast, heart-shaped pendants with beaded edges, Esztergom type stirmps, etc.),897 and the division of 
certain objects -  e.g. the separation of Kobani type sabres with scabbards with strap-plated loop from 
undccorated sabres or ones with other attachments was not supported by any arguments. Mechtild 
Schulzc-Dörlmann often used cross argumentation in her works, with the help of which she tried to 
support the -  in her opinion demonstrably 9th century -  date of an object type under study with the 
similar date of another type.898 Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm’s procedure assumed the existence of a

Istoriceski Muzej v Sumen (Altbulgarischer Gürtelschmuck im Historischen Bezirkmuseum Schumen). GMSB 12 (1986) 
49-54, Tabl. I—III.

891 M. Schmauder: Vielteilige Gürtelgarnituren des 6.-7. Jahrhunderts: Herkunft, Aufkommen und Trägerkreis. -  Composite 
belt-sets of the 6lh-7 th centuries: origin, distribution and use. In: F. Daim (hrsg.): Die Awaren am Rand der byzantinischen 
Welt. Studien zu Diplomatie, Handel und Technologietransfer im Frühmittelalter. Innsbruck 2000, 15-44; Bálint (2003). 
The distribution of the type in China and the difficulties of Schulze-Dörrlamm’s interpretations were pointed out already 
by Jan Vavrus: Vavrus (2002) 895-896. Comp. Bálint (2003) 108-110.

892 Posta (1905) 129-130.
893 The use of the type in the 10lh century is demonstrated by the assemblage of Sineglazovskih, kurgan 16, dated by a coin of 

Henry I -  N. A. Mazhitov: Nekotorye itogi i zadachi izucheniya srednevekovoy archeologii Juzhnogo Urala [Some results 
and tasks of the research of the medieval archaeology of the Southern Urals]. In: R. G. Kuzeev-V. A. Ivanov—A Ch. 
Psenicnjuk (eds): Problemy srenevekovoj archeologii Urala i Povolz’ja: Sbomik statej. Ufa 1986, 79 -  and the recently 
published similar finds of the cemetery of Ogurdin, which started in the 10lh century. P. Denisov-S. N. Korneyuk: 
Rekonstruktsiya kostyuma po materialam rozhdestvenskogo o Ogurdinskogo mogilnikov v X-XI vekov. [The 
reconstruction of costume on the basis of the material from the 10th—11th century cemeteries of Ogurdinsk and 
Rozhdestvensk], In: Arkheologiya i etnografiya Srednego Priuralya. 1 (2001) 122—137.

894 Dienes (1956) 245; Fodor (1996a) 185.
895 Beside a coin of Louis the Pious (814-840), another minted by Lothar II (945-950) was also found in the grave. See 

Kovács (1989) 69.
896 A similar dating problem was pointed out by Jan Vavrus; in connection with the belt mounts of grave 11 at 

Cerveník/Vágvörösvár. Vavrus (2000) 896. The cemetery, however, due to its partial excavation, was not the best 
counter-argument against Schulze-Dörrlamm’s views: grave 3 dated by a coin and grave 11 with the belt mount were 12 
m from each other. Tocik (1968) 17.

897 With regard to Esztergom type bridle-bits, László Révész made the following remark: ‘The main problem, among others, 
is that the eponymous bridle-bit from Esztergom cannot be classified as stirrup with flat tread, curved shanks and 
rectangular loop, but is a classic example of Carolingian-Norman stirrups with pronged shank. That Schulze-Dörrlmann 
did think of this type is supported by the fact that some of the listed analogues (Tiszaeszlár-Bashalom, cemetery I, grave 
3, Öttevény, Koroncó-Újtelep, Kenézlő-Fazekaszug, cemetery II, grave 45) do belong here, furthermore she handled 
Carolingian-Norman stirrups (Labdy and Balladoole types) as a separate category. Unfortunately, these methodological 
errors make M. Schulze-Dörrlmann’s conclusions unsuitable for consideration when examining the origin and chronology 
of the stirrup under study.’ Révész (1999a) 281-282.

898 With regard to Geszteréd type buckles, she emphasized that they appear associated with Sestovici type bridle-bits with 
cheek-pieces with D-shaped loops and sabre-tache plates. In the case of Liada type belt mounts with tendril-flower motifs 
and openwork in the lower part, she considered their association with rectangular belt mounts with square openwork in 
the lower part -  named after the site of Jumsk -  and Cernigov type sabre-tache flap mounts as determinant. In the case of
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closed group of finds, which, however, cannot stand close scrutiny. Among these object types of the 
Carpathian Basin -  all assumed to be of 9th century date -  only one (Balladoole) cannot be dated more 
precisely. This object type, namely, has not yet been found in association with coins -  which would 
provide a terminus post quern -  or other, more precisely datable objects, neither in a grave nor in 
another grave of the same phase of a cemetery. In all the other cases, the early date suggested by the 
German scholar -  as opposed to the 10th century dated accepted in Hungarian research -  is disputable. 
Her opinion is not supported by the data of smaller cemeteries, which she considers early (Tiszaeszlár- 
Bashalom, cemetery I, Kenézlő, cemeteries I and II, Csoma-Sülyhegy, Szered, cemetery I, Sárospatak - 
Bakshomok, Rakamaz-Strázsadomb). In these cases, she separated certain graves of the cemetery by 
dating them to the second half of the 9th century, often 50-100 years earlier than the other graves dated 
by coins.

It is, however, more important to emphasize the significance and impact of Schulze-Dörrlamm's 
work, since her mistakes were caused by -  beside the difficulties of using a literature available only in 
Hungarian899 -  the fact that she had an opportunity to study only a fraction of the material of the 
period -  and that mostly only from photos and drawings.900 Her results would have been different, had 
she access to the -  then unpublished -  new Hungarian and Bulgarian material that has only recently 
been published. All these difficulties were at least partly responsible for the erroneous typological 
definitions and the questionable conclusions they generated. Most certainly she would have modified 
her views -  according to which the Hungarian conquest can be divided into phases, and the first phase 
ended around 926901 -  had the review of her first study been published not at the same time of the 
publication of her second and not (only) in Hungarian.902

Hungarian research can think that Mcchtild Schulze-Dörrlamm’s conclusions are mistaken for 
many reasons, but some of her results, and especially her methodology, provided a model for the 
researchers of a period for how to take a step forward. She demonstrated simultaneously the 
importance of the study of typological groups -  promoted only by few in Hungarian research at that 
time -  and the significance of a wider geographical scope, reaching beyond the borders of the 
Carpathian Basin. Her work and aims are of greatest importance, since -  beside Jochen Gieslcr -  she 
was the first among west European scholars to turn towards the study of the archaeological remains of 
the Carpathian Basin in the 10th century -  considered for long as a ‘Hungarian internal affair’. Her

bead-row earrings with embossed sheet spheres -  defined on the basis of the material of the cemetery of Tankajevka -  or 
with beaded pendant, she emphasized their appearance together with Geszteréd type belt mounts and Minusinsk type 
bridle-bits with cheek-pieces, while the same earring type was supposed to demonstrate the earliness of animal shaped 
strap-ends. She also emphasized the relationship between Kiev type sabre-tache suspension strap mounts and Kobani type 
sabres, and their association with small, cast, heart-shaped belt mounts with beaded edges -  separated on the basis of the 
material from Komárom.

In tire case of sabres with plated suspension loops, she considered it an important argument for their early date that they 
were found in association with Geszteréd type buckles, Kenézlő type animal-shaped strap-ends, mounts with tendril-and- 
flower motif and openwork hi the lower part, heart shaped belt mounts closed by bead row decoration, Kiev type sabre
tache suspension strap mounts and Eperjeske type tasseled mounts. (In this case it is important to note that while the 
scholar suggested an early date for Kiev type sabre-tache suspension strap mounts on tire basis of their association in 
some graves with Kobani type sabres, in tire case of these sabres she argued for a 9th century date invoking their 
association with Kiev type sabre-tache suspension strap mounts. This procedure does not abide by tire rule of fonnál 
logic.)

In tire case of the Sestovci type, she considered important its occurrence with sabre-tache plates and Balladoole type 
stirrups with knobbed neck. During the examination of golden funerary masks and Epeijeske type mounts she emphasized 
the dating role of Kobani type sabres. In connection with crescent shaped mounts decorated with beads on their sides and 
tire Cerdini types, she argued with the presence of Junrsk type belt mounts. In the case of Csorna type horse-bits, she 
emphasized their association with Kiev type mounts and Balladoole type stirrups, while in tire case of tire latter their joint 
occurrence with Csorna type horse-bits (modus tolens)!

899 In certain cases she took overtire mistakes of Hungarian research as well. See Kovács (1988) 170.
900 Révész (1999a) 281.
901 Schulze (1984) 501-505.
902 Kovács (1988) 168-172.
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studies demonstrated how rich the material of the period is, and that the study of its west and north 
European and Byzantine connections is inevitable for students of other areas (especially 9th—10th 
century Europe, Byzantium and the steppe).

Beside Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm’s study, another synthesis was written as well on the 
separation of the early material. Károly Mesterházy’s study903 has since then become an organic part 
of Hungarian research, his results and the criticisms of his opinions demonstrate the impact of his 
work.904 Similarly to Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm, he also tried to identify the earliest material on the 
basis of steppe analogues.905 He defined all object types early, whose eastern analogues could be found 
in the steppe area, and examined their context and associations in the Carpathian Basin to expand the 
list of ‘early’ finds. He examined graves with coins as well and assigned the burials containing early 
10th century dirhams, ‘Rex Berengar’ and ‘Imperator Berengar’ coins to this early horizon. He also 
included in this group those graves, which contained other west European or Byzantine coins minted 
in the first three decades of the 10th century. Accordingly, he thought to have found the remains of the 
first conquerors at 85 sites.906 His results were reviewed in detail by László Révész,907 who concluded 
that ‘it seems to be another untenable hypothesis that those belt mounts would be the earliest remains 
of the conquering population, which have eastern analogies. Such antecedents can be demonstrated for 
all the more frequent belt mount types.’908 Károly Mesterházy’s conclusions, however, are 
questionable not only on the basis of the study of the belt mounts of the Carpathian Basin, his 
methodology also poses numerous problems.

The problems of the concept ‘generation’, which he used as well, have already been reviewed, and 
the difficulties of mixed argumentation have already been analyzed.909 Connecting material from the 
steppe with that of the Carpathian Basin is further complicated by a purely archaeological 
methodological problem. The question is, what kind of a relationship can be assumed between two -  
geographically very distant -  similar (although rarely identical) objects? Can we simply presume that 
the eastern analogues are earlier than, and contemporary with, the 10th century material of the 
Carpathian Basin? What kind of connections can we reconstruct between these assemblages with 
archaeological means, and what is their orientation?

If we take into account these possibilities, we have to go beyond Károly Mesterházy’s explanations 
favouring the cast and consider the possibility that certain object types might have spread from the 
west (the Carpathian Basin) to the east, or the objects of both the Carpathian Basin and the steppe and 
forest steppe zone had their origin in a third area. When examining certain types, beside searching for 
analogies, we cannot ignore -  as shown by the previous analysis -  the various ways in which these 
objects ended up deposited in a grave, their connections with other objects of the grave, and the 
internal chronology of the cemetery. Such a multi-faceted approach shows that it is by no means 
obvious that all types with eastern analogues should be dated to the early phase.910

903 Mesterházy  (1990a); idem (1994a).
904 Bálint (1994) 46; Révész (1996a) 126-133; idem (1997a) 221; idem (1998).
905 On the eastern analogies of the objects studied by Károly Mesterházy see also Bálint (1985); idem (1989b).
906 Mesterházy (1994a) 54. In the Hungarian version of the study more, 87, sites were listed in this group. See idem (1990a) 

246, 271. In the German version, the sites of Pusztabukova and Dunaszekcső were left out, see idem (1990a) 239; idem 
(1994a) 31.

907 His thorough review exempts me from an examination of the object types studied by Károly Mesterházy.
908 Révész (1996a) 131.
909 The connection between toponyms, archaeological remains and Slavic place-names known from much later sources is 

problematic. The relationship presented in the study is based on the assumption that Árpád Period toponyms are attached 
to communities living there continuously since the 10,h— 11,h centuries. According to this assumption, the continuity of 
these communities meant the continuity of the toponyms as well, and these names -  according to another assumption 
carry information on the earlier linguistic state of these communities. These uncertain data are then compared to the 
10lh— 11<h century material remains of the given area, since according to the previously assumption, the population is 
already given. The question is: what is the evidence for these assumed continuities, and what conclusions can be drawn 
from a toponym about the linguistic state of a community that lived in a certain place, at a certain time?

910 For good examples see Révész (1998) 525-526.
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Károly Mesterházy’s synthesis drew attention again to the small number of analogues of the 
10th— 11th century archaeological material of the Carpathian Basin east of this area. These objects 
display no relationship with the finds of the so-called ‘Saltovo-Mayaki culture’ (in the area of which 
the earlier settlement areas of the Hungarians arc located), but rather with the archaeological remains 
of the forest steppe region.411

The two syntheses reviewed above are characterized by a retrospective approach: they examine the 
east European archaeological finds starting from the material of the Carpathian Basin and try to find 
connections between them. Both works -  despite some of the questionable argumentation -  are of 
fundamental importance for research. By using a typological approach -  previously emphasized and 
applied by only a few scholars -  and placing the 9th—10lh century archaeological remains into a wider 
network of connections, they contributed significantly to our knowledge. One of the reasons for their 
questionable conclusions was the retrospective method itself. Archaeological research has for long 
assumed the validity of this approach, even after Isván Bóna -  the most authoritative figure of 
Hungarian research on the Early Middle Ages — warned about the problems of such a method in 
connection with the archaeological horizons of the Carpathian Basin.911 912 Later on, Csanád Bálint, when 
reviewing the archaeological material of the early Hungarians, interpreted Bóna’s observation to mean 
that the material culture of the population arriving to the Caipathian Basin at the end of the 9th century 
took shape, and then became varied, locally.913 After this, a revision of this approach is inevitable.

7.2.2. Linear and retrospective approaches in the study o f  the earliest material

The study of the pre-conquest period has been characterized from the beginning by two approaches.914 
One was the linear approach, used mainly in linguistics: its proponents used the proto-language to 
localize the homeland, then through the study of loanwords and linguistic changes they tried to 
establish the stations of the migration of the people. Those archaeologists, who used this approach in 
their works, basically built their theories on linguistic hypotheses. The various periods of linguistic 
change were given absolute dates -  usually with the help of glottochronology915 -  while linguistic 
palaeontology helped localize the area.916 Then the archaeological material of the given area in the 
given period was identified with the archaeological culture of the given language family (according to 
this approach: people). The problems of the approach were pointed out by recent linguistic models, 
and the uncertainties of the linguistic background weakened fundamentally the archaeological 
assumptions built on them, since the weaknesses of both glottochronology and linguistic 
palaeontology prevent them from providing absolute dates and geographical localizations.917 The 
difficulties of the archaeological application of this approach were demonstrated by David Clarke. 
Clarke demonstrated through an anthropological example that a linguistic community is not 
necessarily identifiable with a group of people who identify themselves as belonging to the same 
people, and an archaeological culture cannot be directly equated with cither.918

The other, still influential, approach is the already mentioned retrospective method. According to 
this view, the cultural state of every community contains elements pointing to the past, with the help 
of which the roots of the given culture can be traced. This line of thinking was used — since 
Romanticism -  both by archaeology and ethnography. Due to the impact of positivism -  by equating 
folk culture with an original cultural state -  the approach changed, and assumed that a community -

911 Révész (1998) 526.
912 Bóna (1979).
913 Bálint ( 1994) 45.
914 These two approaches in Hungary were first described from an archaeological point of view by Gyula László: László 

(1955) 39-40.
912 On glottochronology see Renfrew-Bahn (1999) 118; Vékony (2002) 91-102.
916 László (1971) 40-76; idem (1981) 32-59, 89; Vékony (2002) 131-168.
917 Dixon (1997).
918 D. L. Clarke: Analytical Archaeology. London 19782, 3 72-3 74.
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regardless of space and time -  can be described with the help of the permanent elements of its material 
culture. A fundamental critique of this view was carried out in ethnography and archaeology alike,919 it 
is, however, still influential in the research on early Hungarians,920 despite the demonstrated 
difficulties.921 Béla Kürti still thought that it was incorrect to assume that ‘since the archaeological 
remains (material culture) of the eastern populations that migrated into the Carpathian Basin changed 
in their new home, the search for their eastern roots is hindered by great -  if you want, methodological 
-  difficulties. Without disputing the correctness of the above criticisms, I would still like to put 
forward two thoughts that may support the view that such a procedure is indeed possible. However 
fast this cultural change may be, it is inconceivable that the conquering Hungarians dropped their 
weapons, horse harness and jewellery at the entrance of the arch of the Carpathians, changed them to 
new ones and rode through the pass carrying those into the new home -  of which at that time they did 
not even know that it was going to be their permanent settlement area. We also need not assume that 
they changed their burial rites from one day to another, since it was the same community, which 
buried its dead on both the eastern and western side, before and after the conquest. Consequently, 
there is a possibility that the eastern analogues of the implements, dress ornaments, etc. of the first few 
generations may be found and the pre-conquest settlement area of our ancestors may be identified.’922 

Béla Kürti’s argumentation emphasized the speed of the process of the Hungarian conquest, 
according to this view it was the migration and the arrival of the new population in the Carpathian 
Basin, which triggered the formation of a new material culture, some elements of which could be 
similar to those found in the previous settlement area. Consequently, the earliest horizon of finds in the 
Carpathian Basin must be similar to the latest in Etelköz. As research has shown, however, such a 
correspondence is very rare between the two areas.923 In the case of existing similarities, many factors 
suggest that in many cases the early (9th century) date of the eastern exemplars is uncertain and these 
elements made their appearance simultaneously -  during the 10th century -  in the Carpathian Basin 
and the eastern areas. The synchronous emergence of these types makes the 9th century date of 
assemblage like kurgan 1 grave 7, kurgan 12 grave 9 and kurgan 28 grave 2 of Kalinovka 
questionable.924 What proves the temporal primacy of these finds compared to 10th century graves in 
the Carpathian Basin? In the case of burials wc should not ignore Heiko Steuer’s model (Fig. 1), or the 
fact that many object types spread in large areas as traded goods and prestige items, or simply as 
phenomena of fashion, and they were present in the territory of political units (states, tribal alliances), 
regardless of ethnicity and cultural situation, which had hostile relationships.925

The failure of search for analogues on the basis of similar finds was described by István Bóna the 
following way: ‘the failure of Hungarian archaeology looking for 9th century Hungarians was caused 
by thinking in terms of finds’,926 since on the basis of the presence of similar finds, ‘Proto-Hungarians’ 
could be located in an area of ‘half a continent’927 However, he — similarly to István Fodor928 and Béla 
Kürti -  did not exclude the possibility of the application of the retrospective method. In his opinion,
‘[t]he focus on objects must be abandoned, instead we should study elements that really reflect ethnic

919 Bálint (1994). From an international point of view see Brother (2004).
920 Good examples are Erdélyi (1977); Fodor (1994); idem (1997).
921 The most detailed review of these difficulties can be found in Csanád Bálint’s studies: Bálint (1994); idem (1996); idem (1997).
922 Kürti ( 1996) 160.
923 Bóna (1979); Bálint (1985); idem (1989b); idem (1994); idem (1996); Fodor (1994); Révész (1998).
924 Kürti (1996) 158-160.
925 This was pointed out in Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm’s analysis as well (2002), in which the German scholar suggested 

that the appearance of 5 lh- 7 lh century Byzantine belt buckles in a given area was caused not by personal relationships, nor 
were they diplomatic gifts. Their distributions implies the existence of a trade network, which served fashion demands. 
On the issue with regard to 10th century material see Fodor (1994) 51-63. On diplomatic gifts see R. Cromack: But is it 
art? In: J. Shepard-S. Franklin (eds): Byzantine Diplomacy. London 1992, 219-236; A. Muthesius: Silken diplomacy. In: 
idem 237-248; J. Lowden: The luxury book as diplomatic gift. In: idem 249-260.

926 Bóna (2000) 18.
9-7 ibidem 19.
928 Fodor (1994) 51.
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characteristics, like burial rites and elements of dressing, weaponry, etc.’929 Unfortunately, in the 
known steppe material no cemetery has been found that could be identified with the Hungarians of 
Etelköz, when taking into account all the above criteria.

In an early study, István Bóna thought that the mode and internal order of burial rites might be 
traced back to the cemeteries of the eastern settlement areas of the Hungarians.930 Many previous 
studies, however, do not give grounds for such optimism. Research considered for long horse burials 
in 10th century graves o f the Carpathian Basin as an ethnically specific element of burial rites.9’1 
Csanád Bálint’s controversial review, and later István Fodor’s and E. P. Kazakov’s studies, 
demonstrated that the rite of partial horse burial is not connected exclusively to Hungarians. The 
custom was wide-spread already before the 9th century, and was not abandoned in the area even after 
the Hungarian conquest.934 The form and orientation of the graves are also not such unique phenomena 
that could help with the identification of the predecessors of 10lh century cemeteries.935 With regard to 
similarities of burial order, the model reconstructed by Gyula László -  extended families in the case of 
Hungarians -  is untenable even in the Carpathian Basin.936 In the case of the cemeteries of nuclear 
families and of ‘military retinue’, recent research has shown that north and west European medieval 
analogies must be taken into consideration as well.937 In this light it seems that there is no clearly 
described element of burial rites characteristic for the Hungarians, with the help of which the 
cemeteries of the early Hungarians in the steppe could be identified.938

Similar general theories in connection with weaponry have also been put forward both with regard 
to the Carpathian Basin and the steppe. The differences between the two areas939 have mostly 
chronological reasons, since the weapons of the 10th century Carpathian Basin were usually compared 
to 8th-9 th century weapons of the steppe. The weapons of the 10th century steppe were similar to the 
ones of the Carpathian Basin.940 The similarity of the contemporary weapons, the manufacture and

929 Bóna (2000) 19; idem ( 1996b) 23-25.
930 idem (1996b) 25. He also raised the possibility of the study of trepanation in this respect. The presence of this custom in 

eastern and Bulgarian material, and its attestation in the Avar Period and 9th century material of the Carpathian Basin 
suggest that this practice should not be regarded as an ethnic characteristics. Fóíhi et al. (2001). See also note 581.

931 Bálint (1969); Fodor (1994) 62.
932 On the debate see Bálint (1969) 113; idem: Pogrebcnija s konem u vengrov v IX-X vv [Horse burials of the Hungarians in 

the 9th— 10lh centuries]. In: A. K. Ambroz-I. Erdcli (cds): Problemy archeologii i drevnej istorii ugrov. Moskva 1972, 
176-188, 304-305, 184; Cs. Bálint: A honfoglaláskor [The Conquest Period] In: P. Hajdú-Gy. Kristó-A. Róna-Tas 
(eds): Bevezetés a magyar őstörténet kutatásának forrásaiba 1:1. Budapest 1976, 144-145; Fodor (1977) 104-105; Dienes 
(1978) 111; Bálint (1994) 44—45.

933 Fodor (1977) 104-105; E. P. Kazakov: O kulte konya v srednevekovykh pamyatnikakh Evrazii. In: L. A. Khindina (ed.): 
Zapadnaya Sibir v epokhu srednevekovya. Tomsk 1984, 99-110.

934 Ivanov—Garustovic (1994); Garustovic-Ivanov (2001) 66—95.
935 ibidem
936 László (1944) 166-225; idem (1950). Comp. Révész (1991); Bóna (1997a) 352-354; Fodor (2001) 191-201.
937 Mesterházy (1996b) 776-793; Bóna (1997a) 354-358; A. Burzier: Archäologische Beiträge zum Nobilifízierungsprozess 

in der jüngeren Merowingerzeit. Kallmiinz 2000, 109-113, 132-138.
938 On Contemporary east European burial rites see -  among others -  Bliefeld (1977); S. A. Pletneva: Stepi Evrazii v epokhu 

srednevekovya [The Eurasian steppe in the Middle Ages], ASSSR. Moskva 1981, 75-77; R. F. Voronina: Pogrebalniy 
obryad srednechninskoy mordvy VIII—XI. vv (The burial rite of Mordva on the middle Tsna river [VIII-XI een.]). RA 
(1993) 3. 68-81; Ivanov-Garustovic (1994).

939 Bálint (1994) 41-46; idem (1996) 943-944. Csanád Bálint emphasized that ‘the stirrups of the Hungarians show 
connections not with the Saltovo ones with straight tread, but the ones with curving treads used by the Petchenegs as well, 
and the same is true for the straight Saltovo and curving Petcheneg sabres, and the differences and similarities between 
Hungarian and Petcheneg horse harness.’ Bálint (1994) 45. László Révész pointed out that ‘Saltovo and Hungarian 
Conquest Period weapons differ from each other in almost all of their elements, except for a few axes: Saltovo three- 
edged arrowheads, quivers without iron stiffeners and sabres with straight or slightly curving edge (where the hilt is a 
straight continuation of the blade) stand against the flat arrowheads, quivers with iron stiffeners and sabres with curving 
edge and edgewards curving hilt of the Hungarians.’ Révész (1998) 527-528.

940 Kirpichnikov (1966); Fodor (1981); Kovács (1986b); Bálint (1994); /. L. Izmaylov: Vooruzheniye i voyennoye dclo 
naseleniya Bolzhskoy Bulgarin X nachala XIII v. [Weapons and implements of war of the Volga Bulghar population
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shape of the arrowheads, the shape of the axes and sabres cannot again be regarded as elements 
specific for ethnic groups, they rather reflect the general level of warfare.941 The cut of clothing cannot 
be exactly reconstructed on the basis of observed phenomena of burial,942 thus the examination of 
‘characteristic elements of costume’ remains limited to the study of the position and analogies of these 
assemblages. In connection with the comparison of these assemblages we may also ask: in what does 
it differ from the discredited method of ‘thinking in terms of finds’?

Unfortunately, only few cemeteries with closed assemblages -  containing comparative material for 
the 10th century remains of the Carpathian Basin -  have so far been published from the steppe, which 
could contribute to more detailed studies and help explain the eastern elements of the new 
archaeological material of the Carpathian Basin.943 The connections of the contemporary cemeteries of 
the Northeast Carpathians and Moldavia -  always followed with attention by Hungarian research -  
have shown that although the analogues of the 10th century material are present here, the eastern flanks 
of the Carpathians show already considerable differences when compared to the Carpathian Basin.944

The investigation towards the east -  just like the definition of the chronological phases of the 10lh 
century material of the Carpathian Basin -  is a function of the more concise analysis of the remains of 
the Carpathian Basin -  urged by many scholars -  and a more detailed typological study of the 
objects.945 But even after the accomplishment of this task, the definition of the material of the early 
Hungarians of the steppe will be impossible, and we will not necessarily be closer to the identification 
of the graves of the 9th century Hungarian tribal alliance. This pessimism is strengthened if we look 
back at the ‘object-centred’ research, which collected all the possible analogies even without 
systematic typology.946 In knowledge of the material of the Carpathian Basin, they would have found 
these cemeteries without this work. On the basis of the previous analyses, however, we may draw the 
conclusion that the isolated connections between certain cemeteries and the finds of the Carpathian 
Basin do not always necessarily mean that the two areas (in one in the 9th century, in the other in the 
10th) were inhabited by the same population.

In this case, the emphasis is not only on the analysis and typological study of the remains of the 
Carpathian Basin.947 This work must be accompanied by the similar analysis of the 8th—10th century 
antiquities of the steppe zone.945 Only the study of the changes of the material of the eastern areas, 
their regional and chronological separation can lead to the exact definition of those phenomena, which 
could indicate the cast-west movement of the Hungarians and the Petchenegs in the second half of the 
9th century and could help identify the earliest Hungarian graves.

between the 10lh and the beginning of the 13lh centuries], Kazan-Magadan 1997; Garustovic-Ivanov (2001); Gorelik 
(2001).

941 Kirpichnikov (1966); K. U. Kőhalmi: A steppek nomádja lóháton, fegyverben [Armed and mounted steppe nomads], Budapest 
1972, 97-148, 182-194; Kovács (1986b); idem: Fegyverek és pénzek [Weapons and coins]. In: L. Kovács (ed.): Honfoglalás és 
régészet. A honfoglalás sok szemmel 1. Budapest 1994, 181-194; idem: Viselet, fegyverek [Costume and weapons]. In: Gy. 
Kristó (ed.): Háborúk és hadviselés az Árpádok korában, n. p. 2003, 284-392; Gorelik (2001).

942 B. Kürti: A honfoglaló magyar női viselet (Leletek és rekonstrukciók) (Die Frauentracht der landnehmenden Ungarn (Funde und 
Rekonstruktionen)). In: M. Wolf-L. Révész (eds): A magyar honfoglalás korának régészeti emlékei. Miskolc 1996, 152.

943 Among the known publications we have to highlight the already mentioned finds of Sestovici -  Bliefeld (1977) -  and the 
10lh century cemetery of Brane$ti. G. B. Fedorov-G. F. Khebotarenko-M. S. Velikanova: Braneshtskiy mogilnik X-XII. 
v.v. [The 10th— 12th century cemetery in Brane§ti]. Kishinov 1984.

944 Bóna (2000) 20; /. Fodor: Magyar jellegű régészeti leletek Moldvában (Archaeological finds of Hungarian character in 
Moldavia). In: P. Halász (ed.): Tanulmányok Domokos Pál Péter emlékére. Budapest 1993, 17-38; idem (1994) 55; idem 
(1996a) 437-439. Some of these finds have been identified as Pctcheneg by Rumanian research, see most recently: V 
Spinéi: The Great Migrations in the East and South East of Europe from the Ninth to the Thirteenth Century. Cluj-Napoca 
2003, 118-120.

945 Bálint ( 1994) 41; Kürti (1 9 9 6 ) 161; Révész (1 9 9 8 ) 528.
946 Erdélyi (1977); Mesterházy (1990a); idem (1994a).
947 Bálint ( 1994) 4 1.
948 On the current state of this research see Kirpichnikov (1966); idem (1973); Kovalevskaya (1979); Bálint (1996) 942; 

Murasheva (2000).
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Another problem is that it will be difficult to create separate typological systems following the 
changes of the object types as long as the steppe remains are described by such huge entities like the 
‘Saltovo-Mayaki culture’,949 whose ‘variants’ form such large units, that they can still be divided into 
subgroups.950 In the earlier, Soviet period of research, complete excavation reports were rare, the 
publication of the full corpus of the finds of a certain period of a certain region was never 
accomplished. The difficulties caused by the lack of such work can be felt during the assessment of 
steppe finds, and that is partly the reason why in certain cases such cemeteries are dated, and assigned 
to groups, on the basis of their connections to Carpathian, Bulgarian or Scandinavian finds.951 In many 
cases the desire for the direct historical interpretation of archaeological data, and consequently mixed 
argumentation, is still present in the research.952

The difficulties of the retrospective approach do not mean that there are no early Hungarian 
cemeteries in the steppe, or that it cannot be the aim of the research to identity and archaeological ly 
define them. The approach has contributed significantly to research, but its results ‘will never be more 
than guidelines’.953 The change of approaches and the relatively small amount of available information 
do not allow the identification of early Hungarian cemeteries in the steppe. The recognition and study of 
this past process is further hindered by the fact that cultural transformations are bound not only to time 
(change of fashion) and space (cultural changes caused by the change of settlement area), but were 
probably accompanied by changes in mentality as well, which are inaccessible for archaeological study.

Progress in this field will be possible only after the systematic analysis of the steppe material, 
which would show in which area can we observe a well-dated abrupt change in the cemeteries and 
settlements at the turn of the 9lh—10th centuries, implying the arrival of a new population group.954 This 
can, however, only be accomplished on the basis of a full typological study of the 8th-  10th century 
steppe material and a knowledge deeper than that of today. Until this arduous, but extremely 
beneficial, work is done, the graves of Kalinovka, Suchaja Gomol’sa, Zaplavka, Manvelovka and 
Novo-Nikolaevskoc955 can be regarded only as significant, but inconclusive analogues.

7.2.3. The connections o f the 10th century archaeological material o f the Carpathian Basin

Because of the similarities of the material of the Carpathian Basin and the steppe and their identical 
chronological position, instead of assuming analogous phenomena we have to reckon with the 
possibility of connections of other nature as well.956 Recent analyses suggest that ‘ [i]f we are looking 
for the parallels of the material remains of the early Hungarians, the traces lead more to the forest 
steppe and the Caucasus than to the Don region’.957 Thus, most of these analogies are connected not

949 Bálint (1989a) 44-71; idem ( 1 996) 941 -943; Werbart (1 996).
950 On the groups of the Saltovo-Mayaki culture see most recently: S. A. Pletneva: Istorija odnogo chazarskogo poselenija 

(The history of a Khazarian settlement). RossArch (1993) 2. 48-69; idem: Ocherki khazarskoy arkheologii [Sketch of 
Khazar archaeology], Moskva 2000, 7-23; Werbart (1996) 207-215; G. E. Afanasev: Saltovskaya kultura v khazarskikh 
problcmakh [The Saltovo culture in the Khazar question]. In: Arkheologiya chemozemnogo tsentra Rossii: istoriya 
issledovaniy, istoriografiya. Voronezh 1999; idem (2001); V. E. Fleorova: Rec.: A. Róna-Tas: Hungarians and Europe in 
the Early Middle Ages. RossArch (2003) 1. 170-176; comp. F. Biermann: Über das erste Auftreten der spätslawischen 
Keramik in Ostdeutschland und Polen. EAZ 43 (2002) 61-92, esp. 62-63.

251 On the difficulties of dating sec Bálint (1994) 43; Fodor (1994) 49; Kürti (1996) 158. For a review of the issue sec Bálint 
(1995) 153-182.

952 For a general review of this perilous practice see Klejn (1993); Afanasev (2001). With a specific example in connection 
with the Alan migration see P. Langó: A jászok korai történetének megítélése a 19-20. században (Discovery of the Jász 
and their settlement in the Carpathian basin). A Jász Múzeum Évkönyve (1975-2000) 151-176, esp. 164-165.

953 Bóna ( 1996b) 25.
954 Bálint (1996) 946; Bóna (1996b) 25.
235 V. A. Ivanov: Drevniye ugry-madyaary v Vostochnoy Evrope [Ancient Ugrians-Hungarians in Eastern Europe], Ufa 1999, 

93-101.
956 Bálint (1994) 40-41; idem (1996) 944-947.
957 Révész (1998) 528.
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with the steppe, the assumed territory of the settlement areas in Etelköz and Levedia,958 but to more 
distant regions.959

Previously, similarities with the forest steppe were explained by the fast movement of the 
Hungarians moving there from the Kama region,960 or the arrival in the east of the Hungarian group 
moving back from Etelköz to Magna Hungária,961 while the Caucasian analogies were explained by 
the group called sabartoi asphaloi, who -  according to Constantine -  where separated from the 
Hungarians by the Petcheneg attacks.962 These interpretations, however, were not supported by the 
archaeological research of these regions,963 and systematic investigations -  excluding mixed 
argumentation -  have not been conclusive.964 In many cases, these parallels comprise of one or two 
objects or assemblages (e.g. a grave), and the cemeteries themselves are easily interpretable in the 
local cultural context.963 Thus, similar finds do not always imply identical ethnic affiliation. We have

558 On the location of Etelköz and Levedia sec DAT 37-38. The most important interpretations (with further literature): G. Fehér: 
Atelkuzu területe és neve [The name and area of Atelkuzu], Századok 47 (1913) 577-590; Kristó (1980) 32-150; L. Benkő: 
A magyarság honfoglalás előtti történetéhez. Leved és Etelköz kapcsán [On the pre-conquest history of Hungarians. In 
connection with Leved and Etelköz], MNy 80 (1984) 389-419; Gy. Györffy: Levedia és Etelköz kérdéséhez [On the problem 
of Levedia and Etelköz], MNy 80 (1984) 385-389; J. Harmatta: Lcbedia és Atelkuzu [Lebedia and Atelkuzu]. MNy 80 
(1984) 419-431; G. Vékony: Levedia meg Atcl és Kuzu [Levedia, Atel and Kuzu]. MNy 82 (1986) 41-53; Tóth (1998) 
41-60; Z. B. Takács: Levedi és Levedia a magyarok történetében [Levedi and Levedia in Hungarian history]. In: A. Birtalan 
Y. Masanori (eds): Orientalista Nap 2000. Budapest 2001, 219-230; idem: A magyarok türk megnevezése Bíborbanszületett 
Konstantinos De Administrando Imperio című munkájában (Use of the expression ‘Türk’ for the ‘Magyars’ in the work De 
Administrando Imperio by Constantine Porphyrogenitus). Savaria 2004, 317-333.

959 Bálint (1994); idem (1996) 943-945.
960 E. A. Halikova: Ősmagyar temető a Káma mentén, Magna Hungária kérdéséhez (Ancient Hungarian cemeteiy along the 

river Kama). ArchÉrt 103 (1976) 76.
961 A. Róna-Tas: Opponensi vélemény Fodor István: A honfoglaló magyarság keleti gyökerei című kandidátusi értekezéséről 

[Opponent’s opinion about the thesis of István Fodor: The eastern roots of the conquering Hungarians], JAME 21-23 
(1978-1980) [1988] 116-128; idem (1996a) 310-311.

962 Fodor (1982) 279, 281-282; Vinogradov (1983) 220. The fullest review of the expression sabartoi asphaloi and its 
historical interpretations can be found in Kristó (1980) 44-48; Tóth (1998) 181, 185.

993 V F. Gening: Magna Hungária és a régészeti cmlékanyag (Megjegyzések E. A. Halikova elgondolásához) (Magna 
Hungária und das archäologische Fundmaterial (Bemerkungen zur Konzeption von E. A. Halikova)). ArchÉrt 103 (1978) 
260 -263; Bálint (1996) 944-945.

964 Bálint (1 9 9 4 ).
965 A good example is the case of the sabrc-tache plate found near Veselov-farm, which is considered to be the best analogue of the 

sabre-tache plate of Tiszabezdéd. Hungarian scholars thought to recognize in it the predecessor of the 101" century sabre-tachc 
plates of the Carpathian Basin -  Erdélyi (1961); Dienes (1972) 62; Fodor (1982) 269; idem (1992) 159 -  and it was suggested 
that it was a Hungarian product. This argumentation presumed that the sabre-tache plate of Veselov was manufactured before the 
10lh century and had connections with the sabre-tache plates of the Carpathian Basin. This was supported by the excavator G. A. 
Archipov as well, who dated the object to the 9lh—10lh centuries. See Erdélyi (1961) 95; Archipov (1973) 63. Consequently, the 
sabre-tache plate of Tiszabezdéd was considered as one of the earliest pieces -  made in Etelköz -  since it has two symmetrically 
placed animal figures and a repoussé background, just like the exemplar of Veselov. The re-examination of the the sabre-tachc 
plate of Tiszabezdéd -  Révész (2003) -  the clarification of the origin of the repoussé background -  Bálint (2004) 180-195 -  and 
of the position of the grave with the sabrc-tache plate within the cemetery of Veselov, however, did not support the previously 
assumed relationship. The animal figures of the sabre-tache plate of Tiszabezdéd show relationships not with the art of the 
steppe, but with the 10lh century iconographic traditions of Byzantium, and even the grave with the sabre-tache plate is dated 
nowadays by Russian research to the late 10th, 10lh— 11th centuries. See N. Leshchinskaya: Vyatskiy Basseyn v I. nachalc 
tysyachelctiy [The Vjatska Basin at the beginning of the first millenium], N. E. (manuscript) 305, 310; idem (2003) 33. The 
assumed relationships are furthered weakened by data questioning the early chronological position of the cemetery of 
Tiszabezdéd. Sec Révész (2003); Langó (2004).

In the light of these developments, it seems more probable that if the two sabre-tache plates are contemporary, then the 
relationship between them is provided not by the settlement area of the Hungarians, but by 10th century trade contacts. On 
the basis of the available data we may exclude the possibility that the sabre-tache plate of Veselov was a predecessor of 
the one from Tiszabezdéd, which however does not mean that they were both not made on the model of Byzantine 
workshop traditions.

Perhaps sabre-tachc plates should be interpreted as Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm suggested with regard to sabre-tache 
mounts. Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988) 423-424. It is not inconceivable that they were manufactured under Byzantine 
influence and became fashionable (and traded items) in the 10th century.
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to take into consideration numerous other possibilities as well when examining objects of the same 
type separated by great distances. Forms of contemporary contacts could have included trade and other 
channels of communication, whose study has gained momentum in recent times.966

There was a significant east-west and north-south trade in the steppe,967 described by written 
sources968 and confirmed by archaeological remains (primarily numismatics).969 Hoards of Muslim 
coins and the finds of the horizon of hack-silver970 both indicate the channels of communication.971 
Contemporary trade routes did not avoid the Carpathian Basin either, as shown by Muslim (among 
others Volga Bulghar) dirhams.972 The circulation of coins indicates the movement of other items as 
well, which were used and buried far away from the place of their manufacture.973

The control over trade -  according to written sources -  was in the hands of -  beside Muslim and 
Jewish communities974 -  Viking, Varangian and Rus groups,975 who built their settlements along the 
Volga and Kama,976 and the radius of their activities reached Central Europe and the Fore-Caucasus as 
well.977

The finds of the cemetery of Veselov can be interpreted in the context of the material of the area under study, as 
pointed out by G. A. Archipov, and the Muslim dirhams found in the graves demonstrate the trade connections of the 
inhabitants. See Archipov (1973); Leshchinskaya (2003) 33.

966 For reviews see Bálint (1981); Nazmi (1998); McCormick (2001); idem (2002); Noonan (2000-2001).
967 K. Heller: Die Normannen und der Orient. In: Ishchakov et al. (2000) 219-234; A. Stalberg: Nakhodki skandinavskogo 

proiskhozhedniya IX-XI. vv. v Voizhsko-Kamskoy Bolgarii [Scandinavian finds in Bulgaria along the rivers Volga and 
Kama from the beginnings of the 9lh to the 11th century]. In: ibidem 235-238; K. Karpelan: The Volga Route through the 
Millennia -  as seen from Finland. In: Usmanov et al. (2002) 174-180; Ujno (2002).

968 T. Lewiczki: L’apport des sources arabes mcdiévales (IX C-X 0 siécles) á la connaissance de L’europe centrale et orientale. 
In: L’occidente e L’islam nell’alto medioevo. I. Spoleto 1965, 461-485; Nazmi (1998); Polgár (2000); idem (2001); 
idem: Marshruty mezhdu povolzhem i Karpatskim basseynom v X veke Marsruty I. [The route between the Volga valley 
and the Carpathian Basin in the 10th century]. In: K. Sh. Ishchakov-R. S. Khakimov-M. A. Usmanov-F. S. Khuzin-A. G. 
Sitdikov-R. R. Khayrutdinov (eds): Velikiy Volzhskiy put: istoriya formirovaniya i razvitiya I. Kazan 2001, 213—223; 
Bollók (2004).

969 Th. Noonan: Pre-970 dirham hoards from Estonia and Latvia. Journal of Baltic Studies 8 (1977) 312-323; idem: 
Monetary Circulation in Early Medieval Rus’: A Study of Volga Bulgar Dirham Finds. Russian History 7 (1980) 
294-311; idem: The Vikings in the East: Coins and Commerce. In: Developments Around the Baltic and the North Sea in 
the Viking Age. Birka Studies 3 (1994) 215-236; idem (2000-2001); Bálint (1981); Fomin-Kovács (1987); Kovács 
(1989); Rispling (1982-1984); V. Kropotkin: Bulgarian tcnth-century coins in Eastern Europe and around the Baltic. 
Topography and distribution routes. In: K. Jonsson-B. Maimer (eds): Commentationes de Nummis saeculorun IX-XI. in 
Succia Repertis. Nova scries 6. London 1990, 197-200; Callmer (2000); Ishchakov et al. (2000) 190-247; McCormick 
(2001) 604-613; idem (2002); Usmanov et al. (2002) 53-105, 163-227, 236-262.

970 R. Jakimowicz: Über die Haerkunft der Hacksilbcrfundc. In: Congressus secundus archaeologorum Balticorum. Rigae, 19- 
23. VIII. 1930. Rigae 1931, 251-266; Brother (1995-1996) 106-107; B. Härdh: Silver in the Viking Age. Stockholm 
1996; idem: Silber im 10. Jahrhundert. Ökonomie, Politik und Fembezihungen. In: J. Henning (hrsg.): Europa im 10. 
Jahrhundert. Archäologie einer Aufbruchszeit. Mainz 2002, 181-193.

971 This issue was examined in Hungary for the first time by Nándor Fcttich. Fettich (1933); idem: Handelswege in Russland und die 
Altmagyaren. In: VII c Congrés International des sciences historiques. Varsovie 1933, 113-118; idem: Az oroszországi 
kereskedelmi utak és az ősmagyarság [The Russian trade routes and the ancient Hungarians], Budapest 1933.

972 Bálint (1968); Fomin-Kovács (1987); Kovács (1989); Rispling (1982-1984). Trade relations between central Europe and 
the Volga region is indicated by an 1 l 'h century, Bohemian coin find from Kazan. Ja Chskova: Drevneceskaja moncta iz 
Kazani. In: Usmanov et a l  (1999) 227-234.

973 Bálint (1981); Nazmi (1998); McCormick (2002) 175. Apparently trade in luxury items and weapons dominated. Sec A. 
Kirpichnikov-I. Izmaylov: Karolingskiye mechi iz Bulgarii (iz fondov Gosudarstvennogo muzeya Respubliki Tatarstan) 
[Carolingian swords from Bulgaria (in the collection of the Tatarian National Museum)]. In: Ishchakov et a l  (2000) 
207-218; Ujno (2002) 183-185.

974 Nazmi (1998) 114-138, 151-182; McCornick (2001) 237-244.
975 Nazmi (1998) 138-151; Polgár (2000); idem (2001); McCornick (2001) 348-351; Bollók (2004).
976 Mocja (1997); C. Zuckerman: Deux étapes de la formation de Fanden État russe. In: M. Kazanski-A. Nercessian-C. 

Zuckerman (eds): Les centres proto-urbains russes entre Scandinavie, Byzance et Orient. Paris 2000, 95-121; Bollók 
(2004) 358.

977 Fodor (1982) 265-267; Callmer (2000) 67-85; Bollók (2004) 355-357.
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In this period, the Carpathian Basin was a potential absorption market for the goods that arrived 
here -  beside the very important slave trade978 979 -  but some products were manufactured here as well, 
which were sought after in other areas.9 9 In order to be able to examine, which object types were 
manufactured in the Carpathian Basin and then spread in other areas from there, and which object 
types arrived there as fashion items and then became entrenched elements of the local material culture 
later on, we have to review the possible ways of the spread of objects. This, namely, could have 
happened in many different ways: certain types spread rapidly in wider areas starting from a given 
centre of manufacture through the diffusion of the knowledge of their manufacture to local 
craftspeople, and their local variants could have had a longer afterlife.980 In other cases, similar object 
types could have been invented independently from each other at different places, which had either 
influenced each other, or not.981 We should not ignore the fact that identical object types do not always 
imply identical manufacture zone, nor an identical distribution route, since -  as a consequence of the 
above -  popular and easily manufacturable items (c.g. S-terminated hair-rings) could have been 
produced in many different places at the same time. In many cases, the object types, once they left 
their original distribution areas, were transformed, which changed the fashion of the object and 
influenced in turn the original zone of manufacture.

An often quoted example of eastern relationships is the belt mount with ring pendant from the 
grave of Vereb, whose analogies from the steppe have been known for a long time.982 On the basis of 
this connection, the person buried in the grave was identified as someone born in Etelköz, but buried 
in the Carpathian Basin, despite the coin find in the grave of this 20-24-year-old man, which — as 
pointed out most recently in the analysis of László Révész — cannot be dated to the beginning of the 
10th century.983 The terminus post quem provided by the coins suggests that the belt mount of the grave 
(i.c. the belt with the mount) was either an heirloom (if we assume that it had been manufactured in 
the 9th century and was acquired by its former owner) or reached the Carpathian Basin later on, in the 
10th century, as a trade item. These two possibilities were never even considered by earlier research, 
since the belts were regarded as symbols of -  bestowed -  status, which were not heritable and were 
buried — as personal possessions — with the deceased. If, however, the object was indeed an 
‘heirloom’, then it cannot symbolize bestowed political rank connected to a person, similarly to the

978 Polgár (2000) 195-196; Nazmi (1998) 183-197; McCornick (2001) 544-254; idem (2002) 175.
979 On the various forms of such trade contacts see Renfrew-Bahn (1999) 352.
980 Such were lyre-shaped buckles, which were considered for long to be of eastern origin on the basis of early medieval (511' 

century) specimens from western Siberia and the Altai. See Bakay (1978) 89—90, 148-152; M. V. Sedova: Juvelirnye 
izdelija drevnego Novgoroda [Jewellery of the ancient Novgorod]. Moskva 1981, 144; Révész (1987). After the recent 
review of the object type, serious arguments support their Byzantine origin. See Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988) 383; Stanilov 
(1991) 12, 13, obr. 2; M. Woloszyn: Die byzantinischen Fundstücke in Polen. Ausgewhälte Probleme. Byzantina es 
Slavica Cracoviensia 3 (2001) 49-59. The rapid spread of the buckle type and its many later local variants suggest that it 
became popular very fast and was manufactured in many areas up till the 15th— 16th centuries. See Shapran: Mari woman’s 
traditional costume of the Vyatka basin in XVI -  early XIX centuries (on the basis of burial data). In: I. G. Shapran (ed.): 
Art and archaeological investigation of the woodland of East Europe. Izhevsk 2003, 101—134, esp. 106, 125; Wolf (2004) 
139-159.

981 This possibility was raised in connection with the appearance of the so-called animal-headed bracelets in the 10th century 
Carpathian Basin. The use of animal heads facing each other as decoration had been known for millennia, and was present 
in 10th century Byzantine, steppe and northern jewellery manufacture, just like in the earlier (Avar Period) traditions of 
the Carpathian Basin. 10th century exemplars display the strongest connections with the northern, Scandinavian circle, this 
connection, however, is limited to such a small number of finds, that it was suggested after the review of the type by 
László Kovács, that this bracelet type appeared in the second half of the 10lh century as a result of local developments. In 
this case, the type would be independent of similar types outside the Carpathian Basin, and would be connected to 
Scandinavian and Byzantine pieces only in its form (animal head on the bracelet), but not in its manufacturing technique. 
See Kovács (1994) 116 119.

982 Érdy (1858) 14; Hampel (1905) II. 484-488; Fettich (1937) 68, 214-215; /. Erdélyi: A verebi honfoglalás kori sírlelet 
egyes tárgyainak Don-menti analógiái (Analogie de vestiges sépulcraux du Don avec ceux Vereb de l’époque de la 
conquétc árpádienne). Alba Rcgia 16 (1978) 287-292; Mesterházy (1994b) 29; Révész (1996a) 126; idem (1998) 525.

983 Révész (1998) 525. On the coin finds see also Kovács (1989) 74-75.
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situation if it was a traded item. This latter interpretation, however, was not taken into consideration 
for a long time due to the above assumptions. Unfortunately we know few objects of steppe origin, in 
the case of which it could be proven that they reached the 10th century Carpathian Basin through trade, 
since such objects -  with steppe analogies -  are rather rare in the 10th century material.984 The sporadic 
attestation of such finds suggests that direct trade contacts with eastern areas involved payment with 
coins, and not other goods, supported also by the larger number of dirhams than of eastern objects.985 
The possibility of eastern trade from the Carpathian Basin was recently emphasized by István 
Fodor.986 Rosette-decorated horse-harness mounts from Volga Bulghar and Varangian-Rus areas have 
analogues only in the material of the Carpathian Basin,987 suggesting that these objects originated in 
the Carpathian Basin.988

More difficult is the interpretation of the relationship between similar objects found in the same 
period and volume in both areas. While in the case of rosette-decorated horse-harness, their large 
number in the Carpathian Basin and sporadic attestation in the east clearly indicate the place of 
manufacture,989 in other cases, in lack of recent typological studies, such ratios do not necessarily 
make easy the identification of the centre(s) of manufacture. Lyre-shaped buckles or belts with mounts 
were general, wide-spread object types probably manufactured in many workshops.990 Exemplars from 
the Volga and Kama region and Bulgaria991 show the large distribution area of these belts with mounts 
in the 10m century, which were previously considered as a characteristic clement of Hungarian 
costume. Similar belts were made in many places outside the Carpathian Basin -  independently from 
each other -  in the given period,992 thus certain pieces -  beside the ones manufactured locally -  could 
have reached the Carpathian Basin through trade. The separation of locally manufactured and 
imported pieces, however, is possible only after the typological analysis of the 10th century mounts of 
the Carpathian Basin and the widest possible study of the analogues of the given types.

After the research by István Dienes and István Fodor, the eastern parallels of 10th century mount 
decorated sabre-tachcs are well known.993 The eastern analogies of these sabre-taches -  interpreted by 
Hungarian research as status symbols similarly to belts with mounts -  were regarded as objects

984 Bálint (1975); Révész (1998).
985 Such a use of coins and their correlation with trade contacts is completely irrelevant, as shown by the material of 

Scandinavian areas. Csanád Bálint pointed out that the Avars and later the conquering Hungarians used coins as precious 
metal, value standard and objects of exchange, but their economic relevance did not have any impact on them. See Cs. 
Bálint: Választás Kelet és Nyugat között -  és mennyire volt az? (Die Wahl zwischen Ost und West und ob es überhaupt 
eine gab?) In: L. Krcdics (ed.): Válaszúton. Pogányság -  kereszténység. Kelet -  nyugat. Konferencia a X-XI. század 
kérdéseiről. Veszprém 2000, 11-22.

986 Fodor (1982) 265-267; idem (1994); idem (2000); idem (2002).
987 Révész (1998) 524.
988 Fodor (2000). Comp. I. Izmaylov: Balymcrskiy kurganniy mogilnik i ego istoriko-kulturnoye znacheniye [The kurgan 

burial in Balymersk and its cultural historical importance]. In: Ishchakov et a i  (2000) 190-206, esp. 196.
989 Révész (2001) 58-69.
990 In connection with belts with mounts, a good example is the one found in grave 1 of the site of Cluj/Kolozsvár-Zápolya 

utca, whose closest parallel is known from the settlement Biljarsk II. See I. Kovács: A Kolozsvár Zápolya-utcai magyar 
honfoglaláskori temető [Hungarian cemetery of the Conquest Period from Kolozsvár-Zápolya utca]. Közlemények 2 
(1942) 85-118; E. A. Begovatov: Remeslennyj kompleks Biljarskogo II celisha (The manufactures complex Bilyarsk II 
settlement), ln: V. Zavjalov-A. G. Ivanov (eds): Drenie remeslaniki Priural’ja. Izevsk 2001, 148-159. On the eastern 
analogies of belts with mounts from the Carpathian Basin see also Kazakov (1991) 129-140; idem: O nekotorykh 
gruppakh detaley poyasnogo nabora Volzhskikh Bolgár IX-XI vv. [On the chronology of some Volga Bulghar belt mount 
groups from the 9lh- l  l lh centuries]. In: Kultury evraziyskikh stepey vtoroy poloviny I tysyacheletiya n. e. (iz istoriya 
kostyuma) II. Samara 2001, 170-179; Mesterházy (1994b); Astashova et al. (1996); Murasheva (2000); Belavin (2000) 
104-111, 155-156; Krylasova (2001); idem (2002).

991 On Bulgarian specimens see Fehér (1940) 49-61; Pletnjov-Pavlova (1994-1995); Jotov-Atanasov (1998) 107-112; 
Jotov-Pavlova (2004) 73, 77-80, 94-95; Stanilov (1991); idem (1995); G. Gomolka-Fuchs: Eine Gürtelgarnitur vom 
ungarischen Typ aus der frühmittelalterlichen Siedlung von Krivina, Bezirk Ruse, Bulgarien. Eurasia Antiqua 8 (2002) 
493-514.

992 This is supported by flawed and half-finished mounts found in Bulgaria. Jotov-Pavlova (2004) 73, 94.
993 Dienes (1964a); idem (1973); Fodor (1994); idem (2002).
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originating in the Carpathian Basin or ‘made by Hungarian craftsmen’.994 Even the press mould, sabre
tache loop995 and corner mount from the settlement of Scmenovka was throught to indicate -  
according to István Fodor -  that these objects became popular and were later manufactured in other 
places as well.996 The formation and Hungarian origin of mount decorated sabre-taches, however, is by 
no means as obvious as Hungarian researchers had thought for a long time. István Dienes’ 
assumptions, that sabre-tache plates originated from mount decorated sabre-taches,997 or that sabre
taches symbolized some political office or ‘rank’,998 cannot be proven either.

It was Mechtild Schulze-Dörrlamm, who suggested that the spread of mount decorated sabre-taches 
was due to Byzantine influence,999 supported by a sabre-tache loop from Bulgaria, dated to the turn of 
the 9th—10th centuries.1000 The decoration of sabre-taches with mounts, (decorated or undecorated) 
metal plates, carved bone plaques is characteristic not only for the Carpathian Basin. They can be 
found in Byzantium,1001 Muslim areas,1002 and the steppe,1003 just like along the Volga and the 
Kama1004 and in northern Viking centres.1005 Sabre-taches were a wide-spread element of costume in 
this period with many different adaptations.1006 The most popular, however, were -  as shown by the 
distribution of the finds -  the mount decorated pieces.

In the material studied so far, the distribution of various coins,1007 beads of minerals,1008 cowrie 
shells,1009 belts with mounts, mount decorated sabre-taches and sabre-tache plates show best the range 
of the communication network of the period. In the material of the Carpathian Basin, these objects are 
neither ethnically specific, nor status symbols. Their owners could have acquired them through trade, 
and then left them to their offspring, who either placed them into their graves or not. These 
uncertainties, however, do not support the views of some Hungarian archaeologists, according to 
which these objects were primarily the products of (a) central (ducal) workshop(s) and their bestowal, 
and later obligatory deposition in the burial of the deceased, symbolized the political status (vassalage) 
of the bestowed person. Belts with mounts and sabre-taches, namely, can be found in the assumed 
contemporary political borderland and beyond as well.1010 According to our present knowledge, the 
possession and burial of these objects was not controlled by a central power, but depended on the 
owner’s possibilities for communication (did they have access to the object), personal conditions (did 
they have the exchange material to acquire the item), and last but not least, their personal taste and 
their own and their environment’s values (did they like the given object, was the acquisition, use and 
burial important for them or their communities).

Fodor (1994) 52.
995 Kazakov (1991) 141.
996 Fodor (1994) 52-53; idem (2002) 222.
997 Dienes (1973) 183.
998 For a review of the role of grave-goods as symbols of social rank (with further literature) see Révész (1996a) 133—153.
999 Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988) 423-424.

1000 Pletnjov-Pavlova ( 1994-1995) 32, 120, 193 No. 38; Jotov-Pavlova (2004) 80, 94.
1001 M. Schulze-Dörrlamm: Jagdtasche. In: Das Reich der Salier. Mainz 1992, 449-450.
1002 J. Hampel: Öntőminta tarsolylemez készítésére (Moule orientale pour fondre une plaque á reliefs conservé au musée 

britanique). ArchÉrt 21 (1901)448.
1003 V. /. Sizov: Kurgany Smolenskoj gubernii [Kurgans in the Smolensk Province], Sankt-Peterburg 1902, Tab. II. 5-7, Tab 

XII. 2; Dienes (1964a) 106-108.
1004 Krylasova (2001); idem (2002); Arne (1914) 140; Dienes (1964a) 104-105.
11105 H. Arbman: Birka I. Die Gräber. Tafel. Stockholm 1940. Taf. 91; idem: Birka I. Die Gräber. Text. Stockholm 1943. 

41—42, 352-353; Dienes (1964a) 103-107; Schulze-Dörrlamm (1988) 423-424.
1006 j  g Varfolomeyeva: Sredncvekovye kozhanye koshelki. Novgorod i Novgorodskaya Zemlya. [Medieval leather purses]. 

Istorija i Archeologija 11 (1997) 105-114.
1007 Bálint (1968); Kovács (1989).
1008 Szőke-Vándor (1987) 60-61; Langó (2004) 87-93.
1009 L. Kovács: Vulvae, Eyes and Snake heads. Archaeological finds of cowrie amulets, (in print)
1010 A mount decorated sabre-tache was found, for example, at a 10th century site at Tiszacsoma, in Carpathian Ukraine -  

Balahuri-Fodor (1998) 176 -  and in the cemetery of Przemysl. Koperski (1996).
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The study of these objects beyond the Carpathian Basin — as demonstrated by the above examples — 
may help classify more finely the archaeological material, previously distinguished only in terms of 
military campaigns (Hungarian products vs. booty) and sketch through these groupings the 
communication networks and -  often seemingly contradictory -  contacts of the communities and 
political units of the period. In order to be able to examine the distribution and origin of certain object 
types and the assumed contacts behind them, it is important to study the material remains of the 
Carpathian Basin and other regions not in isolation, but as part of 10th century Eurasia.

8. Perspectives (Epilogue)

Archaeological research has passed through many significant milestones since its beginnings, during 
which -  similarly to international research trends -  it changed continuously. The aim of this paper was 
to follow these transformations and try to find — with more or less success — the processes behind these 
changes. Unfortunately, the number of questions is much larger than the ones reviewed here, and this 
is not simply the fault of the author, but indicates the scientific weight of archaeology in this research 
field.1011 This outstanding role of archaeology also implicates a dynamic future for the discipline. The

1011 Issues omitted, but far from unimportant, include the study of the archaeological background of contemporary society. 
For example the question whether 10lh Century finds can be divided into types of assemblages characterizing various 
social groups. What kind of conclusions can be drawn from the structure and size of cemeteries? On this briefly see 
Mesterházy (1996b).

In the past decades, with the increase in the number of works on the 9lh century, many new, important question was 
raised about the background of the Hungarian conquest, which could not be reviewed here. Most recently see J. Gy. 
Szabó: Das Gräberfeld von Bélapátfalva aus dem 9. Jahrhundert. CommArchHung 1987, 83-98; Cs. Bálint: Die 
spätavarenzeitliche Siedlung von Eperjes (Kom. Csongrád). VAH 1 (1991); B. M. Szöke-K. Éry-R. Müller-L. Vándor: 
Die Karolingerzeit im unteren Zalatal. Antaeus 21(1992); G. Lőrinczy (ed.): Alföld a 9. században [The Great Hungarian 
Plain in the 9th century], Szeged 1993; I. Bóna: Az avar birodalom végnapjai. Viták és új eredmények [End of days in the 
Avar empire. Debates and new results]. In: L. Kovács (ed.): Honfoglalás és régészet. A honfoglalásról sok szemmel 1. 
Budapest 1994, 67-75; B. M. Szőke: A Kárpát-medence a 9. században [The Carpathian Basin in the 9lh century]. In: 
ibidem 77-84; A. Cs. Sós: Zalavár az újabb ásatások tükrében [Zalavár reflected in new excavations]. In: ibidem 85-90; 
R. Müller: Karoláig udvarház és temetője Zalaszabar-Borjúállás-szigetről [Carolingian major house and its cemetery in 
Zalaszabar-Borjúállás-sziget], In: ibidem 91-98; P. Tomka: 9. századi népesség a Kisalföldön [9th century population in 
the Little Plain], In: ibidem 99-107; A. T. Ruttkay: A  blatnicai lelet és köre [The Blatnica find and its circle]. In: ibidem 
109-118; M. Wolf: A Felső-Tisza-vidék 9. századi emlékei [9th century finds in the Upper-Tisza region]. In: ibidem 
119-128; B. M. Szőke: Das birituelle Gräberfeld aus der Karolingerzeit von Alsórajk-Határi tábla. Antaeus 23 (1996) 
61-146; idem: A korai középkor hagyatéka a Dunántúlon (Denkmäler des frühen Mittelalters in Transdanubien). Ars 
Hungarica (1998) 2. 257—319, 261-287. An important question, among others, is whether the processes of acculturation 
can be examined with regard to other ethnic groups that had settled here before the Hungarian conquest or arrived with 
the conquering Hungarians. What kind of conclusions can be reached through the study of cemeteries (Vörs-Papkert B, 
Cakajovce/Csekej, Alba Iulia/Gyulafehérvár) that seem to have been used continuously by the communities living here 
before the conquest until the 1 1th century? See Költő et al. (1992); Rejholcová (1995); H. Ciugudean: Anul o mile la 
Alba Iulia [Alba Iulia in the millenium]. In: Anul 1000 la Alba Iulia -  íntre istorie $i arheologie. Alba lulia 1996, 2-11.

Many questions can be asked about the relationship between the central and peripheral zones of the Carpathian Basin. 
Can the connections, interactions and parallel phenomena between the cultures of the periphery and the material culture 
of the central area be examined? See Giesler (1997).

Another important problem is the identification of immigrant or relocated peoples later in the 10th centuiy. On this 
recently see Fodor (1986); idem (1996a) 172—173; L. Kovács: Előkelő rusz vitéz egy székesfehérvári sírban (A 
rádiótelepi honfoglalás kori A. sír és kardja) (Ein vornehmer Krieger in einem Grab von Székesfehérvár. (Der 
landnahmezeitliche Grab A von Székesfehérvár-Rádiótelep und sein Schwert)). In: L. Koszta (ed.): Kelet és Nyugat 
között. Történeti tanulmányok Kristó Gyula tiszteletére. Szeged 1995, 291-308; idem: Beregszász-Birka: Beiträge zu 
den Mützen mit Blechspitze des 10. Jahrhunderts. ActaArchHung 54 (2003) 205-241. Similarly important is the study of 
larger regions within the Carpathian Basin, the differences and connections between them. Bálint (1991) 98-120; Kürti 
(1994); Révész (1997b) 180-185; Tangó (2000b) 316-320; Langó-Türk (2004) 403-405.

I could not review here the archaeological opinions on the ideational background of the 10th century communities of 
the Carpathian Basin either. Consequently, cultural practices and the religious background were also omitted, just like
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main task of traditional research remains the elaboration of the -  long ignored -  typological scheme 
and the interpretation of the finds in a wider context, beyond the Carpathian Basin.1012 Through the 
description of the changes of object types it will be possible the delineate a uniform archaeological 
picture -  known in its main tenets for long now -  and end a period in research perceived by some 
scholars -  due to the growth of the sources and the continuous analysis of new archaeological finds -  
as continuously changing.1013 Typological studies can be complemented by studies informed by 
postmodern archaeological theories and interdisciplinary cooperation. Archaeogenetics, 
palaeoenvironmental reconstructions,1014 and the archaeometric analysis of archaeological sites and 
finds can all contribute to the solution of various questions. Their use previously was hindered by the 
scarcity of resources.

The integration of international research can speed up the formation of new approaches and the 
abandonment of interpretations that represented the conquest as a break in the 9th century history of 
Central Europe, and the 10th century material culture of the Carpathian Basin as alien, isolated 
(according to some: ‘exotic’). In a new approach the emphasis might be placed on the study of the 
cultural transformations of Central Europe in the 9th-  10th centuries -  in which the Hungarian 
Dukedom played an active role -  the description of the regional characteristics -  observable only in 
the Carpathian Basin -  and the general changes of these phenomena -  connected to larger scale 
processes.
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REMARKS ON THE EVALUATION OF THE 10,h- l  1th 
CENTURY CEMETERIES OF THE CARPATHIAN BASIN

László Révész

Archaeology is one of the rare branches of history whose reserve of resources is in constant expansion. 
This expansion is partly due to new excavations which result in the multiplication of the existing find 
material in a few decades. The new excavations arc joined by new methods (developing excavation 
technology, methods of scientific analysis), which may open the door to a host of information beyond 
every prior suspicion or hope. This explains the emergence of a compelling need from time to time to 
revise and summarise earlier results before developing ways of stepping ahead.

I am convinced that the research of the archaeological relics of the 10th—11th century has once again 
arrived at a dividing line, which marks the beginning of a new era. The existing methods seem to be 
insufficient to provide satisfying answers to ever more burning -  sometimes fundamental -  questions. 
We must therefore find possible ways and directions of progress and the means to serve it. We must 
identify the available sources and methods of analysis and ways of using them. We must size up the 
tasks ahead of us and available means to solve them with because, in my opinion, a considerable 
number of related problems have piled up during the past fifty years that need clearing up. One single 
lecture or essay is not likely to serve with answers to all. The paper below aims to highlight only a few 
debated issues and methods.

To illustrate the foregoing it should suffice to walk over to the shelf and pick any volume of essays 
or museum yearbook focussing on the issues of the era in question. The reader will read about graves 
and cemeteries used by the commoners or the social class of common people without clarifying the 
exact meaning of these terms or their criteria. The text will tell us about the first, the second and the 
third generation, while important questions like what exactly we mean by each generation and whether 
a generation taken in the archaeological or the biological sense are identical, will remain hidden. The 
book will also introduce cemeteries and fragments of cemeteries with surprisingly precise dating, the 
foundations of the confident dating, however, will usually escape even the keenest eye all the way. We 
could list similar examples till the cows come home.

This, for that matter, is the luckier version since the authors of such essays usually publish also the 
find material. Even if the reader disputes their statements, still there is a possibility to create one’s own 
point of view based on the published graves, cemetery fragments or whole cemeteries. Problems 
mainly arise with the other standpoint, which soars so high above the Carpathian Basin with a desired 
outlook at Eurasia that not only sophisticated details but also marked features of the analysed find 
material become faint, blurred, invisible and unrecognisable. The extremely rich compilation of 
analogies and the explanation of concepts results in an imposing body of footnotes faithfully 
illustrating the author’s massive erudition and wide intellectual horizon. While certainly gaining a 
sound knowledge of what was said about the given problem, by whom and when in the course of the 
past cc. 160 years, we are much less likely to get any information as to what the author of the essay 
personally thinks about the topic at stake or if they have anything new and relevant to add at all.

I am fully aware of my polarized wording above. My doing so, however, was intentional because 
we must face up to the criticism of our work and will have to decide whether only the mirror we look 
in is distorted or it is our lame production that the mirror reflects with a true image.

The latest turning point in the research of the era from a methodological point of view took place in 
the second half of the 1950s and in the early 1960s. According to my judgement, in the investigation of
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the cemeteries of the age of the Hungarian Conquest and the foundation of the state, the greatest 
achievement is due to Béla Szőke, who separated the cemeteries into various types.1 His results -  either 
discussing the chronology of types of objects or the social structure of the 10th-11th century Hungarian 
population based on the analysis of different types of cemeteries -  fitted into such a clear-cut logical 
system that it was impossible not to accept them. We have used them as reference ever since -  although 
too many of the scholars failed to adopt the methods of analysis, or what is even worse, they tend to 
apply them in a mechanical way. This has characteristic reasons. Due to his early death, Szőke never 
perfected or refined his analytical methods, nor did he educate a circle of followers. Also, as a 
museologist based in a country town in Hungary, he had no chances to train students.

The same era witnessed the heydays of another school though, with a completely different 
orientation established by Gyula László.2 This school trained a whole series of students who proved to 
be the decisive personalities of the researches of the following decades. Characteristic features of the 
classic László-school include an effort to learn as many details as possible about the everydays of the 
past. Its strong side is its objcct-ccntercdness, especially as far as the ways of use of different object 
types were concerned. This issue escaped all earlier scholars’ attention with only a few exceptions. A 
distinct focus on spiritual life, beliefs, social history and social structure were also typical of this 
group. By involving results of a number of various disciplines (mainly ethnology, history and 
anthropology), there was an aspiration to approach problems in a complex way. It resulted, however, 
mixed arguments and evidence many elements of which rested on unstable foundations. Especially the 
archaeological analyses based on currently fashionable historical hypotheses tended to lead to a dead 
end. Another weak side of this school is that it seems to neglect chronological and typological issues. 
Paradoxically enough, it was the very Gyula László -  frequently declaring in his programme to be a 
“poor people’s archaeologist”, seeking to uncover the simple folks’ everydays -  who never recognised 
those resting in the commoners’ graves catalogued by Béla Szőke to have had anything to do with 
Árpád’s people. All throughout his career, his eyes refused to see remains of any conquering 
Hungarians outside the cemeteries of Bezdéd, Kenézlő and Eperjeske.3

It would certainly be a mistake to contrast the two above described analytical methods with each 
other or infer that one was better or worse than the other. Both equally have their lasting values, results 
and shortcomings. Perhaps this is why no-one has ever used either of them in its pure form (wc may 
see a truly marked disciple of the László-school in the person of I. Dienes, an undoubted authority 
since the 1960s). The researchers tend to mix the two approaches with more or less success. The 
problem is that the László-stylc cemetery analyses based on the joint family model are unsuitable 
(they already were at birth concerning some sites) for the investigation of the relics of a lot more 
complex and colourful society of the time, while the models and categories offered by B. Szőke, 
though correctly structured in general, are not elaborate enough and hide controversies.

In my view it is time now to continue building on these foundations. The social categorisation of 
the individual cemeteries is more than problematic. It has become obvious that the classic pattern 
(tribal-clan aristocracy — middle class — commoners) seen as valid for the entire 10th— 11th century 
Hungarian settlement territory is no longer acceptable since none of the known cemeteries qualify as 
its unquestionable archaeological imprints. In most cases it is especially the last two classes where 
there are no accurate criteria to separate. There is a growing number of fully excavated cemeteries 
which just refuse to fit into any of these categories. This, however, became obvious during the ten- 
fifteen years following the birth of the hypothesis, which erased early 10th century commoners or late 
10th-early l l lh centuries aristocracy and middle class from huge areas. These categories arc, for that 
matter, debatable in themselves. Families or major communities of the same status could differ a great 
deal regarding appearance, legacy, material wealth or mode of production.4

1 Szőke (1962).
2 Gy. László: A honfoglaló magyar nép élete [The life of the conquering Hungarians]. Budapest 1944.
3 Gy. László: Árpád népe [Árpád’s people], Budapest 1988, 50-62, especially 56-57!
4 Bálint (1991)170-172.
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The application of these categories merged the relics of the period in space and time. This is how 
clichés like “the wealthy Upper Tisza region” or the “Poor Transdanubia” were bom, and which would 
date the cemeteries of most of one region between 900 and 970 while others would barely make it later 
than 950.5 A recently published monograph by E. Istvánovits highlighted the problem very sharply, 
confronting the researchers of the period with their mistakes, inconsistencies and a host of unsolved 
problems.6 His statements are worth considering because they faithfully reflect and illustrate the 
discrepancies of the research of the period. An author focussing on another era yet an excellent 
authority in the literature dealing with the 10th— 11th centuries, he serves with valuable observations 
because his approach is not affected by the innervations narrowing the outlook of scholars specialised 
on the period of the Hungarian Conquest. It would have been unfair to expect him to provide 
solutions; the question is rather if he has produced something new from the methodological point of 
view and if he has managed to avoid the errors that he rebukes his colleagues for. There is no 
possibility to discuss all these in detail here, therefore I would like to pinpoint only one phenomenon, 
which may become the source of a number of serious mistakes. To cut it short, it is when a researcher 
tries to force a system or a certain special cemetery model -  probably discovered, excavated and 
explained by themselves -  on other phenomena or cemeteries. No-one of us who has ever specialised 
on some partial issue or has spent a longer time investigating a site can be an exception. When I 
created a model based on the cemetery cluster of Karos, I could not help projecting it on other, 
incompletely excavated cemeteries.7 Now I admit that the model fits on some of them while it does not 
on others. This is why I do not find it surprising that part of the largely fragmentarily known 
cemeteries of Rétköz began to resemble the one at Ibrány-Esbóhalom.

There is also a prevailing attitude that keeps trying to find the key to the problems in synchronising 
historical hypotheses with archaeological finds, rejoicing every time at finding yet another hypothesis 
which is certainly to solve a mass of problems recently called “Transdanubia phenomenon”8, worth 
quoting word by word: “This possibility (i.c. Attila Zsoldos’s theory saying that the clans of the Árpád 
Dynasty played the main role in all events of the Conquest concerning Transdanubia -  L. R.) 
contributes so powerfully to the analysis of the archaeological phenomena that it offers a solution for 
nearly eveiy problem that has so far refused any reasonable historical explanation.9 One could quote a 
long list of similar examples.

The cause of the chaos, 1 think, is mainly to be found in the fact that the majority of 10lh— 1 llh 
century graves and cemeteries excavated in accordance with the modern requirements is unpublished, 
and a critical investigation of the earlier finds, except for a few, has not been carried out yet. I have 
been puzzled by the fact that the publication of find materials (the sole basis of all and any 
investigations to follow) lost its prestige to such an extent that the compilation and publishing of find 
corpuses came to a halt and only recent years have seen some progress, while complete life-works lie 
in the depth of storage rooms, untouched. As a result, the contemporary research has deprived itself of 
the possibility of examining contrastive material documented according to the modem methodology. 
Astonishingly, at the same time, the most frequently quoted authors include A. Jósa and J. Hampel, 
who, despite the undoubted value of their find publications, have been dead for 90 years. It is 
generally understood that 80-100-ycar-old excavations and reports need cautious treatment, their 
critical revision, however, except for a very few, is still keeping us waiting. Thus, the research is to 
roll a giant ball of erroneous data ahead, using false premises, naturally arriving at false conclusions.

5 Mesterházy (1980) 36-44; Mesterházy (2002) 327-340 (with further bibliography).
6 Istvánovits (2003) 442-449.
7 L. Révész: A karosi honfoglalás kori temetők. Régészeti adatok a Felső-Tisza-vidék X. századi történetéhez (Die 

Gräberfelder von Karos aus der Landnahmezeit. Archäologische Angaben zur Geschichte des oberen Theißgebietes im 10. 
Jahrhunderl). Miskolc 1996, 8-199.

s P. Tomka: „Őseinket felhozád...” A honfoglaló magyarság [„You brought our ancestors...” The conquering Hungarians], 
Exhibition in Miskolc 17 July 1995-31 January 1996. CommArchHung (1996) 251 253.

7 Mesterházy (2002) 333.
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It is a stubborn commonplace that the most successful and most exciting digs are done in museum 
stack rooms. Let us add documentation cabinets and archives. Here are a few examples referring to the 
best known sites of the period to illustrate this. The graves and finds of the cemetery of Tiszabezdéd 
served as a basis for major theory structures during the past hundred years. The incomplete nature of 
the source material was called attention to in a number of my papers, but this is not my point. After 
finishing my latest paper on this topic10 11 I doubted I would ever be able to add anything new to this 
issue and go on dispersing the mystery around the definition of several of the graves. The situation 
came to a radical change when, thanks to Péter Prohászka’s diligence and luck, the unsuspected and 
unmentioned grave drawings of the Bezdéd cemetery came to light, all prepared by A. Jósa based on 
the data provided by the excavator Chief Constable L. Vidovich, indicating the exact location of the 
finds as well as related remarks. The processing of the material, settling a number of controversial 
questions, is underway."

Another well-known and recognised site is Kenézlő-Fazekaszug. During my test excavation carried 
out jointly with László Kovács in the early 1990s, memories of participants of the original research 
presented the possibility that the local landowner Géza Szalai also uncovered graves between the 
excavations of Lajos Kiss and Nándor Fettich (1915 and 1927-30). A few months ago the Photo 
Archive of the Hungarian National Museum managed to purchase from a private collector the images 
taken during the digs in February and March 1926. The photos were most likely taken by Szalai’s 
wife, the same Nandine Hertelendy who took all photos of Fettich’s excavations later. Handwritten 
notes on the photos even indicate the exact date of the digs.

Small in size but rich in finds, the cemetery of Szentes-Derekegyház became complete and 
authentic after the research and test excavations of A. Türk and P. Langó.12 13

Some excavations and catalogues of the past fifty years also deserve a revision. The 10th— 11th 
century cemetery of Halimba is ranked among the completely uncovered, well analysable sites with 
a high number of graves." Having recently revised the excavation record file and the related 
documents, Judit Szigeti discovered that the exact location of the industrial facilities (narrow-gauge 
railway, cellars, oil tanks and roadways) installed in the intervals between the excavation seasons 
and the graves destroyed by them were not indicated by the leader of the research, which is why 
maps drawn during different seasons sometimes do not fit together. Already Gy. László and G. 
Fehér, commissioned to investigate in the matter, called attention to the fact that the documentation 
of the graves leaves much to be desired. Even the exact location of the cemetery is unknown 
because it was not cross-checked with relative measurement. The list of examples in this topic is 
also long.

A considerable number of catalogues divide sites into groups like Hampel A or B, rich or poor, 
commoners or middle class, „altmagyarisch oder Bielo-Brdo Kultur” etc.14 This leads us back to the 
basic issue. It is as long as 100 years since Hampel’s and 40 years since B. Szőke’s categories have 
been considered fundamental in the classification of sites -  inefficiently enough, let us admit. Most 
cemeteries will fit into any of the groups based on certain criteria, while they will not fit into the same 
group if we take other features into consideration.15 For instance, we all have read and written about 
cemeteries of “the wealthy free” or “the middle class of limited means”. It would, however, mean a

10 Révész (2003) 432^440; L. Révész: Das landnahmezeitliche Gräberfeld von Bezdéd. Angaben zur Ausgrabung und zur 
Auswertung des Fundmaterials. CommArchHung (2003) 137-170.

11 P. Prohászka-L. Révész: A tiszabezdédi honfoglalás kori temető Jósa András vázlatainak tükrében [The Conquest Age 
cemetery of Tiszabezdéd in the reflection of András Jósa’s sketches], JAMÉ 45 (in print).

12 P. Langó-A. Türk: Honfoglalás kori női sír Szentes-Dcrckegyházi oldal határrészből (A Grave of a woman at Szcntes- 
Derekegyháza, from the age of the Hungarian Conquest). Kiállításvezető. Szentes 2003, 1-20.

13 Török ( 1962).
14./. Hampel: Újabb tanulmányok a honfoglalás kor emlékeiről [New studies on the relics of the Conquest Period], Budapest 

1907, 9-25; Szőke (1962); Mesterházy (1980) 36^12; Giesler (1981); Bálint (1991) 266-268; Gy. Kristó. A  magyar állam 
megszületése [The birth of the Hungarian state]. Szegedi Középkortörténeti Könyvtár 8. Szeged 1995, 4-166.

15 Szabó (1978-79) 50-52, 73-74, note 129; Istvánovits (2003) 442^149.
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major problem to clarify the difference between them. The traditional categories would be valid only if 
we could draw a definite line above which there were the rich (middle class, members of “the train”), 
and below which there were the poor (commoners, service providers etc.). Such demarcation line, 
however, does not exist in the space between the two extreme points. This model will not work. 
Consequently the compilation and comparison of the different lists generated false problems. Just to 
make another reference to the idea popping up again: Transdanubia phenomenon as such simply does 
not exist, or if it docs, there are more phenomena of the like called Kisalföld phenomenon, Mátra 
region phenomenon, Upper Tisza phenomenon, Trans-Tisza phenomenon, Mid-Danube-Tisza area 
phenomenon, Southern Hungary phenomenon, Transylvania phenomenon etc. The categorisation of 
mostly fragmentary sites is absolutely arbitrary. When putting something in Hampel A category, most 
authors are extremely “indulgent”: all they have to have is a single sparse stirrup (Bezdéd-sandmine) 
or a bronze mounting on a belt Nagyhalász-Nesze tavern. If, however, these finds came from 
completely or partly finished cemeteries, they would immediately become commoners’ goods (Ibrány - 
Esbóhalom, Gáva-Vásártér).16 The method will receive a completely different aspect if the sites we 
compare have at least some background information.

Apart from this, these cemeteries require a good deal more tinged treatment than before. The 
following example may help us see the point. Having finished the collection of materials in 1976, its 
author came to the conclusion that while in Southern Transdanubia there are hardly any cemeteries for 
the rich or the middle class, out of the 130 sites of co. Szabolcs the number of commoners’ cemeteries 
does not even reach 30.17 18 In reality, however, the situation cannot be so polarized. In a recently 
finished work I looked over the known sites in the area of Tiszavasvári and Tiszalök. I came to the 
surprising conclusion that only two of the 18 cemetery remains can be considered as middle class in 
traditional terms, all the rest belonging to the common people.Is This micro-region apparently displays 
a phenomenon otherwise characteristic of Transdanubia according to the earlier concepts.

At the present state of knowledge a cemetery used for 150-200 years is qualified “commoner” or 
“middle class” based on the overall picture. It is far from certain at the same time that these categories 
are valid for the entire period of use of the cemetery. It is also questionable that the cemetery was used 
by communities of identical origin, legal status and mode of production every time and all the way. To 
illustrate this, let us return to the example of the cemetery of Ibrány. The excavator definitely 
separated the 10lh and the 11th century part of the cemetery.191 do not understand at the same time why 
he separated a whole row of graves within the 10th century part. This is not necessarily justifiable 
based on the find material and the ritual. It is also unclear how long the 10th century first phase existed 
and at which point the population of the 10th century second phase took their place or joined them and 
whether or not they had any connection with each other. Although the complex anthropological 
investigations definitely imply that an exchange of populations took place in the cemetery at the turn 
of the 10th and 11th centuries, the excavator is apparently averse to accept this. The use of the cemetery 
is undoubtedly permanent, but it will never be possible to prove a few years’ or even a few months’ 
split in the continuity. Counting with a growth in the population would be justified only if the 
descendants of the 10th population had not moved away and had continued using the cemetery jointly 
with the newcomers. And finally let us ask the same question again with the excavator: where should 
the cemetery of Ibrány be classified? Regarding the overall picture it is definitely commoner. Or are 
we talking about more than one cemeteries, perhaps two or three? One early-mid-10th century middle 
class, another one used by commoners in the second half of the century and yet another commoner one 
in the 11th century? These are the questions wc arc to answer in the future.

To have a clear insight it will soon be inevitable to carry out a horizontal analysis of certain periods 
(each period covering about 50 years in my view) of the 10th— 11th century find material. Hardly any

16 Isívánovits (2003) 444.
17 Mesterházy (1980) 36-39.
18 L. Révész: Das landnahmezeitliche Gräberfeld von Tiszavasvári-Aranykerti tábla. ActaArchHung 56 (2005) (in print).
19 Isívánovits (2003) 373-384.
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attempts of such analysis have been made so far.20 Nevertheless, this is the only way to create an 
approximately realistic image about the structure of the cemeteries used in individual regions or even on 
the whole territory inhabited by the Hungarian tribes during the period. In such a way -  even if this 
method has its pitfalls and limits -  we could avoid the optical illusion caused by attempts to compare for 
example the cemeteries of Kenézlő with the entire cemeteries of Halimba, Letkés, Ibrány or Csekej.21 
The image will radically change if we focus on simultaneously existing graves or grave groups of these 
sites. Not to speak about the exciting discovery to sec how the times of use will work out: Did the 
cemeteries end in some period of the 10th century or did they remain in use as long as King St. Stephen’s, 
or even King St. Ladislaus’s and King Kálmán’s time? Were the permanently used ones used by the 
same population all through or did new groups join/replace them? Where and when were new cemeteries 
opened? What type of cemeteries are characteristic of an individual region and in what period?

Here I have arrived at the point of what I have to say. In my view progress is possible through the 
investigation and contrastive analysis-evaluation of the micro-regions. One would be right to demand 
explanation of me as to the definition of a micro-region. I can see no chance to provide one at present. 
A micro-region will probably be identical with a geographical unit because a certain natural 
geographical environment offers homogeneous or roughly homogeneous economic geographical 
conditions to be exploited fairly similarly by populations dwelling there at the same time. The mode of 
production affects their social structure, which leave the archaeological reflection we study in their 
cemeteries. All things considered, however, the confines of the micro-regions should not be given 
before the investigations, because they will take shape after finishing and as a result of the analyses. 
All other approaches would lead to the predominance of preconceptions. Yet, all should be warned in 
good time to act prudently with this method. It is already safely statable that the chronology, the 
structure(s) of cemeteries and the relationship of the sites to each other inside individual micro-regions 
will barely or not at all be applicable to the sites of other micro-regions. We should not experiment 
with declaring our discoveries universal or typical of the whole territory inhabited by Hungarians 
during the period. The source material of an individual micro-region -  at least in the first phase of the 
research -  is only comparable with itself. Thus it is needless to attempt to create integrated patterns for 
different types of cemeteries, because such did not exist in the 10th— 11th centuries, either. To put it 
simply: let the find unfold free, tell about itself without getting squeezed into patterns and explained. If 
the phenomena are described (and not prescribed according to what we would like them to be), wc 
shall see the schematic map of the 10th— 1 1th century Hungary gradually emerge right before our eyes.

Attempts to analyse micro-regions have already been observed in our research. Here are a few 
examples. Béla Kürti’s sketch focussing on cemeteries of the Maros-mouth area was received by an 
acknowledging response among the colleagues looking forward to read the detailed elaboration.22 
István Fodor’s investigations around Hajdúdorog may turn out to be epoch-making.23 Nearly all 
completely excavated and representing almost every variety of 10th— 12th century cemetery types, these 
sites are expected to be published and evaluated fairly soon, which may create the methodological 
foundation of this research trend. At the same time an exemplary analysis of the comprehensive 
geographical-historical-archaeological find environment of the finds of a single cemetery24 or even a 
solitary grave might suggest major issues.25

2U Giesler (1981) 3-167.
21 Török (1962); K. Bakay: Honfoglalás és államalapítás kori temetők az Ipoly mentén (Gräberfelder an der Eipel aus der Zeit 

der ungarischen Landnahme und Staatsgründung). StComit 6 (1978) 6-200; M. Rejholcovä: Das Gräberfeld von Cakajovcc 
(9.-12. Jahrhundert). Analyse Nitra-Budapest 1995; Istvänovits (2003).

22 B. Kürti: Régészeti adatok a Maros-torok vidékének 10-11. századi történetéhez (Archäologische Angaben zur Geschichte 
der Umgebung der Marosmündung in den 10 11 -ten Jahrhunderten.) In: G. Lőrinczy (ed.): A kőkortól a középkorig. 
Szeged 1994,369-386.

231. Fodor: Hajdúdorog. In: Fodor I.-M. Wolf-L. Révész-1. M. Nepper (eds): The ancient Hungarians. Budapest 1997, 226 
231.

24 Szabó (1978-79) 45-136.
25 Bende-Lőrinczy-Tiirk (2002) 3 51 -402.
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To gain practicable information about the population history of a given region or adjust the time 
limits of the use of cemeteries there are two possibilities at hand. In every case we must consider how 
the cemetery or cemeteries in focus fit in the other 10th— 11th century sites known from their immediate 
or broader surroundings, and whether a palaeo-demographical and palaeo-sociographical analysis of 
the site/sites is possible at all.

The objectives and methodology of historical demography were laid down clearly and plainly by J. 
Nemeskéri and Gy. Acsádi fifty years ago.26 According to this its goal is “to process written sources 
and objective (anthropological) finds to provide data referring to the demography or demographical 
statistics of ethnic groups and populations of the past.”27 The two basic requirements to accomplish the 
job arc the precise definition of the sex and the age and that the excavation of the cemetery should be 
complete. The criteria were later refined by experts involved. “Three basic components define the 
possibility to provide a realistic picture of the demographic structure of a population. One: complete 
uncovering, two: chronology, three: the definition of the basic biological characteristics. In case any of 
the three factors lack information, the whole of the composition is uncertain and its validity is 
limited.”28

A classic example of this analytical method is the processing of the commoners’ cemetery at Fiad- 
Kenyérpuszta, which met all these requirements.29 30 Despite the authors’ repeated warnings of the 
pitfalls of this analytical method, ’0 much of the work done during the following decades proves that 
the advice was not always listened to. Often populations of not completely uncovered or half- 
destroyed cemeteries were attempted to reconstruct, in other cases the dating of the chronology was 
not done with the necessary profoundness. While I was writing this paper and looked through the 
cemetery analyses published during the past half-century, I saw a very mixed image of these works. 
The result will be detailed and utilised in my monograph in progress. This paper shall contain only a 
few remarks.

The publication of cemeteries and parts of cemeteries is usually done in the traditional way: the 
author describes the finding circumstances, the graves and the important parallels of the finds. There is 
an overview of the earlier statements referring to the found object types and after a summary the 
author will give the dating of the cemetery. Extra information is contained in those reports where the 
authors take the trouble of the complete collection and process of an individual object type, by which 
they will become references for later publications. In luckier cases the anthropological material is 
investigated by an expert and sexes and ages arc determined. An ever growing number of cemetery 
analyses published during the past half-century include analyses focussing on palaeo-demography, 
palaeo-sociography and osseo-chcmistry.

Only the combined application of all these methods may provide analytical results that approach 
the past reality. These arc still full of pitfalls. One of the most problematic issues is dating. Though the 
processing of the individual objects has showed remarkable results in the past decades, this work is 
still far from being finished. In the lack of this we cannot hope any major progress (and the 
mechanical, uncontrolled application of earlier results is also prone to serious errors). There may be no 
other periods of archaeological research in Hungary with such a “pressure to date” to as narrow 
periods as two or three decades. A relatively precise definition of the use of cemeteries is not an easy 
task, though. The bulk of the object types of the period is comprised by ones used for one or one and a

26 J. Nemeskéri-Gy. Acsádi: Történeti demográfiai vizsgálatok a kérpusztai XI. századi temető anyagából (Analyses of 
Historical Demography from the Eleventh Century Cemetery at Kérpuszta). ArchErt 79 (1952) 134-147.

27 ibid, 134.
2X Éry-Kralovánszky-Nemeskéri (1963) 61.
29./. Nemeskéri-P. Lipták-B. Szőke: Le cimetiére du Xle siécle de Kérpuszta. ActaArchHung 3 (1953) 205-370.
30 Éry-Kralovánszky-Nemeskéry (1963) 61: „The elaboration of the demographical structure without the researcher’s proper 

knowledge of the conditions of realistic elaboration is becoming ever more frequent.” Item A. Kralovánszky: Embertani 
adatok és módszerek újabb alkalmazási lehetőségei a régészetben. (Recent Ways of the Applications of Anthropological 
Data and Methods in Archaeology). AnthrK 3 (1959) 18: „Incompletely uncovered cemeteries are not suitable to solve 
essential questions of this aspect.”
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half centuries and their occurrence often shows different pictures region by region. If we are lucky, we 
may have a few objects to determine narrower time limits than usual.

To illustrate the foregoing, here is the cemetery of Ibrány once again. The author dated the early 
use of the cemetery around 940 with its possible abandoning linked to a historical event, namely the 
war between King Salamon and the Dukes Géza and Ladislaus in 1074 as a result of which the 
community using the cemetery was destroyed or moved. It is thus inferred that the cemetery was used 
for 134 years, which serves as the basis for serious palaeo-demographical conclusions.31 This 
argument, however, rests on rather unstable foundations on several points. The upper time limit of the 
site is based on a single key find: a fragment of a false dirham used as a costume ornament with not 
more precise dating than the first two thirds of the 10th century. I do not see how this allows the dating 
around 940 because the finds show that the first graves may have been dug in the early 10th century 
but even as late as the 60s and 70s. There are also problems around the end of the cemetery. The two 
Salamon coins certainly qualify a terminus post quem, but this only indicates that the cemetery was 
still in use in the mid-1060s. Only four I I th century coins were uncovered in the graves (two 
impressions of St. Stephen and Salamon each), and not a series of coins of kings on the throne from St. 
Stephen until Salamon. Giving an obulus consequently was not a decisive tradition in the burial rites 
of the Ibrány community, this cemetery is definitely poor in coins. Thus the Salamon coins do not 
necessarily indicate the closure of the cemetery. It could have happened at the time of King St. 
Ladislaus or even King Kálmán without the coins of these kings being present at these sites. All 
considered, the cemetery of Ibrány could have been used for the 134 years proposed by Istvánovits but 
likewise for only 100 years (960-1065) or even 200 years (900-1100). This will determine the 
evaluation of the palaeo-demographical construction built on the chronology.

The analyses arc to be carried out along chronological as well as spatial and sociological 
coordinates, and this work is still at an early stage. The rarely applied scientific investigations 
themselves still do not mean really serious help in the lack of long series of comparative samples.32

The application of the palaeo-demographical formula is burdened by several difficulties even in the 
case of fully completed sites. Based on 14lh century data, one of its elements, the small family of 5-7 
members can only be considered as a model instead of a basic unit universally applicable to every 
community or region.33 In the case of artificially created units (e.g. cemeteries of the military train 
showing strong male dominance) such calculations are not applicable at all. The archaeological time 
confines of the use of cemeteries examined with this method arc also problematic, as mentioned 
above. Most of the reports contain dating based on routine or one or two, mainly debatable data. 
Nevertheless these two uncertainty factors namely the lack of precise information referring to the size 
of the family and the several decades’ broad margin of error in the definition of the use may seriously 
jeopardize the result of the palaeo-demographical calculations. The method of calculation cannot be 
considered as an equation with two unknown quantities where the missing data that is the period of 
use and the size of the using community can be mathematically obtained.

This makes it rather difficult to determine if a cemetery taking in say 20 bodies was created by a 
small community of a few families in 60-80 years or a more populous community in 20-30 years. It 
would add crucial information for the definition of the demographic situation (and all consequential 
aspects) of a region. Progress in this issue could be made by reviving palaeo-serological investigations 
interrupted by Imre Lengyel’s death all the more so because such researches could also help clarify the 
relative chronology of graves and grave clusters. Cemeteries analysed by Lengyel also proved that the

31 Istvánovits (2003) 373.
32 Lively example thereof: Bende-Lörinczy-Türk (2002) 368-370. The C-14 sigma I and II results covering 150-200 and 60- 

80 years respectively do not offer much help for the researchers of the period because time spans like this can be defined 
with traditional archaeological means. The tendentious application of these results, however, may mislead one to bad 
pitfalls. See: K. Vályi: Honfoglalás kori sírok Szeren 1973 (Megjegyzések a terület korai történetéhez) 
(Landnahmezeitliche Gräber in Szer (Kom. Csongrád) 1973. Angaben zur frühen Geschichte des Gebietes). In: G. 
Lőrinczy (ed.): A kőkortól a középkorig. Szeged 1994, 387-403.

33 I. Szabó: A falurendszer kialakulása Magyarországon [The development of the village system in Hungary], Budapest 1966.
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traditional archaeological reasoning treating grave clusters as family or chronological units does not 
reflect the past reality.

Finally a few words about how the finds of a cemetery represent the life style, richness and rank of 
those buried there.

As far as life style is concerned, grave finds do not yield much information, what is more, they may 
mislead us. It is known from the complex inquiries into the natural and economic geography of 
Bodrogköz and Rétköz that before the regulation of river-ways the conditions of this region favoured 
mainly animal breeding namely cattle and swine farming. The dominance of these two species was 
proved by I. Vörös from the Árpád period site material of Northeast Hungary.34 Keeping sheep in this 
moist marshland is unadvisable. Yet, the great majority of the food furniture found in the graves is 
comprised by sheep bones. This stubborn tradition seems to be rooted in the spiritual world and in this 
case the find material does not reflect the reality of the contemporary food production.

To add another stubborn cliché, here is the abundance of precious metals in the 10th century graves, 
especially in the Upper Tisza region (“rich Upper Tisza cemeteries”). Since I have already tackled this 
issue elsewhere, I would like to present only a few reminder data here: the cemetery of Tiszavasvári- 
Aranykerti tábla comprising 20 graves yielded an insignificant total quantity of 138,8 g silver, more 
than half of which, 70,6 g was uncovered from a single grave. All that remain besides this are a golden 
lock-ring and an earring with golden sphere ornaments on its pendant. 116,69 g of silver was found in 
the cemetery of Bczdéd (half ofthat comes from the costume ornaments of grave No. 16, one of the 
total 18) plus a single golden lock-ring; the gross weight of silver objects from the 26 graves of 
cemetery II of Kenézlő equals 559,89 g, again with only one golden lock-ring.35 The trend is obvious: 
with only a few exceptions, in these really richly furnished cemeteries of the Upper Tisza only 150- 
200 g of silver and an insignificant amount of gold can be found.36 It is high time we made an end of 
an image of cemeteries from the Conquest period “lined with gold and silver” stubbornly surviving in 
a part of the historical-archaeological literature. At the same time those who favour these categories 
will have to answer the question what qualifies a cemetery rich or poor.

Related to the topic and thus deserving a brief remark is the problem whether the components of 
the weapon belt can be considered as insignia of rank or not. I still stick to my earlier standpoint that is 
yes, they can. Those who think that this indicates only the wealth of the given person as a function of 
which it may largely over-represent the social status quo in the burial, should consider the following 
carefully: It is a rather odd class of wealth which receives representation or “over-representation” 
exclusively through the ornaments of the weapon belt. Why do Hungarian cemeteries lack the luxuries 
filling the graves of the nouveau riche of the Viking Birka or Gotland, jewelleries, weapons, consumer 
goods hoarded up from a territory spanning from India to Britannia, Byzantium to China and the 
Muslim caliphates? Where arc the expensive jewelleries, table sets, bowls, decanters, spoons the 
possession of which is reported by the written sources of the period? It is these that the upstart used for 
representation, not a sabre covered with featherweight silver or gold foil and hard cast belt mounting. 
If you want to find examples for nouveau riche mentality among the relics of the Carpathian Basin, 
weigh the 4th-5 th century palm-sized Germanic gold or silver buckles, huge, heavy fibulas, rings, 
pendants or the early Avar “never mind just make it heavy” jewelleries. These are the objects that their 
bearers would have loved to wear with the price tag on if that thing had existed at the time.

In the foregoing, I sketched up a few viewpoints that I find important for the analysis of the find 
material of the period. A more detailed investigation and a study using the maximum possible means 
is the task of the years to come. I believe it is important to note why I worded this speech a lot more

34 7. Vörös: Adatok az Árpád-kori állattartás történetéhez [Data for the history of animal farming in the Árpád Period], In: L. 
Bende-G. Lőrinczy (eds): A középkori magyar agrárium. Opusztaszer 2000, 71-120; 7 Vörös: A Felső-Tisza-vidék 
honfoglalás kori lovastemetkezései I. Szabolcs-Nyírség (Ancient Hungarian burials with horse in the Upper Tisza region 1. 
Szabolcs-Nyírség). JAMÉ 43 (2001) 569-601; Istvánovits (2003) 247.

35 Révész (2001) 39; Révész (2003) 439.
36 Cf. Révész (2001) 38-46.
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carefully (one may sometimes feel more uncertainly) than in my earlier papers. It is because they are 
not free from the above listed shortcomings, either.
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REMARKS ON THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS OF 
THE 9th—10th CENTURY HUNGARIANS

László Kovács

On the Hungarian legacy in Etelköz/Levedia

The pre-Conquest that is prc-895 history of the Hungarian people is the field of research of the 
Hungarian prehistory involving history, palaeo-linguistics, archaeology, anthropology, ethnography 
etc., which, in the lack of special knowledge I never wished to meddle in, because it would be 
inappropriate to interfere incompetently with the work of an established circle of experts. In my article 
I did not intend to inquire into issues of prehistory, but in my overview of a few questions of the 
archaeology of the Hungarian Conquest, I chose to depart from the point where from the late 830s, the 
seven tribes of the ancient Hungarians were probably already dwelling in Etelköz/Levedia that is on a 
territory bordered by the Don, the Lower Danube and the Carpathians.1 Later the Hungarian 
population grew by he joining of the three Kabar/Kavar tribes defeated in the Khazar civil war around 
850 or only 862-881,2 but in the lack of precise and realistic data it is impossible to define either the 
number of each population before or the joint Hungarian-Kabar one after the merge. Estimates have, 
of course, been made, most of which build on a quantification left by a group of Muslim sources,3 but 
the conclusions differ a good deal calculating with a conquest time population of 100 to 500 
thousand.4 As for me, I cannot pronounce in favour of the reality of either the extreme or any of the

1 Since the separation of the last two(?) Hungarian original homelands has still not been successful, I joined the bridging 
opinion of László Sándor Tóth, who treated the issue in a monograph, „It was probably in the late 830s when the 
Hungarians entering the peripheral sphere of interest of Khazaria, Bulgaria and Byzantium settled down in their new 
dwelling territory west of the river Don. Based on Constantine, we can call their homeland near Khazaria both Levedia or 
Etelköz. While Levedia got its name from the first known leader of the Hungarian tribal confederation, Etelköz may have 
been named after the eastern border river of the confederation territory, the Don alias Etel. The Byzantine emperor 
described both Levedia and Etelköz with a river respectively, and according to his account, these territories were later 
occupied by the conquering Pechenegs.” Tóth (1997) 212-213; detailed ibid29-60.

2 For the opinion following the overview of references to the period between 780-889/890 see Tóth (1997) 66-68.
3 The Book of Roads and Countries, a work lost but restorable from users’ survived notes, was probably written by Abu- 

Abdallah Muhammad ibn Ahmad al-Djayhani, in 913 guardian to the infant Samanide emir Nasr ibn Ahmad (914-943) 
and vizier of the emirate. One of the abstractors of the work, the Isfahan-born Ibn Rusta presumably compiled his own 
work between 903 and 913 or in the 920s with only one surviving manuscript dated to 1254. The book’s references to 
Turks/Hungarians and other East-European (Pecheneg, Khazar, Danubian Bulgars and Slavic) peoples preserved an earlier 
tradition datable to the 870s, and this is where it says: „The Hungarian is a kin of the Turks. Their leader troops out with 
20.000 horsemen. Their leader’s name is K.nd.h. This, however, is only the nominal title of their king, since the man who 
rules them as their king is called G.l.h" Zimonyi (1996), quoted 55, 57; cf. Zimonyi: Muszlim források [Muslim sources]. 
In: HKÍF, 29-33.

4 A few examples: 100 thousand people, no explanation see Zimonyi (1996) 32, note 39; hypothetically 350-400 thousand 
people see Bartha (1984) 528; 500 thousand people see Gy. Györffy. Magyarország története a honfoglalástól [1116-ig] 
[The history of Hungary from the Conquest till 1116]. In: A. Bartha (ed.): Magyarország története 1/1. Előzmények és 
magyar történet 1242-ig [The history of Flungary 1/1. Precedents and Hungarian history till 1242], Budapest 1984, 646- 
647. György Györffy „defined the proportion of the military train and the commoners 1:4—1:4,5, based on other, later 
sources; in his view the Hungarian population in Etelköz numbered 100 thousand families, 500 thousand people. He puts 
the war losses due to the conquest 100.000 thus estimating the immigrant Hungarian population 400.000, whereas the 
locally found population 200.000. Then, according to Gy. Györffy, the total population of the Carpathian Basin in the late 
9lh century is around 600.000. The number of the free warriors and their families and the proportion of slave population is 
still historically questionable.” - opinionated Györffy’s procedure Zoltán Kováts, who thinks that based on the latest 
research model, the mentioned total population must have been a good deal more, 1,0-1,5 million. Z. Kováts: Történeti 
demográfia [Historical demography]. In: KMTL, 684-685. Opinions later reviewed by Révész (1997) 226-227;
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middle values given above, which is why next I chose a conspicuously low estimate5 to depart from to 
avoid major errors in the supposed quantity of Hungarian-Kabar burials in Etelköz. Since the 
mentioned opinion counted with a maximum of 14.000 conquering Hungarians, their two 33-year-long 
generations spent in Etelköz would have meant only 30.000 people disregarding the high infant 
mortality rate. Considering the fact that only 1% of their total supposed burials have been excavated, 
we should know about as few as 300 Hungarian graves in Etelköz, however the mentionable legacy -  
if the processing has started at all -  is significantly less.

As to the number of the excavated burials, the answer Hungarian authors may provide should 
significantly be amplified by Moldavian, Russian, Romanian and Ukrainian colleagues, because the 
find and information material collected from their own territories as well as the related special 
literature is mainly at their disposal only. Our orientation on the other hand can be made easier by the 
recent appearance of several related essays which contained the acceptable, the chronologically 
controversial and finally the rejectable data as well. Even the find material of the few graves at the 5-6 
acceptable sites may share the same class due to the lack of counterarguments,6 there are those which

summarized in charts by Horváth Zsolt in I. Erdélyi: A magyar honfoglalás és előzményei [The Hungarian Conquest and 
the its antecedents]. MM 3. Budapest 2002, 99.

5 Vékony (2001) 99; Vékony (2002) 211. In my view, Gábor Vékony’s method that he used to estimate the number of the 
conquering Hungarians is unacceptable, because 1. It is based on the 400-417 1-3 generation burials resulting from 
Károly Mesterházy’s generally rejected generation calculations -  cf. note 36. -  the first generation of which was reduced 
to 222 people. Next, calculating with a 33-year generation distance and 30%o mortality rate, based on the 0,26% rate of 
excavations completed as derived from the mediaeval statistical and archaeological data, he worked out 86.247 people. 
Finding this too many, with a witty but non-scientific argument, he reduced the index to 1,56%, which is how he arrived 
at 14.373 that is rounded down to 14.000 people, referring to both sexes and all age groups of the whole population, 5.000 
out of which he reckoned male: Vékony (2001) 97-99; Vékony (2002) 211. These calculations based on a chronologically 
rigid separation of commoners’ and leaders’ cemeteries and a random play with the “excavations completed” index are 
unacceptable. 2. Based on his own, likewise unacceptable calculations, he defined the local population found in the 
Carpathian Basin around 900 as numbering 1 195 300-1 406 235 people, ibid  92; his corresponding data from 1997 for the 
population of the Carpathian Basin: 1 100 000-1 400 000, the conquering Hungarians: 20 000 people. G. Vékony: A 
Kárpát-medence népi-politikai viszonyai a IX. században [Ethnic-political relations in the Carpathian Basin in the 9th 
century]. Életünk 35 (1997/10) 1169-1170. Since, in my view, in the lack of any real data, we have no possibility to 
define the number of the conquering Hungarian population, I wish to make only the following remark. I consider the 
5.000 adult war-capable males too few because it would have been mainly their task to pacify and control the local 
population of the Carpathian Basin, the most significant clement of which, Vékony imagines, was the Finno-Ugrian 
speaking Széklcr (=Hungarian) population immigrating in the 6lh century, who, even if a good deal fewer than Vékony’s 
1,2-1,4 million people, would have numbered many times more than the conquering Turkish/Hungarian-Kabar allies -  cf. 
Vékony (2002) 211-215 -  necessitating lots of armed men. Besides, they would have had to keep an eye on the eastern 
mountain passes as long as a Pecheneg attack was to be expected, let alone fulfilling their own economical tasks. Add to 
that the manpower necessary for the campaigns launched first against immediate, later distant neighbours. Since the 
Italian campaign of 899-900 was realised by a Hungarian army estimated to 2.000-5.000 troops, this extra number above 
the manpower sufficient for home tasks would have had to be taken away from own -  though bled out in the recent 
Bulgarian and Pecheneg incidents -  resources, because training the locals unskilled in light cavalry warfare to organise 
new auxiliary troops that met the tactical and combat requirements of the Hungarian army would have been practically 
impossible within one or two years.

6 Korobchino (Krinitskiy ray., Dnepropctrovskaya obi.): upper class sabered mounted archer’s certified burial, Prihodmik- 
Curilova (2002); M. Benkő: Aranymaszkos ősmagyar vezérsír (Summary. Proto-Hungarian head tribal grave with golden 
burial mask). AntTan 47 (2003) 111-125; Krylos (Halichkiy ray., Ivano-Frankovskaya obi., Ukraine): 1-1 graves with 
horses and weaponry buried under small rocky kurgans, Bálint (1989) 139; Prihodnűk-Curilova (2002) 184. Novo- 
Nikolayevka (Dnepropctrovskaya obi., Ukraine): burial dug into kurgans, Ivanov (1999) 100, Nr. 4, 101, fig. 15, 9. 
Subboticy (Znamenskiy ray., Kirovogradskaya obi., Ukraine): small cemetery of 3 graves, in male grave No. 2. human 
portrayal unknown in the home find material, cf. K. Mesterházy: A honfoglaló magyarok hitvilága és a monoteizmus (Die 
Glaubenswelt der landnehmenden Ungarn und der Monotheismus). In: L. Novák (ed.): Hiedelmek, szokások az Alfóldön I 
[Beliefs and tradition on the Great Hungarian Plain], AJMK 7. Nagykőrös 1992, 95-105. with gilded silver set of belt 
mountings. The excavators dated the finds to time around the second half of the 9th century and the early 10th century 
regarding them the legacy of Hungarians who did not migrate on and thus got hemmed in among the new occupying 
Pechenegs, N. M. Bokij-S. A. Pletneva: Zakhoroneniye semi voyna-kochevnika X v. v basseyne Ingula (10th-century 
family burial of a nomad warrior in the Ingül river basin). SovArh 1988/2, 99-115; N. M. Bokij-S. A. Pletneva: Nomád
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are probably or certainly posterior to the Hungarian occupation in Etelköz,7 in other cases the 
arguments against ethnic identification seem more powerful.8 These few grave finds are next to 
nothing, and this justifies the statement that in this topic archaeology is still in the stage of the 
collection of material. This is no longer explainable with the backwardness of the research of the 
Southeast European steppe,9 which is why a new concept interprets the development of the 
characteristic Hungarian material culture and legacy of the Conquest period as the consequence of 
moving from the steppe to the Carpathian Basin.10 Thought-provoking as this hypothesis may be, the

harcos család 10. századi sírjai az Ingül folyó völgyében (Gräber einer nomadischen Kriegerfamilie aus dem 10. Jh. im 
Ingul-Flußtal). ArchÉrt 114 (1989) 86-98; Ivanov (1999) 100-101, No. 5; 102, fig. 15, 11; Prihodnük-Curilova (2002) 
184. The Hungarian experts accepted their dating to the second half of the 9lh century: I. Erdélyi: A fordító hozzászólása 
N. M. Bokij és Sz. A. Pletnyeva cikkéhez [The translator’s comments to the article by N. M. Bokij and Sz. A. Pletneva], 
ArchÉrt 114 (1989) 98; Bálint (1989) 142; Bálint (1994) 43; Bálint (1996) 943; Fodor (1994) 55. Tvyordokhlcby 
(Kobelyakskiy ray., Dnepropetrovskaya obi., Ukraine): male grave dug into a Bronze Age kurgan, dated to the second 
half of the 9th century based on the delivered grave goods, Ivanov (1999) 100, Nr. 3, 101, fig. 15, 10. Zaplavka 
(Magdalinskiy ray., Dnepropetrovskaya obi., Ukraine): 3 kurgan burials from the second half of the 9th century Ivanov 
(1999) 99- 100, Nr. 1; 101 102, fig. 15,7.

7 The cemeteries of communities created perhaps already in the new homeland for frontier defence or other purposes from 
the late 9lh century, Przemysl (wdj. Przemysl, Poland): Bálint (1989) 139; Sudovaya Vishnya (Ilvivskaya obi., Ukraine): 
Bálint (1989) 139, but even Krylos mentioned in the previous group: Fodor (1994) 55. Besides them the equestrian-and- 
weapon graves in Moldavia without Hungarian type goldsmith’s works can be dated to the 9lh but more likely to the 10lh 
century, moreover, a few commoners’ graves listed among them are doubtlessly from the 10th—11th centuries, lacking 
Hungarian ethnic character Bálint (1989) 138-139; summarized by Fodor (1994) 55.

s Manvelovka (Vasilkovskiy ray., Dnepropetrovskaya obi., Ukraine): solitary horseman’s grave dated to the 9lh-10lh 
centuries, cf. Ivanov (1999) 100, Nr. 2, 102, fig. 15, 8; Prihodnük-Curilova (2002) 184, but the Hungarian literature dates 
it to the 7th-8 lh centuries, M. Benkő: Halotti maszk és sírobolus. A honfoglaló magyarok halotti álarcának eredetéről 
[Death mask and burial obolus. On the origin of the death mask of the conquering Hungarians]. AntTan 33 (1987-88) 
196-198; Suhaya Gomolsha (Harkivskaya obi., Ukraine): part of a cremation um cemetery of 7 or more graves the rite of 
which, despite Saltovo type and 8lh-9 th century Kama-Urals region type grave goods, does not allow to have anything in 
common with the Hungarians, cf. Ivanov (1999) 101, Nr. 6, fig. 15, 6. Vorobyovo (Voronezhskaya obi., Russia)-Golubye 
lesk: referring to the find material of the grave Csanád Bálint provided an evaluation of universal validity: ”Es 
unterscheidet sich nicht von dem der Saltovo-Majaki-Kultur, die Ähnlichkeit mit dem Fundmaterial der Landnahmezeit 
hängt jedoch einfach mit den vielfältigen Beziehungen zwischen der Saltovo-Majaki-Kultur und der Kultur der 
ungarischen Landnahmezcit zusammen -  hat also keine weitergehenden historischen Ursachen. Allein aufgrund der 
räumlichen und chronologischen Zusammenhänge liegt es auf der Hand, daß in der landnahmezeitlichen 
Hinterlassenschaft auch Fundobjekte vom Typ Saltovo-Majaki vertreten sind. Das bedeutet noch lange nicht, daß diese 
Tatsache zu historisch-ethnischen Schlußfolgerungen berechtigt: Auch wenn sich im Osten eine noch so nahe Parallele zu 
den Fundobjekten aus dem Karpatenbecken findet, läßt sich daraus nicht folgern, daß jene zwingend altungarisch sind. 
Die einzige erlaubte Folgerung ist chronologischer Natur. Die in Ungarn gefundener Objekte, zu denen uns sehr nahe oder 
genauer fast identische Analogien aus dem Osten bekannt sind, stammen aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach aus der frühesten 
Periode der Landnahmezeit. Jedoch ist die Folgerung in der gegensätzlichen Rictung nicht erlaubt; die [im allgemeinen 
L. K.] zitierten Funde, Gräber und Gräberfelder dürfen nicht kurzschlüssig als altungarisch bezeichnet werden.” Bálint 
(1989) 138; as Hungarian Ivanov (1999) 97; Prihodnük-Curilova (2002) 184. Anyway, this grave lies east of the Don, at 
the same time over the hypothetically accepted eastern frontiers of Etelköz, along the river Hoper, that is outside the 
territory of my inspection.

9 Though this fall-back is not negligible since according to István Bóna’s recent view, „due to the underdevelopment of the 
archaeology of the eastern steppe..., and the unsystematic, random research of Moldavia and South-Ukraine -  the 
Ukrainian steppe zone there is little to know about the 9lh century remains of Etelköz and the surroundings, still we can 
report that we have found the precedents of all Hungarian type grave and site finds. Clear sight is, however, blocked by 
methods recalling the childhood of archaeology, as well as very purposeful political considerations. The difficulties are 
caused by outdated, incomplete and untested chronological systems all over the vast steppe and open woodlands 
stretching from the Lower Danube to the Volga-Kama region and the Northern Caucasians.” Bóna (2000) 17.

111 According to Csanád Bálint, „The international research has long been busy investigating how the archaeological cultures 
are related to the great migrations. No-one here reads László Vajda and István Bóna was the only one to call the attention 
-  in an almost unnoticed article Bóna (1979) -  to the fact that since prehistoric times, all peoples migrating into the 
Carpathian Basin witnessed a change of their material culture after settling down. This goes for the conquering 
Hungarians as well as the Avars. Thus I do not think we should stand stupefied before the phenomenon that the ancient 
Hungarians’ graves get lost among a mass of Slavic, Saltovo type and other graves of the steppe cultures. For the same
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situation is complicated firstly by the listed few burials where the rituals as well as the grave furniture 
show resemblance to those of the conquering Hungarians," secondly a similar curious scarcity of finds 
left behind by the “Alan, Kabar, Khazar and other peoples”12 who, before the Hungarians arrived in 
the mid-9lh century, dwelt in the same vast, probably never uninhabited area; thirdly the age of the 
archaeological culture and the spiritual background of the ancient Hungarian legacy, which I am about 
to detail below.

The lack of ancient Hungarian finds in Etelköz is mainly related to the undoubted scarcity of 
published finds from the area during the period in question,13 which leaves us the only, though 
unverifiable possibility that these sets of finds lie hidden in the stack-rooms of country museums there. 
The secondary reason for the scarcity is that the graves unearthed there do not contain coins, which 
may result in the decrease of possible ancient Hungarian finds because some archaeologists follow 
current political pressure and date them to the 10th century instead of the 9th thus linking them to the 
Pechenegs.14 It is commonly known, however, that in 837/838, at the time of their presumed first 
mentioning, the Turk/Hungarians turned up at the Lower Danube, when, upon the request of their 
occasional allies, the Danubian Bulgars, they tried to stop the Wallachian Macedonians from moving 
back to the Byzantine Empire where they, as slaves, had been settled down by Khan Krum after he 
defeated the Byzantine army in several campaigns a few decades before.15 Though the campaign ended 
with failure, the Hungarian division demanding the whole Macedonian wealth used the strategy of the 
10lh century raiders. In the autumn of 860, Blessed Constantine/Cyril may have encountered a 
marauding Hungarian cavalry troop near Cherson on the Crimean, and despite the little source 
material, several records o f their veritable raids were left on us: the Pannonian territory of the Eastern 
Frank Empire in 862, near present day’s Vienna and the independent action of a Kabar vanguard in the 
Melk region in 881, then in summer 892, towards the end of their stay in Etelköz, supporting King 
Arnulf of East Frankóiba mainly against the Moravian principality of Svatopluk I (870-894), in mid- 
894 as the allies of the Moravians even in the Hungarian Plain and Transdanubia. Every contract must

reason, we should not overestimate the historical significance of a single object type or cemetery showing similarities to 
those of the conquering Hungarians. The cultural atmosphere and potentials of the Carpathian Basin provided the 
intellectual, while the precious metal looted and melted to the last gram, the material basis for the conquering Hungarians 
to develop a new material culture. The development of a new archaeological culture did not really mean a break with the 
East but rather the exploitation of the intellectual and material potentials offered by the Middle Danube region and the 
joining with Europe.” Bálint (1994) 43-44; Bálint (1996) 947. Earlier István Bóna meant first contact between the Slavs 
and the conquering Hungarians in the Carpathian basin, whereas in foreign politics, their getting hemmed in between 
Byzantium and the countries o f the Carolingian Empire, Bóna (1979) 44-48.

11 „Find-centercdness must be pushed into the background to give room to research aiming at burial rituals or typical 
elements of clothing, weaponry etc. that really reflect the ethnic character” -  a more promising trend in research pointed 
out by Bóna (2000) 19.

12 Bartha (1984) 528. Comprehensive overview Eggers (1997) 45M8, 62-63, map 3-4 (explanation 59).
13 According to Csanád Bálint, from the 1970s the Soviet internal politics did not hinder the excavations on the steppe which 

could have resulted ancient Hungarian graves. Yet, despite the growing number of excavations and the intervention of the 
‘pro-Hungarian’ archaeologists, only minimal achievement was made Bálint (1994) 43.

14 Despite the scarcity of graves with coins, István Bóna blamed a typical Central European chronological system built upon 
the ‘over-insured’ dating of the coins, whereas “there are no Hungarian finds that local archaeologists would not date after 
895, more exactly 900, which means that only typical Hungarian finds dated posterior to the exit of the Hungarians, that is 
the Hungarian Conquest have been published from the region. These arc defined as the burials and finds of Hungarians 
“left behind” under the Pccheneg rule or rather the Pechencg population replacing the Hungarians... The 19th century and 
early 20lh century amateur period of archaeology is conjured up by the misconception also frequently proclaimed by 
Romanian, Ukrainian, Russian special archaeologists saying that the nomadic people having no permanent dwellings, the 
solitary graves and small family cemeteries arc the relics of those fell “in battles”. Finally, it is hardly deniable that the 
Romanian and Moldavian archaeology cannot stand even the thought of having ancient Bulgarian or Hungarian relics in 
their countries. Their undisputable relics (burial with horses, bows) are interpreted as left behind by extinct nomadic 
peoples: Pechenegs, Turks, Cumanians; and this popular view also shared by the Russians and the Ukrainians practically 
conserves the erratic chronological system, because it relates earlier finds to later populations.” Bóna (2000) 17-18.

15 The sources and evaluation of the mentioned and further ‘raids’ see Tóth (1997) 30—33, 67-68, 77, 133-134, detailed 145— 
168.
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have involved receiving presents, every campaign produced booty, and the most desired forms of both 
were textile and luxury goods as well as precious metal including minted coins. Add to that a Muslim 
source reporting that the Hungarians led permanent raids to their northern Slavic neighbours’ land and 
not only did they levy huge (food?) taxes16 on them, but the captives taken there were transported to 
Kerch or Cherson to barter for Byzantine brocade, woollen carpets and -  similarly to the wealth 
obtained in the Abbey of Montccassino in 937 -  other Byzantine goods, furthermore, derived from the 
factual description of the Italian booty and the desire of acquisition, probably also Byzantine solidi,17 
finally, through other possible trade contacts, they may have come by Muslim dirham,ls too. Anyway, 
if we do not consider GardTzT’s famous remark whereas the Hungarians’ “clothes arc made of brocade, 
their weapons [made] of silver and inlaid with gold” to be a cliché, this information may strengthen 
the possibility that a 9th century Hungarian from Etelköz could have been buried wearing his 
ornamental outfit and weaponry, with added coin decoration including the funerary obolus.19 What is 
really confusing about the -  for now only speculative -  grave goods is the lack of dating coins. The 
lack of two out of the possible three types20 may unfortunately be put down to the curious scarcity of 
Byzantine21 and Muslim22 coins in the 9th century treasure and stray finds of the steppe and the 
wooded steppe. This general phenomenon must have extended to the Etelköz legacy of the ancient 
Hungarians, though their 10th century finds in the Carpathian Basin contains 9th century specimens of 
both types of coins.2 .

16 According to certain opinions, “the original texts only refer to taxes, not food” Takács (1997) 191.
17 Bona (2000) 12. It is noteworthy that this was suspected by the same István Bóna who earlier observed the decline of the 

Byzantine coin circulation in the 7ltl 9'1' centuries, cf. note 21.
ls Contemporary dirham treasure finds that is from between the 830s and the 890s are hardly comparable with the 

speculative activity of Muslim merchants here, cf. Brother (1995-96) 91, PI. 4, 421: Poltava (Ukraine), closing coin 
882/883; PI. 4, 423: Novaya Lazarevka (Ukraine), closing coin 893. The treasure finds are certainly not authoritative 
indicators of the actual dirham circulation as proved e.g. by the circumstances in the Carpathian Basin, where the only 
treasure of 400 dirham from co. Máramaros runs counter to the 51 dirham from at least 20 burials and further 24 stray 
finds. Fomin-Kovács ( 1987) 7-9, 54; Fomin-Kovács (1987a) 7-10, 57.

19 Since in my view the Hungarians’ tradition of furnishing the dead with the burial obolus placed in the mouth or in the hand 
and with further non-ornamental coins could not have been adopted either from the population found in the Carpathian 
Basin or the neighbours of their new homeland, this burial rite must have been carried in from the East despite the fact 
that this hypothesis is archaeologically undemonstrable, cf. Kovács (2004); detailed L. Kovács: A kora Árpád-kori magyar 
pénzverés régészeti emlékei a Kárpát-medencében I. (Szent) István és II. (Vak) Béla uralkodása közötti időből (1000
1141) (Kézirat) [The archaeological relics of the early Árpád age Hungarian coin minting in the Carpathian Basin from 
the period between the reigns of King St. Stephen I and King Bela II (Blind) (1000-1141) (Manuscript)]. Budapest 2004- 
2006.

20 As a result of minor Central and Western European campaigns or diplomatic actions documented from the year 862, the 
ancient Hungarians obtained of course local silver coins, which, as their burials in Etelköz increased, gives us hope to see 
related coins turn up.

21 István Bóna noticed that owing to the economical decline of the Byzantine Empire the coin treasure or stray finds in 
Byzantine territories as well as regions in connection rarefies dramatically between the 670s and mid-late 9th century. The 
latest overview of the research results Cs. Bálint: A középavar kor kezdete és Kuber bevándorlása (Der Beginn der 
Mittelawarenzeit und die Einwanderung Kubcrs). ArchÉrt 129 (2004) 35 65; Bollök (2003) 361 -363.

22 According to Thomas S. Noonan’s research, the “9th century Central European dirham circulation had two prolific periods 
-  between 770-810 and 850-860 -, when the influx is fairly intensive, while there are two decline periods observable, 
between 820-849 and after 869.” Sec Bollók (2003) 359; cf. Fomin Kovács (1987) 37-40; Fomin-Kovács (1987a) 41 44. 
Intensified in the mid-9'h century and also crossing the Dnepr region among other routes, the dirham circulation cf 
Bollók (2003) 366- 367 -  could be shared by the Hungarians in Etelköz.

23 Cf. Fomin-Kovács (1987) 51 52, 60-61, Tab. 6; Fomin Kovács (1987a) 55-56, 60-61, Tab. 6; Kovács (1989) 121 123, 
fig. 28; fig. 36. (Appendix). For the correction of the data of Muslim dirham finds in the Carpathian Basin see Rispling 
(1982/84); L. Kovács: A Máramaros megyei („huszti”) dirhemkincsről [On the dirham treasure find of co. Máramaros 
(“Huszt”)]. In: J. Makkay J. Kobály (eds): Honfoglalás és Árpád-kor. A Verecke híres útján tudományos konferencia 
anyagai [Conquest and Árpád period. Materials of the conference ‘Through the famous pass of Verecke’]. Ungvár 1997, 
234-244.
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Why is it worth, in the present state of research, expecting the joint appearance of burial rituals and 
grave goods to indicate ethnic identity?24 Perhaps because the Hungarian wealth of traditions, 
including the slowly changing burial customs, must have looked back to a longer past in the 9th 
century25 to allow the freshly joined non-Hungarian speaker Kabars though probably similarly 
“Turkish” in culture to be assimilated in a few decades so perfectly that the archaeology of the 
Conquest period is unable to make distinction.26 If we accept the opinion that explains the decorative 
elements of the 10lh century Hungarians’ ornamental objects with an ancient spiritual background,27 -  
vegetal ornamentation vs. tree of life, animals vs. totemic ideas etc. -  then

1) by moving from an earlier original home to Levedia-Etelköz, the ancient Hungarians had already 
experienced a conquest, and become acquainted with marauding as well as the cultivation of other 
branches of economy,

2) therefore the new conquest of the Carpathian Basin and the subsequent liveliness and expansion 
of the raids are not likely to have caused a major shock or change in their spiritual world or art,

3) but they were rather more likely to have multiplied the precious metal booty they needed to 
manufacture the goldsmith’s work representing the mentioned spiritual ideas.2S

It is highly improbable that their spiritual world was affected or the conservative burial traditions 
were at all changed by the cultural atmosphere of their new home,29 only more of them attained a

24 Cf. note 12.
25 In this aspect András Róna-Tas’s opinion about the cemetery of Bolshiye Tigany, referred to as the only excavated East- 

Hungarian burial, is worth considering. He did not originate the cemetery from the speculative predecessor, the local 6lh-  
9th century ancient Bashkir culture of Kushnarcnkovo, but from the population fragment which, having separated from the 
west-bound Hungarians, joined the Volga Bulgars to migrate from the Don and Dnepr region northwards to the Volga- 
Kama region in the 8th century. If Bolshiye Tigany is „the cemetery of the Hungarian population moving from south or 
southwest to north with the Volga Bulgars in the 8ltl century, this infers that the burial rites of the Hungarians must have 
been fairly homogeneous at the time of the separation. A parallel fact is the preservation of the self-designation at both 
populations. If this is ascertainable and we are sure it is, there we are again facing the problem why no Hungarian 
archaeological finds turn up in one-time Etelköz, Levédia or anywhere else where earlier Hungarians used to stay. This, 
on the other hand, paralyses the archaeological opinion that the culture o f the Hungarians emerged in the Carpathian 
Basin [italics of L. K.].” Róna-Tas (1997) 106 107.

26 According to Jenő Szűcs “the remarkable homogeneity appearing in the archaeological relics of the conquering 
Hungarians presupposes a more organic and longer (one, two or more centuries long) progress of the integration of the 
ethnic tradition...” Szűcs (1997) 153. The archaeological bearings of the PhD dissertation defended in 1970 were accepted 
by the opponent Gyula László and the co-speaker István Dienes, see Szűcs (1997) 328-332. Their opinions were rejected 
by Gyula Kristó with reference to the same archaeological circumstance under discussion: „If the Hungarians had, 
centuries before the Conquest around 895, established an independent, robust ethnic, political and tradition-proven 
cultural unity largely unchanged until the late 9lh century, then Central Europe should abound in archaeological material 
unquestionably indicating Hungarian ethnicity.” Gy. Kristó: Levedi törzsszövetségtől Szent István államáig. Elvek és utak 
[From Levedi’s tribal confederation to St. Stephen’s state. Principles and means]. Budapest 1980, 72.

27 Cf. István Dienes’s contribution see Szűcs (1997) 328-331; I. Dienes: Honfoglaló magyarok [The conquering Hungarians]. 
Budapest 1972, 53 55; I. Dienes: The Hungarians cross the Carpathians. Budapest 1972, 58-60.

2S If we leave part or whole precious metal objects bearing artistic representation on the conquering Hungarians’ weaponry, 
horse furniture, wear and jewellery out of consideration and limit ourselves to the analysis of the iron weaponry and horse 
furniture indispensable for the “marauding” way of life testified by sources already in the 9th century, the situation will not 
improve. Since eastern type weapons or horse furniture earlier than the 10th century are rather hard to come by in 
Hungarian burials of the Carpathian Basin, it must be quite certain that this everyday therefore essential set of objects 
(arrows, sabre, axe, bit, stirrup, archer equipment, fire-irons, iron knife, whetstone etc.) was not created after the different 
9lh century equivalents used by the population found in the new homeland, but was brought along. This means that 
cemeteries containing armed horsemen buried with the typical rituals should have been discovered west of the river Don, 
in quantities proportionate with the length of stay in Levedia-Etelköz.

22 This contradiction was put into words suggestively earlier by Béla Kürti „There is a concept gaining ever growing 
popularity among our archaeologists whereas the archaeological legacy (material culture) of eastern peoples immigrating 
into the Carpathian Basin changed in the new homeland, which is why the research of their oriental roots has to face 
serious (if you like, methodological) difficulties... Without disputing the foregoing concept, I would like to put forth two 
counter-ideas that may still enable further researches. No matter how fast the mentioned cultural change took place, we 
should not be foolish enough to imagine that arriving at the gate of the Carpathians, the conquering Hungarians would
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material wealth which allowed themselves or their families to wear precious metal in their lives and 
even in their graves. The nature of the speculative characteristic cultural atmosphere of the Carpathian 
Basin is still wrapped in mystery,30 and having proposed “European” influences instead of local ones 
also appearing in the pre-Conquest archaeological material,31 not only was it rejected by historians but 
it also provided a reason for the nomadic type of explanation of the lack of East-European Hungarian 
burials.32 This explanation, however, is unacceptable, because it is exactly the Volga Bulgars who 
showed resemblances to the burial rites and the material culture of the conquering Hungarians that left 
their known archaeological heritage moved off the centres of the Pontus, near the rivers Volga and 
Kama.33

This is why I still cannot explain the lack of graves and cemeteries in Levedia and Etelköz that 
should contain objects of characteristically Hungarian taste and at best even contemporary Byzantine 
and Muslim coins beside the body buried with Hungarian rites. The present lack of the coins is 
conspicuous because, to our present knowledge, they would have appeared in the graves only in the 
new home, without a local stimulus, unaffected by the ideology of the locally found population, but to 
show off the new wealth obtained in the raids, also hundreds of kilometres away from the place where 
the Byzantine mountings were looted, just to make the Muslim traders travel longer.34 To expect the 
joint appearance of 10th century burial rites and typical Hungarian grave goods in the 9th century is 
justified because following each back individually ended with a failure, not finding the desired ethnic 
unit but a material culture of similar or the same age, and it became clear that in the vast territory 
extending to the East-Europcan steppe and wooded steppe zone, similar object types did not help 
separate the 9th ccntuiy Hungarians. This is because owing to the poorly elaborated typology all of the 
more or less matching Eastern parallels of the 10lh century objects of the Carpathian Basin deceptively 
seemed to originate from the 9lh century. This gave birth to two false conclusions: on one hand a 
hypothesis that the first Carpathian migration of the Hungarians with Oriental material culture may 
have happened prior to 862,35 on the other hand an attempt to outline the find horizon left behind by 
the first generation of the conquering Hungarians that is around 895-930.36

have laid down their weapons, horse equipment, jewelleries, and after changing them for new, they rode on into the new 
homeland -  of which, at the first moments of the conquest, they could not possibly have guessed that it would become a 
permanent new home at all. It is also rather hard to imagine that they would have changed their burial rites from one day 
to another -  since the same community buried their dead in the East before the conquest had been finished and in the West 
afterwards. Based on the foregoing, a possibility is certainly given to find the eastern parallels of the articles of use, wear, 
etc. used in the life of at least the first few generations, and thus discover our ancestors’ pre-conquest dwelling place, 
places. I my view, we should not search the territory of Etelköz and Levedia for find groups, but use eastern find groups 
showing parallels with the Hungarians of the Carpathian Basin to define the location of Etelköz and Levedia. This 
research needs, of course, an outline of the domain of archaeological finds from the turn of the 9lh 10,h centuries since 
what we have to look for is its precedents and not the rich silver culture of the mid-10th century. Those who insist on their 
reserves are right insofar as until we are unable, in the lack of proper typo-chronology, to outline the find domain at home, 
we have not much business in the East.” see B. Kürti: Egy honfoglalás kori tárgy eredetéhez (Zur Herkunft eines 
Gegenstandes aus der Landnahmezeit). CommArchHung 1996, 160-161.

30 Ref. see note 10.
31 Csanád Bálint „in the development of the Hungarian material culture in the Carpathian Basin, [attached] vital importance 

to the encounter with a new environment, Europe. This cultural environment provided a lot more than the earlier 
superficial contacts with the Byzantine culture in the towns of the Pontus... Here Árpád and the Hungarian people first 
developed an entirely new material culture for themselves... Besides these, the occasional delegations to the Trans- 
Caucasian Savards and a certain link with those left behind in Magna Hungária were only the manifestations of a 
historical consciousness on diplomatic level, while the cultural change -  at least regarding the material goods -  had 
already taken place in the early 10,h century.” [italics of L. K] Bálint (1994) 45. András Róna-Tas’s counter-arguments 
see note 25.

32 Kristó (1995) 151-154
33 Cf. Róna-Tas (1997) 105 107, fig. 57.
34 The issues of the dirham finds in the Caipathian Basin have recently been discussed in detail with the help of Gert 

Rispling’s critical comments -  Rispling (1982/84) -  with a correction of the results of my own work, Kovács (2005).
35 Mechthild Schulze-Dörrlamm made several attempts to rectify the chronology of the Conquest period finds of the 

Carpathian Basin, but she refused all proposals coming from the Hungarian research. The chronology she offered on the
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On the Hungarian finds of the post-Conquest decades in the Carpathian Basin

The very fact is doubtless that what the 8th-9 th century dwellers of the Carpathian Basin and their 9th-  
10lh century neighbours left behind is clearly different from the newly discovered find material 
identified as the 10lh century legacy of the conquering Hungarians, which, however does not dissolve 
smoothly in the one hundred years, that is we still owe the recognition of the changes and progress and 
the elaboration of the methodology which will provide basis and help for an outline of the 
considerable number of burials of the leaders from the second and of the commoners from the first half 
of the 10th century. Here is how the -  not entirely hopeless -  efforts made in the past half-century to 
elucidate the stratification, the economical and intellectual background of the past society and to step 
up the archaeological material to the level of authentic historical sources hit back, while the 
supervisory and analytical work laying the foundation for these efforts -  the cadastre-like publication 
of earlier sites, identification on the scene, a thorough test-excavation, publication in a corpus, the 
processing of the archaeological phenomena and the typo-chronological analysis of the find material -  
slowly died away. The outstanding importance of the latter expectation was highlighted by the recent 
discussion among historians and archaeologists reaching its peak around the issue of dating by Gyula 
Kristó representing the arguments of one side and László Révész those of the other.”  Its introduction 
is not needed here because the other speaker adding his comments after Péter Langó’s opening talk 
was László Révész.

basis of grave coins, Schulze (1984) 501-505; M. Schulze-Dörrlamm: Bemerkungen zum Beginn der ungarischen 
Landnahme. In: D. Bialeková J. Zábojník (hrsg.): Ethnische und kulturelle Verhältnisse an der mittleren Donau vom 6. 
bis zum 11. Jahrhundert. Symposium Nitra 6. bis 10. November 1994. Bratislava 1996, 361-365; was rejected by Kovács 
(1988) 170-172; Bóna (2000) 18-19, 96. Schulze-Dörrlamm’s opinion concerning the early Hungarian immigration into 
the Carpathian Basin after the events in 861/862 was shared by Eggers (2000/2001) 25. Cf. also the next note!

36 M. Schulze-Dörrlamm’s eastern parallels regarding the finds of the Hungarian Conquest were divided into 4 (A-D) groups 
but the reconstruction of the related ethnic speculations were deemed necessary by Eggers (1997) 48, but no attempts to 
such definition of the finds in question were considered in the Hungarian research. Ján Vavrus did not agree with M. 
Schulze-Dörrlamm’s chronological concept ’’Auf keinen Fall aber können wir mit ihren Ansichten [d.h. mit jenen von M. 
Schulze-Dörrlamm] bezüglich der Münzchronologie übereinstimmen. In dieser Hinsicht neigen wir eher zu dem 
Standpunkt L. Kovács, welcher den Münzen eine geringe Bedeutung bei der Datierung archäologischer Funde beimißt. In 
der Fachliteratur existierte die Tendenz zu beweisen, daß wir die erste Generation der Ungarn archäologisch identifizieren 
können. Die in diesem Diskussionsbeitrag dargestellten Ansichten machen es uns allerdings unmöglich die Hypothese 
über die archäologische Identifikation der ersten Generation landnehmender Ungarn zu akzeptieren, wobei wir die in den 
Beiträgen von Meslerházy (1994) und Schulze (1984), (1991) angeführten Argumente als wenig wahrscheinlich erachten.” 
see J. Vavrus: Zur Frage der absoluten Datierung der ältesten ungarischen Funde. AR 54 (2002) 899. The result of Károly 
Mesterházy’s above mentioned experiment, cf. also K. Mesterházy: A Felső-Tisza-vidéki ötvösműhely és a honfoglalás 
kori emlékek időrendje (Khronologiya istorii yuvelirnoy masterskoy na territoriyi Verkhney Tissy i nahodok iz vremeni 
priobreteniya vengrami rodiny). Agria 25-26 (1990-1991) 235-274, was questioned by László Révész „If we try to find 
the parallels of the early Hungarian legacy, the traces lead to either the wooded steppe or the Caucasians, which are a 
good deal more convincing than those leading to the Don region. In the definition of the legacy of the first generation of 
the conquerors these elements -  no matter where they originate from -  must be used with special circumspection, 
individually analysing each and every find.” Révész (1998) 528. Csanád Bálint pointed out that the more or less 
appropriate object matching does not give basis to ethnic contacts but „a few elements of the 10lh century Hungarian finds 
are comparable with some of the contemporary 10th century and partly 11th century objects from the steppe. Thus the 
typological similarity among the objects is just a phenomenon of age and culture.” Bálint (1994) 45.

37 The archaeological concerns of Kristó (1995) were analysed and mostly rejected by M. Takács and L. Révész. 
Chronological issues were tackled briefly and mainly in the aspect of settlements by Takács (1997) 189-190, while L. 
Révész discussed burial-related ethnic and chronological problems in full detail Révész (1997) 219-228. Kristó’s response 
-  already indicated in the title -  was focussed on chronological issues of the archaeological legacy of the conquering 
Hungarians. Gy. Kristó: A honfoglalók régészeti hagyatékának keltezéséről. (Rendhagyó válasz bírálóimnak) [On the 
chronology of the archaeological legacy of the conquering Hungarians. (Irregular reply to my critics)]. Századok 131 
(1997) 234-275, giving a methodological critique so much worth considering that will have to be counted with in the 
future down to the details. I have already taken two steps ahead in this issue on one hand by the collection of non
ornamental or -jewellery role coins from 10lh century Hungarian graves Kovács (2004), on the other hand the revision of 
the dating of the same burials based on Arabic coins Kovács (2005).
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It is again typo-chronological problems that lie behind the evaluation of the 10th century Hungarian 
finds in the Carpathian Basin,3S though “the typical little military cemeteries”, to use István Bóna’s 
terminology, and the solitary graves of military leaders allowed a prompt identification and dating 
when the research began in the early 19th century thanks to the coins found in them. Since no more 
Wcst-Europcan denarii were obtained after 955 and the influx of Muslim dirhams stopped after the 
collapse of the Khazar kaganate in 965 the latest,39 while opportunities to acquire Byzantine coins 
continued to exist, the coin-dated burials of these small cemeteries must fill the best part of the 
century.40 They certainly come to an end by the late years, more exactly, there is no evidence of their 
existence from the last decades of the 10th century, because they lack the dating coins and the grave 
goods of the dead imply that the trend of the new type rings and other jewelleries spreading in the 
second half of the 10th century was not adopted.41 In the knowledge of the entire find material of the 
cemeteries there is still no evidence to support the historians’ -  otherwise not unacceptable -  
hypothesis that the archaeology marks the dating of their use too short, because it is possible that those 
of the elite who refused to abandon the pagan faith were still buried with a horse, horse furniture and 
weaponry, following the old rite even as late as around 1060.42 At the moment, however, we do not 
know any small or large military cemeteries under such suspicion, yet it is easier to imagine though 
hard to prove that a solitary high-ranked pagan burial without 11th century type jewelleries could be 
dated so late. I wish to underline in my following discussion that there is a similar situation in the 
commoners’ cemeteries, because though they contain a few burials with bows, arrows, quivers and 
Hungarian coins from the 11th century,43 but no graves with a horse,44 a sabre, a sword or an axe plus a

38 Let me add that the setting up of the Hampel A and B groups and later Szőke’s separation of the leading class, the middle 
class and the commoners were not the results of archaeological analyses even if they seem so, but the recognition and 
interpretation of differences existing in the contemporary Hungarian population’s way of life, economy and traditions 
reflected by the size of cemeteries (length of use), the burial rites, the quality and quantity of grave goods. It was only in 
the debate following Béla Szőke’s recognition that the ethnic explanation of this was developed into the presently 
accepted form that is all these components jointly constitute the whole of the grave archaeological material of the society 
of the 10th century Hungarian Principality, from the 11th century narrowing down to the legacy of the commoners of the 
kingdom, while broadening with the churchyard burials simplified down to the lack of grave goods, Christian reasons 
ousting pagan elements. All this did not happen on ethnic grounds but the relics of the contemporary ethnic groups were 
left to us in the burial form fitting to their social situation; recently L. Révész: Kristó Gyula könyvéről [On Gyula Kristó’s 
book]. Századok 131 (1997) 221-223. A clear overview of the chronological issues: ibid. 223-225. In an interesting 
comparison based on works by mostly Hungarian authors written in foreign languages see Eggers (2000/2001) 24—27.

39 The latest Italian denarii from individual grave finds respectively were minted by King Berengar II (950-961), Byzantine 
solidus by the Emperors Basileios II and Konstantinos VIII (976-1025), while the latest Muslim dirham was certainly a 
Volga Bulgarian re-minting emitted between 932-942 , which could be contemporaneous or even later with the two latest 
coins of the treasure find of co. Máramaros (“Huszt”) because they indicated a 934/935. emission, Rispling (1982/84) 131, 
Nr. 143; 127, Nr. 247 and 95; L. Kovács: Ami a zsákmányból megmaradt [What was left from the booty]. In: Honfoglaló 
őseink, 116-121.

40 Kovács (1988) 168.
41 In my own collection, none such as foreign coins or jewelleries belonging to the find material of the commoners’ alias 

Bielo Brdo culture have as yet turned up from “typical small military cemeteries”, and only the infant’s grave No. 60. in 
the commoners’ cemetery of Szob (co. Pest) yielded a forged gilded bronze solidus by Konstantinos VII. Porphyrogenitos 
and Romanos II (948 959), besides a pair of bronze S-terminalled rings, a bronze cross pendant etc. see Kovács (1985) 
212-213, fig. 4.

42 Kristó (1995) 158-160.
43 Cf. Révész (1997) 183 -184; L. Révész: Ein landnahmezeitliches Frauengrab in Békéscsaba-Erzsébethely. ActaArchHung 

49 (1997) 446-447; Révész (1998) 526-527.
44 All we have is a few uncertain data: Kiszombor (co. Csongrád)-cemetery C Grave No. 13, male burial with a partical 

horse(?) full archer equipment (bow with bone plates, quiver, 7 arrowheads) and as burial obolus in the skeleton’s mouth 
cavity, the denarius of Ladislaus I (Saint) see Bálint (1976) 241. Unfortunately, Ferenc Mora’s reminiscence “I have 
found a whole horse in a grave dated with a coin of St. László [Ladislaus].” F. Móra: Néprajzi vonatkozások szegedvidéki 
népvándorláskori és korai magyar leletekben (Volskundliche Beziehungen in Funden aus der Umgebung von Szeged aus 
der Zeit der Völkerwanderung und des frühen Ungartums). Ethnographia 43 (1932) 58, is unacceptable in the lack of 
documentation, moreover, it would have made a literally unique exception among the conquering Hungarians’ graves 
where so far exclusively partial horse burials have been observed! Kiszombor-cemetery E Grave No. 39, yielding “the
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coin, which may prove that -  to our present knowledge -  the leaders of non-aristocratic communities 
did or -  due to the prohibition of the church? -  could no more wish to be buried according to the 
pagan rite turning up even as late as the second half of the 10th century45 that is with a horse, the above 
mentioned weaponry and a dating coin.

As to the beginning of the commoners’ cemeteries, the situation is even more complicated, as 
recently pointed out by Eszter Istvánovits.46 We cannot dispute that the Carpathian Basin was 
populated when the conquering Hungarians arrived, and there are cemeteries -  mainly in the Uplands 
regions of the Moravian Principality,47 exceptionally in Transdanubia48 and sporadically in the 
Hungarian Plain as well49 where the survival even later than the early 10th century is documented or 
supposed. An increase in the insufficient number of archaeological evidences is required by the 
historical hypotheses as well as the fact that the anthropological analyses, though certainly not based 
on all available material, manifest themselves as spanning over the mosaic-like archaeological 
observations, whereas, according to Kinga Éry, “the 10th—11th century finds equally prove the survival 
of the Avar age (europid) population and the break of the survival. These finds in Transdanubia, 
Southern Slovakia and part of Tiszántúl indicate that the Avar age population lived to see the conquest 
and merged into the Árpád age population, however, there is no trace of Avar age mongolids sharing 
this destiny. At the same time, similarly, there is nothing to prove that the significant low-skulled Avar 
age population of the mid-Danube-Tisza region lived to see the Hungarian Conquest. Their 
disappearance without trace is explained with resettlement or expulsion, which happened after

coin of an unidentifiable king of the Árpád Dynasty and a horse- and horse equipment burial with archer equipment” see 
Bálint (1976) 241. Maroslele (co. Csongrád)-village cemetery: commoners’ cemetery Grave No. 3: disturbed burial of an 
adult with a partical horse and horse equipment, round trace of patina preserved on the mandible, and the finders also 
report a “coin” on the human skull see Bálint (1976) 241.

45 E.g. Hajdúszoboszló (co. Hajdú-Bihar)-Árkoshalom Grave No. 109: 10"M llh century commoners’ cemetery of 249 
graves. Male grave No. 109. contained a pole ax, horse equipment and the middle cut of a solidus of Konstantinos VII 
Porphyrogenitos and Romanos II (945-959) see Nepper (2002) 74. Kiszombor (co. Csongrád)-cemetery C: on the 2003 
testing of the commoners’ cemetery of 14/17 graves known since 1927, object No. 42. uncovered by Péter Langó and 
Attila Türk was the burial of an armed horseman with the following grave goods: bow, arrowheads, sabre, axe, a pair of 
trapezoid-shaped shouldered stirrups, bridle bit of a foul, girth buckle, finally an unperforated quarter of an Italian 
denarius in the mouth cavity and an unidentifiable half coin in the right hand, G. Fehér-K. Éry-A. Kralovánszky: A 
Közép-Duna-medencc magyar honfoglalás- és kora Árpád-kori sírleletei. [Grabfunde des Mitteldonaubeckens aus dem 
ungarischen Landnahme- und Frtiharpadenzeit. Fundkataster]. Régészeti Tanulmányok 2 Budapest 1962, 48, Nr. 574. I 
owe thanks to the excavators for the new data. Since the coins proved to be unidentifiable, the grave may be dated to the 
second half of the 10th century based on the pair of stirrups, L. Kovács: Honfoglalás kori sírok Nagytarcsán II: A 
homokbányái temetőrészlet. Adatok a nyéltámaszos balták, valamint a trapéz alakú kengyelek értékeléséhez 
(Landnahmezeitliche Gräber in Nagytarcsa II: Gräberfeldabschnitt in der Sandgrube. Beiträge zur Wertung der Äxte mit 
Schaftlochlappen sowie der trapezförmiger Steigbügel). CommArchHung 1986, 112-113; L. Kovács: Über einige 
Steigbügeltypen der Landnahmezeit. ActaArchHung 38 (1986) 221-223. Szeged (co. Csongrád)-Csongrádi út Grave No.
1: middle class equestrian male horse burial with grave goods including the bone plates of a bow, 6 arrowheads, a quiver 
with bone plates, sabre-hilted sword, silver sheets from the strapping of the horse equipment, horse equipment and a 
Konstantinos VII & Romanos II silver coin in the mouth cavity see B. Kürti: Honfoglaló magyar sírok Szeged-Csongrádi 
úton [Graves of the Hungarian Conquest period from Szeged-Csongrádi út.]. In: Gy. Pálfi-Gy. L. Farkas-E. Molnár (eds): 
Honfoglaló magyarság -  Árpád-kori magyarság. Antropológia-régészet-történelem. Szeged 1996, 60; Kovács (1989) 61, 
Nr. CVa. 322; L. Bende G. Lőrinczy A. Türk: Honfoglalás kori temetkezés Kiskundorozsma-Hosszúhát-halomról (Eine 
landnahmezeitliche Bestattung von Kiskundorozsma-Hosszúhát-Hügel). MFMÉ- StudArch 8 (2002) 358.

46 Istvánovits (2003) 442 449. My earlier overview Kovács (1985) 212-221.
47 E.g. Besenyő-Sírdűlő: G. Nevizánsky: Pohrebisko z konca 9. a z 10. storocia v Beäenove (Gräberfeld vom Ende des 9. und 

aus dem 10. Jh. in Bcscfiov). SlovArch 27 (1979) 375-404; Csckej-Templomdülő sec Rejholcová (1995b) 90-95; Perse- 
Bércz-Bórszeg: chronological variations see Bálint (1976) 242-243. Further sites see A. Toclk: Flachgräberfelder aus dem 
IX. und X. Jahrhundert in der Südwcstslowakei. SlovArch 19 (1971) 135-276; Szentpéteri (1997) 79-80.

44 E.g. Győr (co. Győr-Moson-Sopron)-Téglavető-dülő, Vörs (co. Somogy)-Papkert B. see Szentpéteri (1997) 79-80.
49 Szarvas (co. Békés)-Kákapuszta see Cs. Szalontai: Megjegyzések az Alföld IX. századi történetéhez II: Szarvas- 

Kákapuszta késő-avar temetője (Anmerkungen zur Geschichte der Tiefebene im 9. Jahrhundert II: Das awarische 
Gräberfeld von Szarvas-Kákapuszta-Kettőshalom). JAMÉ 30 32 (1987 1989) [1992] 309-347; Balmazújváros (co. 
Hajdú-Bihar)-Hortobágy, Árkus, Visznek (co. Heves)-Kecskehegy see Szentpéteri (1997) 79-80.
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crushing the political power of the Avars in the early 9th century with the supposed purpose of creating 
a buffer zone between the Frank and the Bulgarian spheres of interest. A number of early Árpád age 
cemeteries suggest that later a long-skulled europid population took their place probably before the 
Conquest, because their anthropological character cannot be found among the conquering Hungarians, 
definitely not among those arriving at the mid-Danube-Tisza region.”50 Yet, the archaeological 
analysis of the foregoing -  as Béla Miklós Szőke puts it -  “is unfortunately still at the beginning 
phase, where the questions are worded. We have no safe basis for the definition of the archaeological 
find horizon of the first generation of the conquering Hungarians. Further research is needed to find 
out how long the 9th century cultural islands (e.g. Mosaburg/Zalavár and around) of certain regions in 
the Carpathian basin managed to remain unchanged, and what factual object types ornamented the 
outfit worn or the common articles used by the population around the end of the century.”51 In this 
regard special attention is deserved by the late Avar age communities living in political and cultural 
isolation in the Hungarian Plain, who did not see much of the 9lh century fashionable simple 
jewelleries and in whose large cemeteries evidence of burials from this time that is of their survival is 
yet to be revealed.52 Here I only mention the large late Avar age cemetery of Tiszafured-Majoros 
(Jász-Nagykun-Szolnok County) fully excavated with nearly 1300 graves, which was used still in the 
9th century but closed down decades before the Hungarian Conquest.53

Not counting the cemeteries in continuous use even after the turn of the 9th-10Ul centuries, one 
cannot approach the investigation of survival from the early 10th century, either. Nearly fifty years ago 
Béla Szőke corrected a century long research error by declaring that “We know 10th century 
cemeteries in the Carpathian Basin that contain a ever growing number of graves and whose finds 
appears in the territory largely without any preliminaries. This material does not resemble the 
cemeteries of the Avar age, while it is mostly identical with the legacy of two groups [upper and 
middle class] of the Hungarian people and the cemeteries excavated in the western part of the Russian 
wooded steppe. It is obvious that these cemeteries preserved the legacy of the material culture of a 
people that migrated from Trans-Carpathian territories to the region marked by the rivers Danube and 
Tisza and survived. The filling up of these cemeteries began at the turn of the 9th and 10th centuries and 
partly in the 10th century, and their use can be followed up till the 12th century. Already these simple 
data indicate clearly that the cemeteries could be established by none other but the Hungarians of the

50 K. Éry: A Kárpát-medence embertani képe a honfoglalás korában [The anthropological picture of the Carpathian Basin in 
the Conquer Period]. In: Honfoglalás és régészet, 218 .

51 M. B. Szőke: A Kárpát-medence a 9. században [The Carpathian Basin in the 9lh century]. In: Honfoglalás és régészet, 83.
52 In Béla Miklós Szőke’s solemn wording, though undocumented but based on decades of research: „...as to who the 

conquering Hungarians found in the Carpathian Basin, the written and archaeological sources allow us to state with great 
certainty, that unchanged in compound, this population was identical with the one witnessing the destruction of the Avar 
Kaganate as a political formation a century earlier. The Avar population survived the late 8lh-early 9th reorganisation of 
political power in the Caipathian Basin without a significant loss of blood. Consequently no equals sign can be put as 
has been done virtually up till now -  between the Avars’ disappearance from the written sources and the Avars’ 
disappearance as a people -  a many-rooted, multilingual conglomerate embracing different Turkish- and Mongolian
speaking fragments as well as the Slavs of the Carpathian Basin. This people surviving historical tempests with a changed 
name and culture constituted the basis of the newly established marginal principalities and the central Carolingian 
province. Similarly though not mentioned by sources -  the plain east of the Danube must have remained a territory 
inhabited by “Avars”. Their descendants constituted the basic population of the Carpathian Basin at the time of the 
Conquest, as will they constitute the bulk, the commoners of the new dominant people, the Hungarian.” M. B. Szőke: 
Plaga orientalis (A Kárpát-medence a honfoglalás előtti évszázadban) [Plaga orientalis (The Carpathian Basin in the 
century before the conquest)]. In: Honfoglaló őseink, 43. Agreeing Takács (1997) 177. I do not find any other ways of 
fusion of the surviving 9lh century population and the Hungarian commoners immigrating in 895, that is the opening of 
cemeteries jointly used by local survivor, and immigrant populations after the Conquest.

53 É. Garant: Das awarenzeitliche Gräberfeld von Tiszafüred. CAPH 3. Budapest 1995, 430. Quoting István Bóna’s words 
contradicting with those described in the previous note, „the relics of the so-called “native population” of the late 9lh-early 
10lh century Carpathian Basin [...], that is the material of the 1600 Transdanubian Carolingian-Slavic, 800 West- 
Slovakian Moravian, 600 Transylvanian Bulgarian and Slavic graves totalling 3000, draw a marked line between the 8th 
century late Avar cemeteries with griffon tendril motifs from the 10lh— 11th century Hungarian ones...” Bóna (1986) 934.
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Conquest and the early Árpád age.”54 The ethnic and social definition of the communities establishing 
the cemeteries was logically followed by the immediate opening of their necropolises roughly 
contemporaneously with the upper and middle class graves. Thus it is perhaps coincidental but 
Szőke’s chronologically more large scale comprehensive classification turned out to bring a more 
realistic result. In his view “all three groups of [Hungarian commoner] cemeteries...” which, due to 
the length of their use, differ in the number of graves, and mainly in the number and type of burials 
with horses, horse equipment and weaponry, “... generally started to fill up at the beginning, in the 
first or the second half of the 10th century.”55 Curiously enough while the systematisation of these 
commoner cemeteries, thanks to the welcome increase of finds coming from completely excavated 
cemeteries,56 is calling for working hands, there is still little to prove that they were opened shortly 
after 895. If the great number of continuously used cemeteries all over the Carpathian Basin have still 
not yielded any evidence of the supposed, otherwise anthropologically suggested logically not rejected 
survival of the 9th century masses, the lack of such necropolis could be explained with a systematic 
resettlement of the local population by the conquering leaders for strategic or economic reasons. In 
this case, beside the — at first probably and also, for archaeologists, recognisably separated -  
cemeteries of the freshly immigrated Hungarian commoners, a host of late Avar age Avar, Slavic or 
mixed cemeteries should immediately have opened. Interestingly, a surprisingly high number of raid 
period coins came to light from commoners’ cemeteries and especially from not always safely 
definable commoner cemetery parts, but largely from children’s graves, where the time of use and 
burial following the terminus post quern date given by the coins57 is rather dubious, because they may 
signify a shorter or longer period than the coins buried with plundering armed men. Shorter if the child 
presented by a relative died soon afterwards and longer if the had been inherited several times or had 
been traded as jewellery. Considering the dating possibilities of the coins of these commoners’ graves, 
only two coins of the Italian King Berengar I (888—915)58 would deserve attention in this topic, 
because money could arrive from Italy to Hungary from as early as 898. However, the earliest in these 
cemeteries, the 906/907 emission of the dirham of Samanide emir Isma’Il ibn Ahmad (892-907) may 
have turned up here only around the second decade of the century and no-one knows when it was 
buried. Finally, unable to make a self-contained find horizon or be used for direct dating as solitary 
coins, the mints of the 9th century French Kings Louis the Pious (814—840), Charles the Bald (840-

54 Szőke (1962) 28.
55 Szőke (1962) 34. Supplementing, evaluating the research results of four decades, I. Bóna: Régészetünk és a honfoglalás 

[Our archaeology and the Conquest]. Magyar Tudomány 103 (1996/8) 934-935.
76 Béla Szőke in 1962 could have the find material of only one fully excavated cemetery, Fiad (co. Somogy)-Kérpuszta at 

disposal, because all the cemeteries he discussed were only partially excavated or the results of the finished excavation 
were only known from preliminary reports at the time his work was written, cf. Szőke (1962) 28-33. Cemeteries fully 
excavated and published since Csekej (old co. Nyitra; Cakajovce, okr. Nitra, Slovakia)-Templomdűlő (Poloha Kostolec), 
Hajdúszoboszló (co. Hajdú-Bihar)-Arkoshalom, Halimba (Vcszprém)-Cseres, Ibrány (co. Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg)-Esbó- 
halom, Ipolykiskcszi (old co. Hont; Maié Kosihy, okr. Nővé Zámky, Slovakia)-Nagy-Völgy-úti-/Felsőkenderesek-dülő 
(Poloha Hómé Konopnicc), Majs (co. Baranya)-Udvari-rétck, Pusztaszentlászló (co. Zala)-Deáksűrű, Püspökladány (co. 
Hajdú-Bihar)-Eperjesvölgy, Sarkadkeresztúr (co. Békés)-Csapháti-legelő, Barna-tanya, Sárrétudvari (co. Hajdú-Bihar)- 
Hízófold (middle class- commoners), Szabadka (old co. Bács-Bodrog; Subotica, Serbia-Montenegro)-Vörösegyháza, 
cemetery A, Tomóc (old co. Nyitra; Trnovec nad Váhom, okr. Galanta, Slovakia)-Felsőjattó (old: Nyitra, cast’ Horny 
Jatov), Remízka-dűlő.

Cemeteries fully excavated but still unpublished or only known from preliminary reports: Balatonmagyaród (co. Zala)- 
Felső-Koloni-dűiő, Hajdúdorog (co. Hajdú-Bihar)-Temetőhegy, Magyarhomorog (co. Hajdú-Bihar)-Kónyadomb, 
Rácalmás (co. Fejér)-Göböljárás, Tiszalúc (co. Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén)-Sarkadpuszta.

57 The only commoner infant burial with several coins was Grave No. 775 of Halimba-Cseres comprising 5 perforated 
Milanese denarii 2 minted by King Berengar I (888-915) and 3 by King Hugh of Provence (926-931), respectively see 
Kovács (1989) 31-32, Nr. XLIVf. 106-110.

58 Kál (co. Hevcs)-Kavicsbánya Grave No. 81: Kovács (1989) 34, XLIX. No. 119; Vörs (co. Somogy)-Papkert Grave No. 
450: ./. Szentpéleri: Késő avar kori lovastemetkezések Vörsön/ Somogy megye (Die spätawarenzeitlichen Reitergräber 
von Vörs). MFMÉ (1984/85-2) 268.
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875) or Odo (888-898) could more probably be acquired only when the raid campaigns reached 
French territories from 910.

Consequently, the coins of the Hungarian commoners’ cemeteries were obtained by Hungarians in 
the second-third decade of the 10th century and were buried only afterwards, which means that of 
commoners’ cemeteries used in the early 10th century arc not identifiable based on the foreign coins 
found in their graves.

If there existed or there were hope to prepare -  I am doubtful about this -  a typo-chronology 
processing all the other grave finds detailed down to decades, we could select these fast cemetery 
openings based on the existence of objects considered early. Since we have no such find list, we may 
get closer to the truth by regarding every completely excavated cemetery as opened early which we 
have no reason to regard as late.59 Taking an insecure step ahead, it is also conceivable that every 
cemetery in the Hungarian Principality that was not continued from the 9th century, may have been 
opened as early as the turn of the 9lh-10lh centuries and docs not contain such objects in large type 
variety or quantity that arc missing from the finds of upper class solitary or twin graves,60 small family 
cemeteries,61 smaller or larger military cemeteries62, could be referred to as Hungarian commoners’ 
cemeteries,6’ while those including a larger quantity of foreign objects,64 as the cemeteries of the 
surviving Avar, Slavic, other population, or their mixes, and soon afterwards merging with the 
Hungarians. This concept is in contradiction with the chronology of the wire jewelleries, which may 
justify a chronological revision. For me their appearance may mean the possibility of a territorial- 
chronological support'’5 or the explanation of a well-known but unsolved phenomenon66 but nothing

59 In this context of course partially excavated cemeteries are out of question; a few examples for those opened later, if the 
cemetery of Magyarhomorog-Kónyadomb was a single, continuously used burial place, then it was opened in the late 10th 
century Kovács (1997a) 379-382; the cemetery of Pusztaszentlászló-Deáksűrű opened in the time of Salamon (1063- 
1074) or Ladislaus I the Saint (1077-1095) M B. Szőke-L. Vándor: Pusztaszentlászló Árpád-kori temetője 
(Arpadenzeitliches Gräberfeld von Pusztaszentlászló). FontesArchHung. Budapest 1987, 78-79; the cemetery of Tiszalúc- 
Sarkadpuszta was established around the 1040s L. Kovács: A tiszalúc-sarkadpusztai (Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén m.) 11. 
századi magyar temető. Előzetes jelentés (Der ungarische Friedhof von Tiszalúc-Sarkadpuszta, Kom. Borsod-Abaúj- 
Zemplén. Vorbericht). ArchÉrt 1 1 I (1986) 222.

60 E.g. Geszteréd-Kecskelátó-dűlő: L. Kiss: A geszterédi honfoglalás kori sírlelet (Der altungarische Grabfund von 
Geszteréd). ArchHung 24 (1938); Zemplén-Szélmalomdomb: V Budinsky-Kricka-N. Fettich: Das altungarische 
Fürstengrab von Zemplin. ArchSlov-Fontes 2 (1973) etc.

61 E.g. Szakony: I. Dienes: Szakony. RégFíiz 1:15 (1962) 58. etc.
62 E.g. Karos-Eperjesszög 1 III: Révész (1996); Sárrétudvari-Hízófóld: Nepper (2002) I: 296-389, II: 229-346. etc.
63 E.g. Hajdúszoboszló-Árkoshalont: Nepper (2002) I: 58 121, II: 31 118; Ibrány-Esbó-halom: Istvánovits (2003) 70-113; 

Magyarhomorog-Kónyadomb: Kovács (1997a); Püspökladány-Eperjesvölgy: Nepper (2002) I: 128-295, II: 132-228. etc.
64 E.g. Csekej-Templomdűlő: M. Rejholcová: Pohrebisko v Cakajovciach (9.-12. storoöie). Katalog. ArchSlov-Mon 15. Nitra

1995; Rejholcová (1995b); Halimba-Cseres: Gy. Török: Die Bewohner von Halimba im 10. und 11. Jahrhundert. 
ArchHung 39 (1962); Majs-Udvari-rétek: A. Kiss: Baranya megye X-XI. századi sírleletei (Grabfunde aus dem 10. und 
11. Jahrhundert im Komitat Baranya/Ungam). MFIKÁL 1 (1983) etc.

65 Péter Tomka pointed out that the ring jewelleries providing basis for the dating „do not necessarily turn up or disappear in 
the territory of the country; they exist in almost as many variations as cemeteries -  the change in the trends began and 
ended earlier in Transdanubia (or rather in the western part of the country naturally including the principal-royal centres) 
than in the east. It is worth adding that the of simple jewellery types dated to either the late 10lh or the 1 l lh century find 
their formal precursors in the late Avar period and the 9th century; and we have no reason to suppose that they were 
invented again and again (this problem faces all who take it seriously that the conquest did not mean penetrating into a 
vacuum, occupying an uninhabited territory as well as the fact that the conquering Hungarian population included 
commoners as well as a middle class of mounted warriors.” P. Tomka: Régészeti kommentár a Lébény-Kaszás 10-11. 
századi temető 44. sírjának trepanált koponyaleletéhez (Archäologischer Kommentar zum trepanierten Schädel aus Grab 
Nr. 44 des Gräberfeldes Lébény-Kaszásdontb aus dem 10.-11. Jh.). Arrabona 38 (2000) 66. Here Péter Tomka referred to 
István Bóna’s eye-opening statement saying that the Bielo Brdo culture -  „independent from the genesis of individual 
jewellery types and the ethnic content of the culture as a whole -  was born after the Hungarian conquest together with the 
Hungarian state and spread within the boundaries of the Hungarian Kingdom of the Árpád age, outside which and it 
practically does not exist... According to chronologies based on hypothetical lockring typology in the lack or instead of 
factual dating information, »commoners’« cemeteries would not be opened before around 960/970. However, the 
Carpathian Basin was not uninhabited in the first two thirds of the 10lh century, and its population is not referred to only
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more, because the fast spread of their fashion was at least in some places unable to replace the 
traditional wear. This is illustrated by the sizable plain pittail ring, which is dated with the denarius of 
King Ladislaus 1 the Saint!'’7 The foregoing made it clear that I, from a perhaps conservative 
standpoint, consider a cemetery commoner only if it is used by communities living in the same place 
for a long time and consists of a large number of graves. I do not feel that this classification would 
need to be modified just because of a few amicd mounted warriors were buried among men with bows 
and arrows at best, or of a few children or women relatively more richly bejewelled with a larger 
variety of mainly silver pieces.68 In the case of moderate sized but often not folly excavated cemeteries 
with a lower number of usually not very rich, but one or two exceptionally grand graves I avoid the 
commoner classification by using “small military cemetery”, István Bóna’s tenninology. These arc the 
burials that László Révész recently referred to as the legacy of the early 10th century commoners."'

As to later periods, what I account as certain is that commoners’ cemeteries could have been 
opened every year on the occasion of moving out, swarming out, resettlement, expulsion, natural 
disasters, immigration, foe settlement of prisoners of war etc., for another one and a half centuries until 
foe expansion or rather the exclusiveness of cemeteries around churches. There is a similar variety of 
reasons why these cemeteries could have closed down, and if this happened back in the 10th century,

by Hungarian equestrian burials and Slavic place-names. Half or nearly half of [the graves -  L. K.] the »commoners’« 
cemeteries used for generations (Halimba, Majs, Szabolcs, Eilend I—II etc.) are from the 10th century...” Bóna (1986) 576 
(included in the notes).

66 To clarify the “Transdanubia phenomenon” mentioned in the previous note Károly Mesterházy, expanding Attila 
Zsoldos’s idea into a concept, -  cf. A. Zsoldos: Nemzetségek és honfoglalók [Clans and conquerors]. In: Honfoglaló 
őseink, 190 -  returned to the attempted ethnic explanation arguing with the supposedly methodological error that the 
comparison of tire conquer period finds of Transdanubia and the Great Plain “usually took place with tire territories 
showing Hie most conspicuous differences to make tire distinction stand out more sharp. The comparison worked out too 
good because we did not compare the Transdanubian »average Hungarian« with those east of the Tisza, but the 
Transdanubian commoners with the military train, which has nothing in common with the country average, not even in 
mentality. As to the latter it is self-evident that the members of their community, largely of foreign origin, serve as 
professional soldiers... What we certainly know from the sources is that a population earlier living in Khorasan moved to 
tire Hungarians. This is entirely believable, because after tire Arabic conquest, Central Asian Turks provided the slave 
military force for the Islamic world (Baghdad, Cairo), and Klrazaria, too. These soldiers obviously stood out with different 
customs, a different military organisation, life ideals, love of splendour, wealth, representation in life and in death, which 
their cemeteries also clearly show. In comparison, tire non-professional soldiers, heads of clans, the principal family 
realised an apparently more modest representation. Yet, most of them could definitely have, sometimes many times over, 
afforded to furnish his grave with the same magnificently wrought objects as a good military commander.” K. Mesterházy: 
Dunántúl a 10. században [Transdanubia in the 10th century]. Századok 136 (2002) 339. Though the cited source -  M. 
Kmoskó (I. Zimonyi ed.): Mohamedán írók a steppe népeiről [Muslim writers on the peoples of the steppe]. Földrajzi 
irodalom 1/2. MOK 13. Budapest 2000, 257-258, was not explicit, the people referred to must be the Kabar -  more 
precisely an element of their population -  but all attempts of their archaeological identification has so far abandoned by 
both the archaeologists and the historians, I. Dienes: Szabolcs-Szatmár megye régészeti emlékei II. A felső-Tisza-vidék a 
X. században [The archaeological relics of co. Szabolcs-Szatmár II. The Upper Tisza region in the lO^century], In: D. 
Dercsényi (ed.): Szabolcs-Szatmár megye műemlékei I. Budapest 1986, 92-96; I. Fodor: Kazárok és kabarok [Khazars 
and Kabars], In: V. Szombathy-Gy. László (eds): Magyarrá lett keleti népek [Eastern people become Hungarian]. 
Budapest 1988, 95-105; S. L. Tóth: Kabarok [Kabars], In: KMTL, 311-312; Tóth (1997) 89. We camiot accept the critique 
of tlie comparison, because the quantity of commoner and non-commoner cemeteries in the two regions is certainly 
public. Finally, the lifestyle of the professional and non-professional soldiers is archaeologically indifferent, and their 
equally pagan burial rites are not likely to have differed from the general requirements of grave furnishing of the O^-IO11' 
century pagan peoples of the steppe.

61 Kovács (1994) 112, note 152.
08 Likewise e.g. Ibrány-Esbó-halom, Magyarhomorog-Kónyadomb, I think, are commoners’ cemeteries, unlike Sárrétudvari- 

Hízólöld.
69 „...if we remove tire four burials with sabretache-plate, and readiness bowcase from among the graves of the cemeteries of 

Tuzsér and the neighbouring Eperjeske or Bezdéd, no tiling will be left of the richness of these legendary “rich” 
cemeteries... Very probably the men and women buried here [that is Tuzsér] and in similar cemeteries represent the early 
10th century Hungarian commoner class sought after by an army of researchers so feverishly for long decades, but some 
optical illusion prevented them from being discovered.” L. Révész: Hitelesítő ásatás a tuzséri honfoglalás kori temető 
területén (Nachgrabung im Gebiet des landnahmezeitlichen Gräberfeldes von Tuzsér). JAME 42 (2000) 7-21.
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we can hardly prove it, at best our evidence is based on the relatively low number of graves ranging 
from only a hundred to a few hundred. Provided their close-down fell in the period of Hungarian coin 
minting, the end of use may be guessed but only guessed after the terminus post quem date of the latest 
coin find. The coins emitted for the representation of the regalia and taxation purposes, turned up 
everywhere in the country, that is, though the circulation of money enabled burials with coins, the 
practising of this rite depended entirely on the traditions of the wider community as well only the 
immediate family. Consequently the existence, lack, continuity or discontinuity of the coin finds in a 
cemetery only indicated the momentary local practice of the tradition which means that the latest coin 
could have witnessed either the end of the cemetery or just a tradition, and this may necessitate a 
horizontal-stratigraphical analysis to define the real close-down year of the cemetery. According to the 
archaeological observations, the use of these commoners’ cemeteries or only the rite of giving a coin 
ends at the time defined by one of the denarii emitted between the reigns of King St. Ladislaus I and 
Bela II (Blind) (1077-1141), while not containing any specimens of the still unclassified and undated 
anonymous coins,70 or the conspicuously few types of denarii71 identified as belonging to King Bela 
IFs successors.

Progress from the present situation is possible as outlined below:
1. To facilitate oncoming material collection, find lists and overviews, we should make a joint 

effort to prepare a corrected, updated version of the Fehér—Ery—Kralovánszky find cadastre. József 
Szentpéteri is ready to have his experience available for the contributors of the 10th—12th century find 
register as well as to work as a co-editor beside me.72 This team will hopefully make it possible that 
the details earlier added by the remarkable contributions of Beatrix Darázsy, Eszter Istvánovits, Gábor 
Kiss, László Kovács,73 Gábor Lőrinczy, Attila Lukács, Gábor Nevizánszky, Gábor János Odor,74 75 
István Paszternák, Ágota S. Peremi, Csaba Szalontai, Miklós Takács and Edit Tari can be fully 
completed.

2. The writing and publishing of corpus volumes of 1 0 -1 2th century grave finds has also left the 
deadlock.7' We know of several new works in various states of realisation, but I do not wish to 
announce the names of the authors to prevent them from getting into uncomfortable situations later. It 
is no secret that the preparation and publishing of the future volumes require more than their hard 
work. The chance, however, of successful applications for the vital funding is about to decrease 
dramatically in the upcoming period.

3. We must encourage and support the realisation of every typo-chronological investigation based 
on a broad range or complete material collection that may be related to the above mentioned issues.

70 Grave No. 82. of the cemetery of Szabolcs (co. Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bercg)-Pctőfi utca yielded the only H91 type -  see next 
note -  anonymous denar, which was earlier thought to be the emission of Géza II (1141-1162), cf. Kovács (1994) 142 
143, note 427. On the anonymous denar see L. Kovács: A kora Árpád-kori magyar pénzverésről. Érmetani és régészeti 
tanulmányok a Kárpát-medence I. (Szent) István és II. (Vak) Béla uralkodása közötti időszakának (1000-1141) érméiről 
(Über die ungarischen Münzprägung in der frühen Arpadenzeit. Numismatisch-archäologische Studien über die Münzen 
aus dem Zeitraum zwischen den Regierungszeiten Stephans I des Heiligen und Belas II des Blinden /1000 1141/ im 
Karpatenbecken). VAU 7. Budapest 1997, 291-309.

71 While the numismatic research managed to attribute only 2 types to King Géza II (1141-1162), 3 types to Ladislaus II 
(1 162-1163) and none to Stephen III (1162-1172) and Stephen IV (1123), there are 128 types of 12th century anonymous 
denars, oboli and bracteates are known probably emitted at least partly during their reigns, cf. L. Huszár: Münzkatalog 
Ungarn von 1000 bis heute. Budapest- München 1979, 39, H55 H59 type and 43-54, H76-H203 type.

72 The members of the editorial board re-organised in 2004: Elek Benkő, Péter Langó, László Révész, Miklós Takács, Attila 
Tíirk.

73 L. Kovács: Képes szótár vázlata. A Kárpát-medence magyar honfoglalás és kora Árpád-kori sírleleteinek lelet
kataszteréhez. Kézirat gyanánt. [Draft of a picture dictionary. Contribution to the find register of the grave finds of the 
Hungarian Conquest early Árpád age in the Carpathian Basin. Manuscript], Budapest 1993.

74 J. G. Odor: Honfoglalás- és kora Árpád-kori soros temetők sírleleteinek katasztere Tolna megyében (Kataster der 
Grabfunde von Reihengräberfelder aus der ungarischen Landnahme- und Früharpadenzeit im Komitat Tolna). WMMÉ 21 
(1999) 151-173.

75 Révész (1996); G. Kiss: Vas megye 10-12. századi sír- és kincsleletei (Archäologische und historische Angaben zur 
Geschichte des Komitats Vas im 10.-12. Jahrhundert). MHKÁS 2 (2000); Nepper (2002); Istvánovits (2003).
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We hope to have all active colleagues’ contribution, but particularly valuable support is expected from
76university departments of archaeology.

4. Another desirable achievement would be an attempt to systematise completely excavated 
cemeteries or larger parts of cemeteries which may still somehow be evaluated.

5. Consequently, it is inevitable that the experts specialised in this period create a purposeful co
operation which will not rest satisfied after identifying the tasks, but will do everything to solve them, 
as well.
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THE SECONDARY HOMELAND OF THE 
PROTO-HUNGARIANS IN WESTERN SIBERIA

János Makkay

Before going through some of my arguments, I would like to touch briefly upon a few general issues. 
First, the concept of prehistory. If we use the word in its original sense, the decades before AD 896 
do not belong to prehistory, but to protohistoire. If, however, we regard the ninth century -  similarly 
to the earlier centuries -  as prehistory, then the examination of the issues should be the subject of 
prehistoric archaeology. This would primarily mean that we had to be very careful with ethnic 
interpretations. Of course, we do know what István Fodor quoted from János Banner in one of his 
excellent studies.1

At a workshop in 1953, Gyula László thought: “It is unfortunate that interest in the prehistory of 
the Hungarians has been, and still is, missing from our archaeology.”2

According to Banner, the reason for this is the hypothetic nature of the ethnic interpretation of the 
archaeological material, and that is why archaeologists specializing in prehistory do not participate in 
the debate.3 If part of our prehistory would be regarded as part of prehistoric archaeology as well, this 
situation could be remedied more easily, since otherwise all conditions of a change have already been 
met. This is all the more important, since all the archaeological cultures connected to the prehistory of 
the Hungarians in pre-Scythian times are almost exclusively prehistoric. This period lasted even longer 
in forested areas.

Another issue is the assessment of prehistory from the point of view of historical sciences or 
linguistic history. At present we may read heated debates on the historical reality of the Trojan cycle 
and the Homeric epics. During these, the following was established: the tradition, according to which 
myths can be verified with the help of antiquities (antiquarische Vergewisserung), goes back to 
Schliemann: this, however, ‘means primarily the identification of burning and destruction horizons in 
the ruins, combined with the search for arrow-heads and sling-stones’.4 I myself consider the research 
on antiquities to be much more than that. Prehistoric archaeology, one of the areas of the research on 
prehistory, should not be judged on the basis of century-old or half a century old approaches. Wc 
should not forget, for example, that the starting point of the whole kurgan-thcory was the fifty 
thousand prehistoric (Bronze Age) burials of the European steppe, the area of the long migration of the 
conquering Hungarians, unearthed by diligent Russian and Ukrainian archaeologists. The three latest 
localizations of the Indo-European homeland, on the other hand, were built solely on the results of J. 
Mellaart’s excavations at f'atal Höyük in Anatolia. Similarly, one of the theories in the sixties about 
the Finno-Ugrian homeland, the Central Asian homeland theory, was based on the results of the large-

1 Fodor (2001)247.
2 Gy. László: A magyar őstörténet régészete [Archaeology of the prehistory of the Hungarians], MTA II. Társadalmi- 

Történeti Osztályának Közleményei 5 (1954) 487.
3 See Banner’s comment on László’s paper (note 2), MTA II. Társadalmi-Történeti Osztályának Közleményei 5 (1954) 487- 

488.
4 Cobet: Vom Text zu Ruine. Die Geschichte der Troia-Diskussion. In: Ulf (2003) 33: ‘Zwei Argumentationen, die Text 

und Ruine zueinander führen, haben eine lange, vor Schliemann reichende Tradition, die antiquarische Vergewisserung und 
die Modernisierung der Sagenüberlieferung. Antiquarische Vergewisserung bedeutet zuallererst die Identifizierung von 
Brand- und Zerstörungshorizonten in der Ruine, flankiert von der Suche nach Pfeilspitzen und Schleudersteinen; diese 
Geschichte beginnt 1871 mit Schliemanns «verbrannter Stadt»...’. On the issue see also B. Patzek: Die homerische Epen im 
Spiegel ihrer geschichtlichen Tradition. In: Ulf (2003) 246: ‘...auch die archäologischen Entdeckungen der 
frühgeschichtlichen Kultur Griechenlands untermauerten seit der Mitte des [19.] Jahrhunderts scheinbar eindeutig, daß hier 
«wissenschaftliche Wunder» Beweise für die Historizität der homerischen Epen erbringen konnten’.
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scale excavations at Khorezm. It is a different issue, that the evidence for this archaeological theory 
(connections between the Keltennnar culture of the Aral Sea region and the Uralic-West Siberian 
ethno-cultural province = UWS ECP) was scarce and weak.5 It is a great merit of István Fodor that he 
did not become a supporter of this very popular theory.

The last decades or centuries of the prehistory of the Hungarians and the early history of the 
Hungarian language belongs to a period bridging prehistory and protohistoire. To use János Banner’s 
favourite expression, let me make a brief detour and touch upon the questions of the interpretation of a 
source regarding this. I am not convinced namely, that our research on prehistory always argues fully 
in accordance with international scientific standards. Such is, for example, the accusation of 
Anonymus with anachronism. The authenticity of some of Anonymus’ prehistoric data -  that is, 
referring to the penod before 896 -  has been questioned for various reasons. In capitulum 11 and 12. 
he relates that having left Kiev, Álmos' Turkic anuy (the people of the Turks) first reached Lodomeria 
(ad ciuitatem lodomer), from where they moved on to Halych (in galicicim) after three weeks. An 
outstanding scholar wrote, however, that ‘at the time of the Hungarian conquest [i.e. at the end of the 
9th century ], Halych and Lodomeria were not organized dukedoms’, thus the use of these two names 
by Anonymus counts as omission, error and anachronism.6

The scientific research on, and interpretation of, texts however, does not work like that. In the 
Homeric text written down -  probably for the first time -  at the time of Peisistratus, the fourth verse at 
the beginning of book 6 of the Iliad did not read as it does today: 

p£OOTiyu<5 IigóevToq íöe EávOoio poáov 
between the Simois and the streams of Xanthus7 

but
p8GOT|yi)(; Ttorapoio Zrapávöpoi) kcu oxopalípvqq 
between river Scamandcr and the swamp on the seashore*
In the old -  original, if  you like, Homeric -  text, we have the river Scamander and the stomalimne 

(swamp). Tire ‘forgery’, mistake or anachronism was committed by the son of Aristarchus of Samos, 
the keeper of the library of Alexandria (7217-145 BC), who, in his commentaries to Homer, changed 
the name of the river and the swamp to the names used in his time: Xanthus (= Scamander) and 
Simois.9

The solution: in lack of historical maps, the only way to get around the problem was to change the 
old (original, inherited) place name to the contemporary -  synchronous -  name. Otherwise the later 
audience -  or ahead)' readers, especially on the western coast of Anatolia, which gave and read Homer 
-  would not have understood the text. Thus, Anonymus did not make a mistake, did not forge, but 
chose the only possible solution in a world lacking historical maps. In my opinion it was probably not 
even Anonymus, who did so, but the amanuensis, who changed the manuscript according to the 
knowledge of his time (the last decades of the 13th century), similarly to the way the young Aristarchus 
changed the Iliad in a few' places.

’ Kosinskaya (2001) 265-266.
0 L. Benkő: Név és történelem. Tanulmányok az Árpád-korról [Name and history. Studies on the Árpád period], Budapest 

1998, 102-103. With regard to Halych, I do not understand Rásonyi’s data about the Old Scandinavian inscription on the 
Sjonhem rune stone from the 11,h century, preserved on the island of Gotland, in which the name Blakumen appears in 
connection with the dukedom of Halych, Rásonyi (2004) 260. I would like to mention, however, the story of the 14th 
century Groenlendiga saga about Leif Ericsson’s foster father, whose name was Tilrker. Tinker came from somewhere in 
the south, perhaps even Hungary. He was shorter than the Vikings, his face was also different, he liked grapes and wine, 
and when he talked in his mother tongue, the Vikings could not understand a word of it. See J. Makliay: Iranian elements hi 
early Mediaeval heroic poetry. The Arthurian cycle and the Waltharius. Tractata Minuscula 12. Budapest 1998, 8-9, note 
12 with further literature.

' Homer: The Iliad I—II. (transl. by A. T. Murray). Loeb Classical Library 170. Cambridge 1924 (reprint Cambridge 1978).
8 W. Dindorf (ed.): Scholia in Homeri Iliadem. Oxford 1874, s.v.
9 W. Wood: In Search of the Trojan War. London 1985 (19962), 110. The swamp is still there, immediately west of Troy, 

around the mouth the Diimrek (Simois) and the Karamenderes (Scamander), see I. Kayan: Die trojanische Landschaft. In: 
B. Theune-Grosskopf et al. (eds): Troia. Traum und Wirklichkeit. Stuttgart 2001, 312-313, fig. 323.
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From time to time, elementary mistakes may be committed during the evaluation of ancient 
sources. We know, for example, that according to Emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus, the Turks 
called their settlement near the Khazars Levedia after their first voivode Lebedias.10 11 In the original text 
the probably Slavic ‘voivode’, ßosßoöoq, is used. Similarly to English and Hungarian pronunciation, 
the correct Latin transliteration of the word is voevodos, and not boebodosf In the case of the b 
phoneme (a voiced explosive), namely, the feature of closure has changed: the lips, instead of being 
completely closed, were carelessly left half-open, producing a spirant. In Ancient Greek, this change 
took place around the beginning of the Christian era, so that in modem times ß is pronounced v, and 
not b.12 13 Of course, an exact knowledge of this issue is required to realize that it is impossible to decide 
whether the BXá/oi of the Byzantine sources after the end of the 10th century are to be read -  and 
especially pronounced -  as Blaks or VlachsP Thus, this issue cannot be used here to discredit 
Anonymus’ data and person.

As I see it, for many years -  or even decades -  signs of various external, and also internal, crises 
have appeared in the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians: I see a few storms coming.

One of them is the seemingly innocent, simple amateurism. The best example is still the theory of 
Sumerian-Hungarian affinity, but wc should include the unprofessional examination of Turkic 
linguistic contacts as well. The review of this issue is not my task.14 The supporters of the theory of 
Sumerian-Hungarian and other (Etruscan-Hungarian, Scythian-Hungarian, even Bolivian-Hungarian) 
affinity now include trained professionals as well, demonstrating the increase of the danger.15 I would 
also like to mention, that there are still scholars, who ably manipulate the Sumerological attempts of 
Hungarian amateurs in an international scientific context. Ahmed Onal, for example, an outstanding 
Hittitologist, defended the theory of Turkish-Sumerian (linguistic and also ethnic?) affinity the 
following way:

‘How and who can blame the Turks when they considered the Sumerians as Turks? Did and do not 
the Hungarians and Fins claim them for themselves? Was it not a German ethnologist who made the 
first scientific comparison of Sumerian with Turkish at the turn of the 19th century?’16 17

We may encounter peculiar concepts of history as well. In the 90s, a serious debate emerged 
about the legal status of the relationship between freedom of speech and academic freedom in 
connection with Martin Bernal’s book, Black Athena.17 One of the questions was, what views 
presented within the framework of academic freedom are superior, or still acceptable. ‘Why the City 
University should continue to disserve its own students by subjecting them in class to the bigoted 
statements and absurd theories of any of its professors?’18 The court decided that the essential question 
is the scientific standard of the university and the lectures, of which the university, and not the court,

10 Gy. Moravcsik: Az Árpád-kori magyar történet bizánci forrásai [The Byzantine sources of the Hungarian history of the 
Árpád Period]. Budapest 1984, 42.

11 As seen, for example, in S. L. Tóth: A magyar fejedelmi méltóság megalapítása és öröklődése [Foundation and inheritance 
of the Hungarian princely dignity], Acta Historica 119 (2004) 11. Sixty years ago, this was well known in Szeged; Moor 
(1943)65.

12 O. ./. L. Szemerényi: Introduction to Indo-European Linguistics. Oxford 1996, 26.
13 For details see J. Makkay: Hogyan lettek a blakokból románok [How have Vlachs become Romanians], Budapest 1997, 

2 8 -2 9 .
14 Sec Rédei (1998) 61-67. Second, enlarged edition: Rédei (2003) 117-1 18.
15 The best example is the person and lifework of M. Alinei, devoted to the tongue of the Australopithecines and Etrusco- 

Hungarian contacts in recent years (for more details see below).
16 A. Ünal: The Hittites and Anatolian civilizations. Ankara 1999, 27 and 29 (my italics -  J. M.). It is hardly a coincidence, 

that in one of the works of the Tllig-believers’, we find one of the symbols of the prehistory of the Turks, the deer-shaped 
sceptre found in one of the graves of pre-Hittite Alaca Höyük, H. Illig-K. Weissgerber: Magyarok a kitalált középkorban. 
Újraírt történelem [Hungarians in an invented middle age. Rewritten history], Budapest 2003, 246, fig. 41.

17 M. Bernal: Black Athena. The Afroasiatic roots of Classical civilization 1. The fabrication of Ancient Greece, 1785—1985. 
London 1987; idem: Black Athena. The Afroasiatic roots of Classical civilization 2. The archaeological and documentaiy 
evidence. London 1991. For a few comments see J. Makkay: A Néger Athéna [Black Athena]. Tractata Minuscula 36. 
Budapest 2004.

18 Lefkowitz (1996) 172.

371



should take care of. If, however -  noted a researcher -  we leave the decision in such cases to the court, 
then the academic freedom of the faculty, and especially of the lecturer, might be at legal risk.19

According to Mary Lefkowitz, a university lecturer, such issues should not be decided in court, 
since there only the prescriptions of the First Amendment on the freedom of speech and the issue of 
discrimination are examined.2" The main problem with a superficial statement about Aristotle, 
however, is that it is not true or is untrue. ‘So far as the courts are concerned, “truth and nonsense, 
competence and incompetence, will hold the same position”.’21 Here it is worth to quote Lefkowitz’s 
argument word by word: ‘There arc of course many possible interpretations of the truth, but some 
things are simply not tmc.It is another question whether or not diversity should be applied to the truth. 
Are there, can there be, multiple, diverse “truths”? If there are, which “truth” should win? [...] But 
once we accept the idea that instead of tmth, there are many “truths”, or different ethnic tmths, we 
cannot hope to have an intellectual community.’22 It is questionable, continues Lefkowitz, whether 
‘diverse “tmths” arc possible. [...] The notion of diversity does not extend to tmth.’23

In the 90s, such an interpretation of truth about ethnic prehistory found its way into Hungarian 
scientific arguments as well. In 1992, an outstanding scholar put forward a concept of Hungarian 
prehistory exactly like the one Lefkowitz finds unacceptable. He wrote the following regarding 
prehistory as the historicization of ethnic-national identity:

‘Prehistory is not a question of facts, or a tmth that can be revealed, even if it has factual elements 
accessible to scientific enquiry, but, and let me put it boldly, it is a question of determination. Every 
nation can chose or create the prehistory for itself it prefers. [...] Prehistory is a question of 
determination and choice: we may choose from possibilities. [...] I do not want to encourage anyone to 
write new prehistories, on the contrary, I would like to draw attention to the fact that our prehistory did 
not ‘happen’, it is ‘created’, and we are its creators through our choices and preferences. We have to 
know that we have multiple prehistories.’24 Whether intentionally or not, such an opinion may provide 
significant encouragement and absolution for the fans of, for example, the theoiy of Sumerian- 
Hungarian affinity (against whom Géza Komoróczy lead a devastating campaign in the seventies25).

The role of criticisms and initiatives by other, related disciplines and fields has become increasingly 
important. It was the much envied expert, Manfred Korfmann, the leader of the fourth Troy excavation 
series, who related that the Homeric -  or even not Homeric -  Troy has become a candidate for Atlantis 
as well. As a consequence, due to the results of the new excavations, a German federal scientific institute 
(Bundesanstalt für Geowissenschaften und Rohstoffe, Hannover) started costly Atlantis research around 
Troy: ‘A serious Federal German government office has united in the common cause of Atlantis 
research. [...] I find it odd, that when this government office, the Bundesanstalt für Geowissenschaften 
und Rohstoffe in Hannover, which is the institute concerned here, that it had not been aware that 
exploration of the terrain and even excavations at Troia had been going on for many years.’

We can fully agree with Korfmann, when he establishes that ‘ [i]n some fields, such as in medicine, 
for example cancer therapy, it would be lethal to base conclusions on this kind of thinking. Should a 
proponent of a different field of science attempt to wield the scalpel during an operation, the absurdity

19 Lefkowitz (1996) 172-173. At second instance, the court accepted the fact that the University enregimented Jeffries, and 
established that this did not infringe academic freedom, since he could keep his job.

20 Lefkowitz (1996) 175, ‘the clubs of free speech and nondiscrimination’. In today’s sense, some discrimination may be 
regarded as hate crime as well.

21 Lefkowitz (1996) 174.
22 Lefkowitz {\996) 150, 153, 162, 174-175.
22 Lefkowitz 11996) 1996, 162.
24 G. Komoróczy. Bezárkózás a nemzeti hagyományba [Locking tip to the national tradition], Budapest 1992, 327-330. This 

curious concept was introduced by a certain G. G. M. James as part of the possible methods of ‘historical research’ in his 
unscientific book Stolen Legacy, stating that ‘anyone can claim anything about the past’. For the reference see Leflcowitz 
(1996) 153.

24 G. Komoróczy: Sumer és magyar [Sumer or Hungarian]? Budapest 1976; idem: A sumer-magyar nyelvrokonítás [The 
Sumer-Hungarian linquistic affinity]. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 78 (1976) 3-38. For a few dreadful examples of such 
prehistories of the Hungarians see./. Makkay: A tartariai leletek [The finds from Tartary]. Budapest 1990, 117-123.
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of becoming involved in a field not one’s own would be immediately apparent. In archaeology, 
unfortunately, this is not entirely obvious.’26

There are many possible explanations for this characteristic of archaeology. One possibility, also 
taken from the Troy debates, is that ‘the mistake made in the room of a historian [or the scientist doing 
history] has no such catastrophic consequences as the badly navigated landing of an airplane due to the 
error of the electronic devices.’2 ' Regarding good-intentioned search for homelands, like the biologically 
inspired theories recently put forward by István Mihály Szabó,28 I completely agree with István Bóna’s 
remark: ‘The results of scientists are firm and trustworthy (even for the historian-archaeologist!), if they 
are restricted to their own special fields, and their outstanding scientific observations are not blended -  
we could say, corrupted -  by trendy archaeological or historical theories.’29

Centripetal forces have made their appearance even within the inner circles of the world of 
scholars. Good examples for differences between the various trends of Uralic Studies may be found in 
a recent article by Raimo Anttila.30 These are probably well-known among the specialists present here, 
so I will mention only one, which has a bearing on the concept of Mihály Szabó. In 1996, a strange 
book by Otto J. von Sadovszky titled The discovery o f California. A Cal-Ugrian comparative study, 
was published in Budapest, by the Akadémiai Kiadó. This work is about ‘the supposed affinity of the 
Californian Penutian language family with Ugrian -  especially Ob-Ugrian -  languages. In his opinion, 
the ancestors of the Penutians moved from their west Siberian homeland through the Arctic Ocean and 
the Bering Strait, along the North American shores of the Pacific Ocean to their current Californian 
home before the disintegration of the Ugrian unity -  before 500 BC.’31 Sadovszky’s theory includes 
almost the same statements as those of Mihály Szabó, only dates the events a few thousand years later, 
accepting the historical linguistic date of the west Siberian homeland theory for the separation of 
Proto-Hungarian from Ob-Ugrian languages. At the same time we are also told that ‘while 
Sadovszky’s hypothesis is extremely unlikely, it is by now means a dilettantish theory.’32 Maybe not 
from a linguistic standpoint, but most certainly from a prehistoric-archaeological one! At this moment 
we might also say, that archaeological prehistory should achieve a certain independence from 
linguistic prehistory, since it has a completely different approach to prehistoric migrations. Another 
possibility, that I mention only hesitantly, is that it is not the conclusions of linguistic prehistory, 
which are unacceptable, but hebetudinous American historical disciplines in general.33

26 M. Korfmann: Some observations on equating Troy with the Atlantis myth. In: M. Özdogan-H. Hauptmann-N. Ba$gelen 
(eds): From Village to Cities. Early villages in the Near East. Istanbul 2003, 1-20, esp. 2, 11-12.

27 U. Sinn: Archäologischer Befund -  Literarische Überlieferung. In: Ulf (2003) 41, ‘Hinsicht kaum weniger sensibel und 
störungsfällig als das elektronische Flugleitsystem auf das eingangs angespielt wurde -  mit einem elementaren unterschied 
freilich, daß die gedankliche Fehlleistung in einer Gelehrtenstube nicht die gleichen katastrophalen Folgen nach sich zieht, 
wie ein Fehler beim elektronisch gesteuerten Landeanflug.’

281. M. Szabó-I. Farkas: A magyar őstörténetkutatás új távlatai? [New perspectives of the research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians?] História 2003/5-6, 43M6. See also Szabó’s recently published book, I. M. Szabó: A magyar nép eredete. Az 
uráli népek eurázsiai-amerikai őstörténete [The origin of the Hungarians. The Eurasian-American prehistory of Uralic 
peoples]. Budapest 2005. For its first review see Zs. Simon: lam proximus ardet Ucalegon. Magyar Tudomány 2005/9, 
1152 1157, unfortunately without interest or knowledge in prehistoric matters.

29 Bóna (1996) 37.
30 Antilla (2000).
31 Rédei (2003) 135, with a convincing rebuttal of the theory.
32 Rédei (2003) 135.
33 Another dreadful example: a book written by two scientists of Columbia University went as far in the research on ancient 

ethnogenesis as to suggest that the mummies of the Takla Makan Desert in western China from 2000 BC are somehow 
connected to the raise of the level of the Black Sea around 5600 BC, the fact of which was also recorded in Babylonia around 
1600 BC. All ancient agriculturalists (whether in Egypt, Europe or Central Asia) -  our American scholars continue -  are the 
descendants of a population, which lived on the shores of the Black Sea before this raise of the sea-level. These ancient 
populations were scattered all around the globe by the Pontic flood, and they not only took the knowledge of agriculture with 
them, but also the memory of the flood. This is how Caucasian people reached the Takla Makan Desert. -  And some of them 
reached Ararat with an ark. See W. Ryan-W. Pitman: Noah’s flood: the new scientific discoveries about the event that 
changed history. New York 1998. See also M. Rose: Books: Neolithic Noah. Archaeology 52/1 (1999) 75-78.
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The following has been written concerning the alleged existence of the ‘thousands of vocabulary 
connections’ between Californian Penutian and the Ob-Ugrian languages: ‘Chance similarity has also 
been the judgement by most Uralic scholars on Otto Sadovszky’s work connecting Ob-Ugric with 
California Penutian, although he presents thousands of vocabulary connections (going way beyond 
that between Finnish and Estonian). Here at least chance similarity feels like that bunch of monkey 
typing away and reproducing Shakespeare’s output without missing a stroke.’34 A Hamlet-simile 
appears again, now in connection with the west Siberian homeland. With regard to the assumed 
common origin of the ancient tribes of the south Uralic steppe and Central Asia [see also the above- 
mentioned theory of Chernetsov, although with a different result], ‘It is evident that there is no way we 
can construct a common origin for the steppe tribes (whose origins lie between the Dnieper and the 
Ural) and those who occupied the oases of Central Asia (whose origins lie south and west of the 
Caspian). By extension, there is no way we can find in the two cultural regions grounds to identify a 
common linguistic ancestor. The odds of two totally different and independent cultural worlds 
simultaneously developing the same Indo-European language are about the same as the hordes of 
simian typists successfully completing Hamlet. We are going to get nowhere in reconciling the two 
different cultural traditions by looking to their roots; we must look elsewhere.’35 California lies very 
far both from the Ural and the Caspian.

It is clear, that the crisis phenomena in our research on the prehistory of the Hungarians are not 
opposed to the unfavourable international trends, they actually coincide with them: they are the local 
correlates of world-wide phenomena. In terms of the prehistory of the Hungarians, this means that the 
framework of the debate around their temporary or original homelands has expanded. This is by no 
means unique in research on homelands. During the last hundred and fifty years, research on the Indo- 
European homeland has not made a foot-breadth: the candidates of the competing theories lie just as 
far from each other, as the Kama region from northwest China, the last candidate of Erik Molnár.

At this point I would also like to mention that the international efficiency of Hungarian research 
on our prehistory is low — compared, for example, to Finnish or nowadays Estonian research. In his 
excellent works, István Fodor has argued (in English as well) for decades for a west Siberian 
homeland of the Hungarians. Recently, this theory was commented on and rejected, but it was 
attributed to V. Napolskikh.36 Two other scholars were mentioned as well, who supposedly rejected 
the theory of a west Siberian homeland, but I have not found any reference to this theory in these 
works.37 Similarly, Gyula László’s pioneering book, excellent from an archaeological viewpoint, 
received almost no international reaction.

Returning now to a few specific issues, here, in the Institute of Archaeology, the temporal factor 
cannot be ignored. I would like to mention two or three aspects, and the first concerns the book by 
Gyula László as well.

Handling of time, 1. One issue is time depth. An example is Péter Hajdú’s comparison of free 
movement on the tundra with constrained movement in woodlands in connection with the localization 
of the Uralic homeland, from his 1962 book:

There are scholars, ‘who drew the conclusion that the ancestors of Baltic Finns had lived in the Baltic 
region already thousands of years BC. These contradictions could be resolved by an attempt to expand 
the Uralic, but especially the Finno-Ugrian, homeland to a large stretch between the Baltic and the Urals. 
But is it conceivable that the — most probably small — population of the Uralic period lived in such a

34 Antilla (2000) 485.
35 Mallory (2000) 263.
36 P. Kallio: Languages in the prehistoric Baltic Sea region. In: A. Bammesberger-Th. Vennemann (eds): Languages in 

Prehistoric Europe. Heidelberg 2003, 228, note 2; Napolskikh (1995).
37 L. Campbell'. On the linguistic prehistory of Finno-Ugric. In: R. Hickey-S. Puppel (eds): Language history and linguistic 

modelling. A Festschrift for Jacek Fisiak on his 60th birthday. Vol. I. Berlin 1997, 829-861; Antilla (2000) 14 maps, west 
Siberia is not marked on the map.
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huge area, the eastern and western edges of which are 1500-2000 km apart? The usual reply to this is that 
the easternmost and westernmost groups of the Nenets, counting 25 000 people, live 4000 km apart, 
scattered on the vast tundra between the mouth of the Severnaya Dvina and the Yenisey.

There is, however, a great difference between the reindeer-breeding nomadic Nenets and the 
hunter-fisher Proto-Finno-Ugrians with regard to lifestyle and settlement. On the tundra, nothing 
stands in the way of the hundreds of kilometres long migration of the reindeers and their herders, in 
fact their lifestyle compels them to occupy large areas. The nomadism of hunters-fishers, however, is 
very different, their migratory routes cover much smaller territories. Although they might reach distant 
areas while hunting, they usually do not venture to such distances, as the reindeer herders of the tundra 
do. The hunting routes of Finno-Ugrian hunter-fishers were also constrained by the impenetrable, 
dense woodland surrounding their settlement area. Movement to larger distances in this region was 
only possible along rivers, but their subsistence strategies did not require the Finno-Ugrian hunters to 
travel from the Kama region to the Baltic for their prey. Moreover, fishing called for a more stable 
settlement, since they returned from time to time from their hunting enterprises to their more 
permanent fishing camps.

Thus, lifestyle does not justify the extension of our homeland to the Baltic region, in fact it 
contradicts it.’38

Well, it depends.... More precisely, it depends on time. If we date the period of Finno-Ugrian unity 
around the period of Combed Ware (the 4!h and 3rd millennia BC), and the period of Uralic unity to the 
millennia before that, then Hajdú’s argument is exact, logical and acceptable. The research results of the 
last decades, however, changed not only in historical studies and archaeobotany, but in prehistoric 
archaeology as well. One of the most important changes, in my opinion, effected an increase o f time 
depth and time span. Certain processes arc now dated to increasingly longer periods (time span) with 
increasingly earlier (time depth) dates. For example, the appearance of modem humans or the beginning 
of agriculture are pushed back to earlier phases, and their absolute dating -  within limits, but 
continuously -  expands and deepens. The time span and time depth these processes cover arc increasing.

The contradiction between free movement in the tundra and constrained movement on woodlands 
may be resolved through the temporal -  and not spatial -  review of the lifestyle of the ancient Uralic 
groups of the tundra: we simply have to push back the date of this phase before the Neolithic (in 
accordance with the above-mentioned tendency of increasing time depth).

This way, the contradiction described by Hajdú can be easily resolved! If we date the time of 
Finno-Ugrian (Uralic) unity according to the old chronology, the homeland between the Baltic and 
western Siberia does coincide with the vast taiga. In this scenario, the Uralic/Finno-Ugrian ancestors 
were indeed woodland hunters-fishers, with all its consequences. If, however, we move back (since we 
have to!39) to the millennia directly following the Ice Age (between 12000 and 7/8000 BC), at that 
time the European taiga did not exist yet (forestation had not happened yet in the tundra and the areas 
previously covered by ice). And this tundra environment would match the environment and lifestyle of 
the Nenets (and that suggested for the Proto-Uralians as well), who migrate thousands of kilometres. 
According to this model, Proto-Uralic/Proto-Finno-Ugrian populations would become late Pleistocene 
hunter-fishers, especially reindeer hunters, of the tundra. Thus, Péter Hajdú’s argument against a 
European homeland falters'. Proto-Uralic/Proto-Finno-Ugrian reindeer hunters had to cover vast areas 
-  and not only somewhere far away in the East! And so did early horse hunters!

One of the trends of Uralic Studies dates this Proto-Uralic period exactly to these, Upper and 
Middle Palaeolithic, epi- and postglacial times.40 This means that Proto-Uralic communities lived

38 P. Hajdú: Finnugor népek és nyelvek [Finno-Ugric people und languages], Budapest 1962, 40-41.
39 On the -  more theoretical, than practical -  causes of the increase of time depth see C. Renfrew. Archaeology and 

Language. The Puzzle of Indo-European Origins. London 1987; idem: The problem of time depth. In: Renfrew 
McMahon-Trask (2000) ix-xiv.

40 For further details see Makkay (1998) 470-482; idem (2000); idem (2001) 337-340; idem (2002) 92-96; idem (2003) 262 
267; Anttila (2000).
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mostly in a late glacial tundra environment. Of course, there are extreme proponents of this theory as 
well (K. Wiik, A. Ktinnap), thus Károly Rédei’s reservations are completely justified.41 They are just 
as justified as those of R. Anttila, the latter, however, arc distorted by deliberate misunderstanding and 
personal remarks.42 Here under extremists I mean those, who propose extremely early dates and 
periods. But we have to get used to these. There are some, who suggest that already Australopithecine 
had the ability to talk, and a renowned scholar, a supporter of continuity theory, wrote 1908 pages on 
the Palaeolithic origins of European languages between 1996 and 2000.43

Handling of time, lb . This backward movement can -  and should -  be done as well with 
reconstructed vocabularies that can be interpreted archacologically. This is, however, not a question of 
absolute, but of relative, time and of cultural development. Hajdú’s views were in this respect 
contradictory. In his opinion, ‘those elements of the vocabulary of the [Uralic] proto-language that 
reflect the socio-economic relations of the period point to the Neolithic.’44 The following words of 
Hajdú’s list, denoting tools and economic concepts, can be evaluated archaeologically: net, cross-dyke 
fo r fish, cross-dyke to catch fish, fish-weir, fishhook, bow, arrow, bowstring, tendon, hunt, shoot, kill, 
bark, twig, fibre, fire, pot, sledge, snow-shoe, ski, tent-pole, pile, column, needle, strap, spin, a kind o f 
boot, driller, handle, paint, flintstone, bone, knife, groove, hatchet.45 Here, in the Archaeological 
Institute, it is unnecessary to demonstrate that these words and concepts -  and many other words 
among Hajdú’ examples! — can just as easily be -  Upper -  Palaeolithic, as Neolithic. Indeed, their 
genesis is most certainly Palaeolithic! Not to mention the time of the invention of the bow, the most 
recent data on Late Palaeolithic spinning, indeed weaving, or the Mesolithic, that corresponds well 
with the suggested time of the Proto-Uralic period, partly in the northern areas.46 With regard to the 
word paint, it should suffice to mention the caves of Franco-Cantabria or even the Kapova Cave in the 
Urals. Gyula László’s new areal and chronological approach in 1961 (the transitional Palaeolithic- 
Mesolithic culture of the western taiga, the Svidcrian)47 was fully in accordance with this 
chronological view, even though he built his theory on the by now completely out-of-date and 
discredited method of linguistic palaeontology (see note 69).

Handling of time, 2. 1000 BC or 500 BC is the magical date of the separation of the Proto- 
Hungarians. For this well-known formula, I would only like to quote one example from one of the best 
Hungarian linguists (although I could quote dozens):

41 Rédei (2003) 129-131.
42 Anttila (2000). Anttila’s article contains statements, which do not appear to be too scientific (p. 428). Does this mean that 

the first immigrants from the south after the melting of the ice were absorbed by those who lived there before under or on 
the ice? Anttila has a strange comment on Sadovszky’s phantasm, rightly rejected by Károly Rédei [Rédei (2003) 135]: 
Sadovszky’s Ob-Ugrian Californian Penutian contacts (the Cal-Ugrian theory) are going to be considered as coincidence 
by most experts of Uralic Studies. ‘Here at least chance similarity feels like that bunch of monkeys typing away and 
reproducing Shakespeare’s output without missing a stroke!’ My opinion on the Cal-Ugrian theory is that apparently 
nowadays anything can be done to Proto-Ugrians and their most populous descendants. Ancient and modem Ugrians are 
up for grabs!

43 M. Alinei'. Origini dellc lingue d’Europa I II. Bologna 1996, 2000.
44 Hajdú (1975) 32. István Fodor still considers this vocabulary to be Neolithic: Fodor (2001) 249.
45 Hajdú (1975) 30 31; for an English edition see P. Hajdú (ed.): Ancient cultures of the Uralian peoples. Budapest 1976, 

31-32. Here, the English translation does not always correspond perfectly with the Hungarian wordlist: e.g. Hungarian fon 
means spin, and not weave.

46 The earliest direct remains and partly impressions of the fibre crafts were found amongst finds across Upper Palaeolithic 
Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals and also from the Mesolithic of Northern Europe (which was contemporary with the 
early stages of the Neolithic in southeast Europe). See E. J. W. Barber: Prehistoric textiles: the development of cloth in the 
Neolithic and Bronze Ages. Princeton 1991, 113. For details see O. Soffer et air. Palaeolithic perishables made permanent. 
Antiquity 74 (2000) 812-821 and P. G. Bahn'. Palaeolithic weaving -  a contribution from Chauvet. Antiquity 75 (2001) 
271-272, with extensive bibliography in both cases. See also C. Perlés: The Early Neolithic in Greece. Cambridge 2001, 
243, 246. Evidence includes cordage fragments, clay pieces bearing textile impressions, also the worked reindeer antler 
fragment from Gönnersdorf (a Magdalenian-period open-air site on the Rhine bank) bearing a textile impression on one 
end, and finally a human calvarium from Tushino (Russia), most probably from East Gravettian context.

47 Gy. László: Őstörténetünk legkorábbi szakaszai [Early periods of the prehistory of Hungarians], Budapest 1961, 191 193.
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‘...the Hungarian language -  and with it the society that speaks it -  spent a much longer time in 
independence before the conquest, than after, up till now: taking into consideration all the 
accelerating and differentiating, or decelerating and integrating, factors of linguistic change, the 
former was at least the double of the latter. By that time, the language of our conquering ancestors 
[who brought with them our Hungarian language] had gradually become literally only Hungarian for 
two millennia. [...] What happened during these ca. two thousand years [since 1000 BC] with Proto- 
Hungarian belongs exclusively to Hungarian linguistic and ethnic history, and what may be deducted 
from linguistic events concerning the history of the Hungarian people during this vast period, belongs 
exclusively to the prehistory of the Hungarians.’48 Thus, it may be included among the topics of this 
conference as well.

There are scholars -  although abroad -  who consider this magical date only as an assumption, and 
not a clearly demonstrated scientific fact.49

Hearing this early date, we might rightly ask with Petőfi: Where are the Hellenes and where are the 
Celts?

The Hellenes -  if we believe Thucydides50 -  were hardly united in Homer’s time. The Celts did not 
even exist yet in 1000 BC. And by 896, they lived only in small isolated groups in Britain and 
Bretagne. Today, there are neither Hellenes, nor Celts. This means at this point that 1000 BC -  or even 
500 BC -  was a long-long time ago. Inapprchcnsibiy long ago. I myself have studied ancient times for 
a long time, but the passing of three or two millennia is still incomprehensible.

How could Proto-Hungarian speakers, who can only be held Hungarians, still survive from 1000 
BC on in the steppe, regarded both as crossroads and a melting pot of peoples? Did nothing significant 
happen to them and their language for two millennia? They only took over a bunch of loanwords (not 
much from Iranian, more from Turkic, but only after waiting for a millennium), but nothing else; all 
the fundamental characteristics of the language remained exclusively Hungarian. There could be, there 
are, such steppe miracles, one of them is called fata morgana.

The importance of this question can be recognized from István Bóna’s misguided remark about 
steppe culture: ‘Steppe culture -  of which Proto-Hungarians became part of ca. two and a half 
millennia ago [that is, around 500 BC] -  was sometimes able to change and transform incredibly fast 
due to external influences. On such occasions, dress, weaponry, grave forms and -  although slowly -  
burial rites changed as well.’51 Well, Bóna’s views on the above-mentioned two and a half millennia 
are certainly untrue with regard at least 1000 or 1500 years (from 1000 or only 500 BC on)! It is a 
well-known fact among specialists of prehistoric archaeology (although I do not know to what extent 
these recent international results have reached our prehistorians) that between 1000/500 BC and AD 
500, the western steppe (through the Timber Grave-Cimmerian-Scythian-Sauromatian-Sannatian-Alan 
ethnic sequence) is characterized not by rapid transformation, but the opposite, by surprisingly strong 
and tenacious conservatism. Especially with regard to burial rites (e.g. barrows, kurgan graves or 
catacomb graves), mentioned by Bóna as well. This fact -  my old hobby-horse52 -  is now 
acknowledged also by scholars, whose theories would have required the opposite to be true: ‘Proto-

48 L. Benkő: A honfoglaló magyarság nyelvi viszonyai és ami ezekből következik [Linguistic conditions of conquering 
Hungarians and what is following from that]. In: L. Kovács-L. Veszprémy (eds): Honfoglalás és nyelvészet. A 
honfoglalásról sok szemmel III. Budapest 1997, 164-165. [my emphasis -  J. M.].

™ Richards (2003)67, 100.
50 Thucydides: The Peloponnesian War (transl. by R. Crawley). The Modem Library. New York 1934, 1:3: ‘...a long time 

elapsed before that name could fasten itself upon all. The best proof of this is furnished by Homer. Born long after the 
Trojan war, he nowhere calls all of them by that name, nor indeed any of them except the followers of Achilles from 
Phthiotis, who were the original Hellenes...’

51 Bóna (1996) 24.
52 J. Makkay: The Linear Pottery Culture and the Early Indo-Europeans. In: S. N. Skomal-E. C. Pólómé (eds): Proto-Indo- 

European: The Archaeology of a Linguistic Problem. Studies in Honor of Marija Gimbutas. JIES Monograph. Washington 
D.C. 1987, 165- 184; idem: A Neolithic model of Indo-European prehistory. JIES 20 (1992) 206-207; idem: Comment on 
C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky’s Archaeology and Language: The Indo-Iranians. Current Anthropology 43 (2002) 78-79.
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Indo-Iranian and Indo-Iranian languages probably emerged rather late in the steppes, after 3500 BC 
and long after the original steppe dispersal which led later Tocharian far in the east. Proto-Indo-Iranian 
in some early form emerged and had a place in the eastern segment (probably the Ukraine) of the 
Balkan Proto-Indo-European linguistic area of phase II. A supporting argument advanced by Makkay 
is the continuous and apparently unbroken archaeological, and presumably ethnic, development east 
o f the Dniepr from the earliest Kurgan period to the appearance of the Iranian speaking 
Sarmalians.'

Beside grave forms we should also mention among the traits of continuity the ‘pipe-cups’ or so- 
called kurilnitsy, probably connected to the use of hemp (Cannabis sativa) as a narcotic: ‘kurilnitsy 
are commonly found in graves of the so-called Pit-grave and Catacomb-grave cultures of the third 
millennium. Similar vessels occur in later cultures, indicating a continuity of practice down to 
Scythian [and even Sarmatian!] times. [...] It seems, therefore, that the practice of burning cannabis as 
a narcotic is a tradition which goes back in this area some five or six thousand years and was the focus 
of the social and religious rituals of the pastoral peoples of Central Eurasia in prehistoric and early 
historic times.’53 54

In this context it would be hard to agree with Bóna’s conclusions that before the Turks (Huns) the 
western steppe -  for 1500 years and from Kazakhstan to the Caipathians, in the hypothetical area of 
the migrations of the drifting Proto-Hungarians -  was sometimes able to change and transform 
incredibly fast. In fact, the opposite is true! It would be strange to conclude from this that the Iranian 
language and ethnicity of the region (the western steppe) remained unchanged for 1500 years. Then, 
for reasons known (Turk migrations, Slavic expansions) and unknown, this Iranian substratum 
disappeared almost completely within less than half a millennium. But the Proto-Hungarians, drifting 
with and among them, remained Proto-Hungarians, both during the unchallenged existence of the 
Iranian block, and during the centuries of their rapid absorption in a Turkic environment and under 
Turkic rule! In other words, they remained unchanged under all circumstances, while these 
determinant circumstances themselves changed fundamentally.

I cannot even decide which scenario was less prone for assimilation during the eventful history of 
these 1000 (maybe 1200-1300) years: the uninterrupted existence of a huge linguistic area for long 
centuries, or the rapid transformation of the whole area from a linguistic point as well. I admit, 
protohistoire might provide examples for such ethnic-linguistic processes: uninterrupted survival in an 
otherwise strongly assimilating environment. But prehistoric archaeological research on the prehistory 
of the Hungarians, so often criticized for its exaggerated ethnic interpretations, cannot afford any more 
such reconstructions. To formulate it in an other, more permissive, way: such conclusions should be 
the results of protohistoire and Hungarian historical linguistics.

Furthermore, Iranian elements recognizable in archaeological remains connected to the Hungarians 
(and Proto-Hungarians) arc increasing. As for the Iranian traits of the Ugrians (or certain Ugrian 
dialects), these pervade even the life of the populations of the ancient taiga far away from, and 
probably never in direct contact with, the Iranian steppe world, like certain groups of the Votyak and 
the Ostyák. I could mention the use of certain shrouds,55 or even rites and customs connected to horse 
cult.

With regard to the latter, one of its most important elements is the binding of the sacrificed horse to 
the sacrificial column (representing the Tree of Life). Examples are known mostly from northern

53 C. Renfrew'. Time depth, convergence theory, and innovation in PIE. JIES 27 (1999) 281. [my emphasis -  J. M.].
54 A. SherratV. Sacred and profane substances: the ritual use of narcotics in Later Neolithic Europe. In: P. Garwood-D. 

Jennings-R. Skeates-J. Toms (eds): Sacred and Profane. Oxford 1991, 61-62; idem: Alcohol and its alternatives: symbol 
and substance in pre-industrial cultures. In: J. Goodman-P. Lovejoy (eds): Peculiar substances: essay in the history and 
anthropology of psychoactive products. London 1994, 2-31, esp. 14.

55 See Makkay (2002) 62-67; Makkay (2004a) 15; Makkay (2004b) 97. See also J. Makkay. Ttirkrnagyarok 
Turcohungarica. Budapest 2005, point no. 64. Most recently see M. Benkő: Aranymaszkos ősmagyar vezérsír (Summary. 
Proto-Hungarian grave of tribal head with golden burial mask). AntTan 47 (2003) 111-125.
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areas. First these were interpreted as Tartar influence.56 Ágnes V. Kerezsi’s outstanding study, 
however, found a better solution: she demonstrated early Indo-Iranian influences.57 There is no doubt, 
the predecessors can be found in both the mythology and archaeological material of both Iranian and 
Indo-Aryan peoples, sometimes identical to the smallest detail.55

In lack of excavation results, the earliest imaginable occurrences (the possible ante/ad quern of the 
Iranian—>Proto-Ugrian transmission) of such rites and customs are unknown for the time being. We 
only know about the shrouds, whose earliest attestations among the Ugrians (Árpád’s conquering 
Hungarians or — early? — Ob-Ugrians) do not date before AD 896. Slightly earlier examples (except 
the Iranian occurrences, which provided the cultural predecessors) are known only among the Volga 
Bulghars.59 Thus, at present there is an insurmountable chronological gap between the known Ugrian 
(or Ugrian period) horse sacrifices and the earliest attestations of their Indo-Iranian counterparts -  
probably dated to somewhere at the beginning of the second millennium BC based on the Sintashta 
examples.60

At present I do not know any significant archaeological data that would either force or permit the 
dating of the separation of the Proto-Ugrians (and the southern movement of the Proto-Hungarians) to 
the beginning or the middle of the first millennium BC.61 It is another question, how strong an impact 
these customs of Indo-Iranian origin had at a still unknown date (between 1000 and 500 BC, or 
between 500 BC and 0, or between 0 and AD 500, or even after AD 500) on the distant Vogul (in the 
north and west) and the northern Ostyák62 -  who probably never had any direct contact with Indo- 
Iranian peoples. How stronger would these Iranian impacts have been on the Proto-Hungarians, who 
allegedly moved south to the steppes in the first half of the first millennium BC!? Probably strong

56 For horse sacrifice in the Secret History of the Mongols ses Anderson (1999) 379.
57 Kerezsi (1988) 142 143.
58 Herodotus: Herodotos történeti könyvei. A görög-perzsa háború [The History of Herodotus. ] IV 60-72; Rig-Veda Hymn 1 

CLXII. Compare the study quoted by V. Kerezsi: V. V. Ivanov. Opyt istolkovaniya drevneindeyskikh ritualnykh i 
mifologicheskikh terminov, obrazovannykh ot asva. In: Problemy istorii i kultury narodnov Indii. Leningrad 1974, 75-138 
{non vidi). For a Hungarian translation see: A ló és a fa -  kísérlet ősi indiai rituális és mitológiai jelképek megfejtésére. In: 
Ivanov (1984) 167-212, esp. 180-188. One of the rites involves the stuffing of the sacrificial horse with chaff, or putting a 
tuft in its mouth {Herodotus IV 72, Rig-Veda Hymn I CLXII 8). For a short review see Anderson (1999), for more detail 
see J. Makkay: Attila kardja, Árpád kardja. Irániak, szarmaták, alánok, jászok [Sword of Attila, sword of Árpád. Iranians, 
Sarmats, Alanians, Iasians]. Szeged 1995, 38-61. On horses stuffed with straw among Árpád’s conquering Hungarians see 
Gy. László: A honfoglaló magyar nép élete [Life of the conquering Hungarians]. Budapest 1944, 384, 457-459, 465^168 
and fig. 60; furthermore idem: Osvallásunk nyomai egy szamosháti kocsistörténetben [Traces of our ancient religion in a 
history of a cart from Szamoshát], Kolozsvár 1945. The forms of the rather rare horse sacrifice in the Mycenaean period 
(see e.g. the two horses sacrificed on Patroklos’ grave: Iliad23 171-173) are varied, and the only related element seems to 
be the cutting to pieces of the horse before depositing it in the grave [see Anderson (1999) 388, table 1: horse is cut into 
pieces, with Mongolian, Indie, Celtic and Scandinavian occurrences]. The paucity of attested horse sacrifices in the 
Mycenaean period suggests that such a ceremony was not used very often. Scholars have suggested that horses intended 
for sacrifice were yoked to the chariot carrying their deceased master. They were slaughtered after the body was interred, 
and were subsequently deposited in the grave along with the funerary vehicle. Only one funerary horse sacrifice has so far 
been attested on Crete. It belongs to Tholos tomb A at Archanes and dates to the LM III period. Unlike the contemporary 
custom on the Mainland, the horse from Archanes was sacrificed in honour of a woman who was buried in the side room 
of the tomb. It was slaughtered after the funeral, cut to pieces and deposited in the main chamber. See E. Kosmetatou: 
Horse sacrifices in Greece and Cyprus. Journal of Prehistoric Religion 7 (1993) 31-32. See also D. S. Reese: Equid 
sacrifices/burials in Greece and Cyprus: an Addendum. Journal of Prehistoric Religion 8 (1994) 35-42.

59 Makkay (2002) 62-67; Makkay (2004a) 15.
60 V. F. Gening: The ccmeteiy at Sintashta and the Early Indo-Iranian peoples. J1ES 7 (1979) 1-29, esp. 17-20; V F. Gening G. 

B. Zdanovich~V. V. Gening: Sintashta: arkheologicheskiye pamyatniki ariiskikh piemen Uralo-Kazakhstanskikh stepey. 
Chelyabinsk 1992, 12-13, 111-242, with a detailed description of grave 40 and the ritual complexes. It is not Á. V. Kerezsi’s 
fault that she referred to the horse sacrifice from Dereivka [Kerezsi (1988) 125-126] as the earliest attestation of a similar 
custom. The early dating of Dereivka was false, for details see Makkay (2004a) 70-87.

61 According to V. Kerezsi,. based on the distribution of the rite of horse sacrifice among the Vogul and the Ostyák, the 
ancestors of the Ob-Ugrians had practiced Indo-Iranian rite of horse sacrifice since the Bronze Age [Kerezsi (1988) 145], 
Her dating can be neither refuted nor confirmed.

62 Kerezsi (1988) 145.
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enough to gradually assimilate during those thousand -  or even more -  years the Proto-Hungarians, 
who moved from the north into the Iranian block. But could anyone expect the Proto-Hungarians, who 
presumably moved south from the banks of the Tobol’ into the middle of Indo-Iranian-Iranian 
territories, to preserve their ethnic specifics and language for thousands of years? The former -  we 
know -  were lost forever (with their physical anthropological make-up as well), but not their 
language? The solution lies not in the special ability of the Proto-Hungarians to preserve their 
language, but in the cutting-out, or drastic shortening, of the one and a half millennia long migration 
period spent in the steppe, that consistently preserved its Iranian characteristics.

While this concept docs not fully refute the theory of a west Siberian homeland of the Proto- 
Hungarians, it argues against a reconstruction of steppe migrations during which ethnicity was lost, 
but language retained. The fall of the Tong hypothesis’ draws with itself of course other assumptions 
as well. For example, the early layer of our Slavic loanwords included names of plants, grasses, birds, 
fish and insects, which were autochthonous in the Carpathian Basin, and could have hardly been 
characteristic for the presumed Asian homeland of the Hungarians.63 Although the Proto-Hungarian 
tribes, migrating for one and a half millennia, kept their language, in the European steppe they lost a 
large part of their vocabulary on the environment of the eastern -  Kazakh -  steppe? After so many 
misleading tree- and fish-theories, the botanists of related disciplines should now really come up with 
an authoritative statement on the issue, since their word would be decisive: was the fauna and flora, 
the game, fish, birds, insects and flowers of the Kazakh steppe, the steppe of Levedia and Etelköz, and 
the semi-steppe of the Great Hungarian Plain so different, that we had to forget them immediately 
after arriving in the Danubc-Tisza region?64 And take up a Slavic terminology coming as well from the 
east, but from the westernmost taiga and forest steppe, denoting foreign -  perhaps related? -  species? I 
cannot answer these questions, but I have bad feelings about them. The answer will come not from the 
botanical comparison of the Tobol’ region with the Tisza valley, but from that of the Pontic steppe and 
the forest steppe with the Great Hungarian Plain. Thus, I think it is beyond doubt that Árpád’s 
conquerors came from the Pontic steppes. But their ancestors did not come from western Siberia! With 
this, I have arrived to my main point regarding the prehistory of the Hungarians:

The west Siberian homeland. Previously, the Andronovo culture of the steppe was frequently 
identified with the Finno-Ugrians, or with the speakers of a Finno-Ugrian dialect. This view, probably 
unacceptable by now for international research, has caused serious complications in a recent theory on 
the Hungarian homeland.

The theory of the west Siberian homeland cannot be attributed to Péter Hajdú or István Fodor. 
Already Elemér Moór wrote that ‘the homeland of the Hungarians could not have been over the Urals, 
in west Siberia, along the rivers Tobol and Ishim, as propagated by some Turkicizing prehistorians.’65 
Moór, in a 1942 study, described in detail ‘Turkicizing’ prehistorians, and established that the idea of 
the west Siberian homeland came from J. Marquart. His idea was taken up by K. B. Wiklund, who -  
although with serious reservations -  continued to popularize it in his article in the well-known Ebert-

63I. H. Tóth: Bevezetés a szláv nyelvtudományba [Introduction into the linguistics of Slavic languages], Budapest 1989, 127— 
128; Richards (2003) 93.

64 And take up ‘Slavic’ words, which the Slavs, who migrated here only decades or a century before, brought with themselves 
from the ancient Finno-Ugrian taiga and forest steppe, or took them up on the Balkans. These are early Slavic loanwords 
like topolya (toplar), bodza (elderberry), bodzafa (elderberry tree), jegenye (silver poplar), juhar (maple) and lucfenyő 
(spruce) show (see MTESZ III 941-942). We would need an explanation for this, like the explanation for taking up the 
Slavic word utca (street), when we had the ancient Uralic word út (attested in 1055) (see MTESZ III 1038, 1040). This 
happened, because út meant road (inde ...adcaftelic ... feheruuaru rea meneh hodu utu red), and we did not have -  or lost - 
an ancient word for street in a built environment, a settlement. This is a typical case of civilizational word transmission. 
For further details sec Richards (2003) 103.

65 Moór (1943) 32. For his earlier studies see idem: A magyar nép eredete [The Origin of the Hungarian people]. Népünk és 
Nyelvünk (1932) 6-24, 52 66, 115 128, 161-178; idem: A magyar nép eredete. Népünk és Nyelvünk (1933) 9-31; idem: 
Egy turkológus magyar őstörténeti kalandozásai [Hungarian prehistorical wandering of a turkologist]. Népünk és 
Nyelvünk (1939) 87-104.
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Reallexikon.66 Among his Hungarian followers, Moor mentions by name only Count István Zichy in 
note 20, whose ‘Turkic sympathies’ are undeniable.67 In a 1923 work, Zichy built on Hungarian 
animal and plant names — that is, he used the method of linguistic palaeontology68 — to get some 
information regarding the geographical location of the Hungarian-Ugrians.69 His conclusions, 
however, did not restrict the homeland only to western Siberia: ‘the homeland of the Hungarian- 
Ugrians is to be looked after in the forested region north of the steppe. [...] These data do not exclude 
the possibility to locate the Hungarian-Ugrians in the southern part of the territory of the Vogul in the 
18th century, on both sides of the Ural Mountains, [...] somewhere in the southern part of the Perm 
Province.’70 By 1939, Zichy’s concept changed significantly. Still drawing on the distribution of 
animal and plant species, he located the Proto-Uralic homeland west of the Urals, and concluded that 
the eastern border ‘could have hardly crossed the ridge of the Urals’ in the Finno-Ugrian period 
either.71

One of the other ‘Turkicizing prehistorians’, Gyula Nemeth was so enthusiastic when reading 
Wiklund’s explications that ‘he even published them in literal translation.’72 Moor unfortunately could 
not witness when Gyula Németh himself wrote about his 1930 book that ‘[t]he book had its problems 
-  its main problem being taking up Wiklund’s theory of a homeland in the Irtysh region.’73

Another scholar, Miklós Zsirai, listed among ‘Turkicizing prehistorians’ by Moor,74 was not a 
proponent of the Tobol-Irtysh homeland theory, since in 1943 he wrote the following about the origins of

66 ./. Marquart: Osteuropäische und ostasiatische Streifzüge. Leipzig 1903, 54; K. B. Wiklund: Finno-Ugrier. Eberts 
Reallexikon 3 (1924) 376-377; Moor (1942) 34 -35. ln fact, Wiklund did not take a firm position on the question of the 
west Siberian homeland of the Proto-Ugrians ~ Proto-Hungarians: ‘Schon vor der Auflösung der wogulisch-ostjakischen 
oder Ob-ugr. Spracheinheit hatte sich die Sprache der Ungarn aus der für alle ugr. Sprachen gemeinsamen Ursprache 
losgelöst. Man weißt nicht, zu welcher Zeit dies geschah, noch in welchen Gegenden die Ungarn damals wohnten, und die 
Prämissen, welche zur Beantwortung der Frage von der Urheimat der Ungarn dienen sollen, sind leider so alig. Art oder 
auch so vieldeutig und dunkel, daß die Resultate der Forschung in keinem rechten Verhältnis zu der auf sie schon 
verwendeten, überaus großen Mühe stehen. [...] Wenn man von den älteren Wohnsitzen der Ob-Ugrier als einem 
verhältnismäßig sicheren und bekannten Punkte ausgeht, möchte man also die Urheimat der Ungarn etwa in die 
wasserreichen Steppegegenden am Tobol, Ischim, Irtysch und Ob verlegen, nicht aber, wie oft geschieht, in den s. oder gar 
mittl. Ural, wo die Voraussetzungen für die Ausbildung eines nomadisierenden Reitervolks meistens fehlen.’ [my 
emphasis -  J. M.]

67 L. Ligeti: Előszó az 1986. évi kiadáshoz [Preface to the edition of 1986]. In: L. Ligeti (ed.): A magyarság őstörténete. 
Budapest 1943 (19862) vi.

68 For a critique of this out-dated method see E. Campanile: The Indo-Europeans: origins and culture. In: A. G. Ramat-P. 
Ramat (eds): The Indo-European languages. London-New York 1998, 3; W. P. Lehmann: Historical linguistics. London 
New York 19923, 296-299; idem: Theoretical bases of Indo-European linguistics. London-New York 1993, 16, 258-260; 
P. Friedrich: Proto-Indo-European trees. Chicago-London 1970. Friedrich used botanical and linguistic data on 18 tree 
species to analyze the distribution of, and -  closer or looser -  connections between, the Indo-European dialects. 
Nevertheless, he emphasized (p. 168) that ‘despite the arguments marshaled here, I would be the first to insist that the 
arboreal evidence cannot be used in isolation to construe a conclusive argument for a PIE homeland in the Ukraine or the 
Cossack steppe.’ With regard to the Finno-Ugrian homeland, its location cannot be determined based solely on tree names. 
Compare L. Campbell: Indo-European and Uralic tree names. Diachronica 7 (1990) 149-180; idem: Time perspective in 
linguistics. In: Renfrew-Me Mahon-Task (2000) 13-14.

69 Zichy (1923) 33. Animal and plant names on pages 33-35: sül/süldisznó (hedgehog), méh (bee) and méz (honey), nyuszi 
(marten), fogoly (partridge), szil (elm), fagyai (privet), fenyő (pine), tölgyfa (oak), mogyoró (hazel).

70 Zichy (1923) 35, 37, 44. According to page 45, however: ‘The fertile land of the Tobol’-Istim region in the southern 
Tobol’sk Province, with arable land covering today a larger area than forests do, its many rivers and favourable climate 
despite its northern location, could have been suitable for a semi-nomadic people [specifically for Hun fragments -  J. M.] 
to settle in.’ On the two maps in Zichy (1923) only the easternmost part of the distribution of the Hungarian-Ugrians reach 
over to the eastern side of the Urals, between the Tobol’ and the Pysma.

711. Zichy: Magyar őstörténet [The prehistory of the Hungarians]. Budapest 1939, 44-46.
72 Moor (1943) 36; sec Gy. Németh: A honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása [The formation of the conquering Hungarians], 

Budapest 1930, 123.
73 Gy. Németh: A honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása. (Á. Berta 2nd rev. ed.). Budapest 1991. I have not seen a more 

confusingly edited book than this.
74 Moor (1943) 36, note 23a.
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the Hungarians, following exclusively the conclusions and methodological principles of linguistic 
palaeontology: ‘We may state with confidence that the Finno-Ugrian homeland must have been on the 
closer, European side of the Urals, [...] somewhere in the declivous hill-country between the Volga Bend 
and the Urals. [...] The literature usually dates the separation [of the Proto-Ugrians] around the middle of 
the 3rd millennium BC, it is much more probable, however, that the big event happened a couple of 
centuries, perhaps even a millennium later, during the 2nd millennium BC, around 2000 BC the earliest. 
[...] Already during the period of Finno-Ugrian unity the Ugrians comprised the eastern wing of the 
Finno-Ugrians. This Ugrian group stayed on the European flanks of the Urals even after the separation of 
the Finno-Ugrians, and started to infiltrate the forested table-lands of the Urals, perhaps even its Siberian 
side, in the Ugrian period, if not even earlier. The Bronze Age Ananino culture of eastern Russia, often 
identified with the Ugrians, radiated to the eastern side of the Urals, to the area of the rivers lset, Tobol’ 
and Pysma as well. [...] As a result of the debates about the culture of the mounted Ugrians we may 
establish that the Proto-Ugrians moved from the northern settlement area of the Finno-Ugrians, the 
woodland, to the southern forest steppe, more suitable for stock-raising and horse-breeding, and there 
they became acquainted with the horse, utilized, exploited and, to a certain extent, bred it, but were 
hardly genuine, large-scale horse-breeders. [...] Since the Vogul-Ostyak parts moved towards north, and 
the Hungarians towards south, the linguistic and ethnic separation of the Plungarians must have 
happened much earlier, probably during the first millennium BC.’75

I myself cannot find in these views any trace, not to mention a proof, of a theory that the homeland 
of the Proto-Hungarians before and after the separation from their linguistic relatives was in western 
Siberia. The southern migration -  which must have happened at some point -  started from the taiga 
west of the Urals even in Zsirai’s opinion. And they could meet wild, and later on domestic, horses -  
as we now know, and Zsirai guessed -  either around Mullino or Botai as well.76

I cannot find, however, the traces of a Trans-Uralic/west Siberian -  Finno-Ugrian or already -  
Ugrian-Hungarian homeland in the 1943 study of another scholar favouring Turkic contact, Lajos 
Ligeti either: ‘the period of Ugrian unity presumable lasted for about a thousand years, but was split 
into two after having left the homeland between the rivers Chusovaya, Ufa and Byelaya. [...] At the 
time of the [west] Uralic Hungarian homeland, we have to reckon with not only Iranians in west 
Siberia, but also with Palaeo-Siberian and Turkic peoples and languages.’77 In Ligeti’s opinion, 
Iranian peoples (Scythians-Sarmatians), migrating and trading along the fur road, had an influence on 
the fate and separation of ‘the Hungarians living in their [west] Uralic homeland [...] Migrations along 
the fur road help us understand how the Hungarians, who had lived on the western side of the Urals, 
could reach their eastern settlement area in the forest steppe of the rivers Tobol and Ishim, which was 
still part of the Uralic homeland, once they got out of the woodland. But above all it is clear that once 
a stronger east-west wave of migrations reaches this area, it can easily dislocate those people, who 
moved to the forest steppe from the woodlands. It may dislocate and push them through the passes of 
the Ural Mountains. And if the pressure does not cease here, the migration continues along the other 
significant route leading to the shores of the Black Sea and the mouth of the Don, where the people 
participating in the migration disperse on the two sides of the Caucasus, or continue their travel to 
southern Russia. This is exactly the route of the Hungarians, who had moved to the Tobol’-Ishim 
region from the Uralic homeland.’78 This is a complicated migration, which a prehistorian educated by 
recent archaeological schools cannot follow -  not even under Ligeti’s guide.

75 Potpourri after M. Zsirai: A magyarság eredete [The Origin of the Hungarians]. In: L. Ligeti (ed.): A magyarság 
őstörténete. Budapest 1943, 24, 26, 32-34.

76 Makkay (2004a) 9, notes 9-10.
77 Ligeti (1943) 40 and 42: according to another scholar ‘of Turkic persuasion’, ‘Gyula Németh, the homeland of the Turks 

must be sought in western Siberia’. See also V. V. Ivanov’s curious conclusions mentioned elsewhere.
7S Ligeti (1943) 55-57. For a critique of the ‘fur road’ (‘as if Hungarians were lured by fur from Europe to western Siberia’) 

see Moor (1943) 35. According to note 22b, Ligeti’s concept is unrealistic among others because the home of furs lay 
actually north of the Kama.
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Ligeti dated this Inner Asian impulse, the background of which is unknown -  to me up till now -  
between AD 461 and 645, and supposed that it dislocated the Sabirs, who in turn dislocated ‘the 
Onogurs, the Urogs, the Saragurs, and among them the Hungarians as well, and triggered that Turkic 
migration on the fur road [but now towards the west], which drifted the Hungarians to the Caucasus.’79 
Ligeti did not give any specifics about the eastern movement, not to mention its dating. In any case, 
his speculative theory did not fulfil the requirements of objectivity -  and data presentation -  for 
historical conclusions already in his time. We could forget the whole obscure idea, had the theory of 
west Siberian homeland not survived -  even flourished -  in the research on the prehistory of the 
Hungarians, despite all protest and denunciation by outstanding scholars.80

The apex was reached obviously by the exhibition catalogue of the Millecentenary of 1996.81 The 
difference is that while Ligeti talked about dialect differentiation on a spatial basis and a secondary 
(i.e. transitional) homeland of the Proto-Hungarians in western Siberia (we, however, are not informed 
about the length of the transitional phase between the drifting away and AD 461-465), the English text 
of the 1996 catalogue talks about an original homeland. The two are not the same!

Thus, István Fodor, the reviver -  and today a proponent -  of the theory of a west Siberian 
homeland, could not have referred to firm historical linguistic conclusions (including those of Ligeti). 
The archaeological background of the time of Marquart, Wiklund and Tallgren -  if the first two had 
one at all -  became outdated by World War II, especially by the seventies. Ligeti’s arguments about 
fur trade were already then one-sided. And Péter Hajdú’s northwest Siberian homeland was not that of 
the Proto-Ugrians, but referred to the period of Pre-Uralic, Uralic or Finno-Ugrian protolanguages.8“ 
In fact in 1978 he assumed that in the 4th millennium BC ‘the Finno-Ugrians broke away from the 
loose Uralic unity in western Siberia and moved on to the western Urals, towards the mouth of the 
Kama.’83 Only so that one branch would move back to the other side of the Urals again a few centuries 
(according to Ligeti, two millennia) later, attracted by metals or fur?! In theory, this cannot be 
excluded: the interpretational possibilities built on prehistoric archaeology -  especially on its earlier 
results -  are plentiful. I have not, however, found an example in world history for a reversal of a 
migration for such insignificant reasons (we know from Moor that sable fur can be found in 
abundance, perhaps in even more abundance, in the Kama region, and the metallurgy of the south 
Russian steppe or the Caucasus was at a least a millennium ahead of that of western Siberia84).

In my opinion, we may establish that such arguments are not suitable to support conclusions about 
the prehistory of the Hungarians at the current -  far from adequate -  level of archaeological 
knowledge. The main issue about the -  mainly archaeological -  arguments put forward to support the 
theory of a west Siberian homeland is that in that part of Siberia archaeological results, once believed 
to be firm and certain, became outdated very rapidly.

79 Ligeti (1943) 55-56. Rásonyi reconstructed the drifting away of the Proto-Hungarians from the west Siberian homeland 
after AD 463 according to Ligeti’s theory, see Rásonyi (2004) 215.

80 J. Harmatta: A Volgától a Dunáig [From the Volga to the Danube], Magyar Nyelv 97 (2001) 3; A. Róna-Tas: A honfoglaló 
magyar nép. Bevezetés a korai magyar történelem ismeretébe [The conquering Hungarians. Introduction to early 
Hungarian history], Budapest 1996, 246.

81 I. Fodor (ed.): The Ancient Hungarians. Budapest 1996, with a map on the inner side of the front and back covers: The 
original homeland of the ancient Hungarians.

82 For details see Makkay (2004a) 35-43 with further literature. For this northwest Siberian region see Kosinskaya (2001) 
266.

83 P. Hajdú: Az uráli nyelvek genetikai kutatása [Genetic research of the Uralic Language Group], In: P. Hajdú-P. Domokos: 
Uráli nyelvrokonaink. Budapest 1978, 56.

84 E. N. Chernykh: Ancient metallurgy in the USSR. Cambridge 1992, 84-86. Fig 5 on page 12 shows clearly that the Uralic 
metallurgical centres lagged centuries behind those of the Balkan, the Caucasus, the Dnepr and the Volga region, i.e. 
centres to the west and the south. According to Chernykh, the types of Seima-Tubino metallurgy spread from the east to 
the west, while the direction of the spread of Sintashta-type finds is the opposite, from the Urals to western Siberia and 
Kazakhstan (233-234). See also in general, N. V. Ryndina: Drevneyshee metalloobrabatybayushcheye proizvodstvo Yugo- 
Vostochnoy Evropy. Moskva 1998. Today, ethnic interpretations cannot be solely based on metallurgy, or tree and fish 
species for that matter.
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In 1973, István Fodor could not yet build on firm historical linguistic arguments, and the 
archaeological data and arguments of the period were based on the results of Soviet research. Building 
on the latter, he located the last pre-separation homeland of the peoples speaking the languages of the 
Finno-Ugrian family on both sides of the Ural Mountains and in the Volga-Kama region, and dated it 
to the 4th and 3rd millennia BC. At that time, however, its territory did not include the Ishim-Tobol 
region, and remained on the immediate eastern piedmonts of the Urals.85 From Fodor’s excellent -  at 
that time full -  review it is clear, that in 1973 he did not even think about an original homeland in 
western Siberia, since he traced the development from Finno-Ugrians to Proto-Hungarians through 
the long sequence o f cultures succeeding the Neolithic Ural-Kama culture west o f the Urals — through 
the second millennium BC: the Turbino, Volosovo, Balanovo, Pozdnyakovo, Kazan, Chirkovo-Seyma, 
Abashev etc. cultures.86 The thesis of this, basically European, homeland is important for what follows 
below!

After this, the inclusion of the area cast of the Urals into the Finno-Ugrian homeland comes as a 
bolt out of the blue. Although the archaeological material was scarce -  compared to today’s state of 
research -  and ethnic interpretations remained rather dubious, ‘the assumption gains ground that the 
northern groups of the western block of the Andronovo culture in the forest steppe zone were made up 
by Ugrians, and later on the forest steppe groups of the early Sarmatians (Sauromatians), who 
developed from the Andronovo culture, were Ugrians as well.87 [Let us now ignore the obvious slip of 
tongue, that certain groups of the Sarmatians were Ugrians, since then we should change the 
citizenship of the Jász as well88]. This theory, in its current, not yet elaborated form, still needs a lot of 
evidence. [...] If this theory proves to be true -  and in our opinion further research will support it -  
[,..w]e may date the emergence of nomadic stock-raising to the end of the Bronze Age. [...] Later on, 
in the Iron Age, the Ob-Ugrians moved further to the north, while the Hungarians probably stayed in

85 Fodor (1973) 5-6. and fig. 1, with the most important sites of the Neolithic Ural-Kama culture. Today, the term ‘Neolithic 
Ural-Kama’ culture is not used any more.

86 Fodor (1973) 12-29. Among these, ‘it is beyond doubt that the Pozdniakovo culture was the descendant of the Volosovo 
culture, and its population was Finno-Ugrian’, Fodor (1973) 21.

87 Ágnes V. Kerezsi used a different ethnic-linguistic division of the Andronovo peoples, Kerezsi (1988) 129. In her opinion 
the Andronovo culture comprised of three large ethnic groups: in the south and the central area Iranian was spoken, the 
northeast was Proto-Ugrian (Urugrier), while the east was already Samoyedic. Nothing supports this division, it is only 
required by the theoiy of a west Siberian homeland of the Hungarians. V. V. Ivanonv’s ethnic groupings are again 
different, but still interesting. In an article written before 1984 [Ivanov (1984) 213-214] he wrote the following (translation 
based on the Hungarian edition): ‘Hungarian tó ‘horse’ corresponds to Ostyák low (standard Ostyák low, Vasyugan Ostyák 
hä). In this period, when horse domestication started in Eurasia, certain Proto-Indo-European languages took over the 
word for colt from Ugrian languages. Greek imXog ‘colt’, attested as po-ro in Mycenaean Linear B texts from the middle 
of the second millennium BC, [...] similarly to Gothic fula  (and perhaps Latin pullus: pullus equinus ‘colt’), would come 
from a Proto-Ugrian compound word, in its original form ‘offspring, youngling of an animal’ (the element Hung.// < *pi 
‘offspring, child’ is attached to an ancient vowel and the above mentioned Ugrian word for horse). This transmission 
would have taken place before the time of the Mycenaean inscriptions, that is before the middle of the second millennium 
BC -  perhaps much earlier, if we consider that this word reaches back to the time of the Greek-German dialectological 
isoglosses.’ Two decades later, Ivanov’s opinion changed to some extent: based on the proximity of the assumed 
homelands of the Finno-Ugrian and Yeniscy languages, Ivanov concluded that ‘[a]s the possible earliest area of the 
domestication of the horse is close both to the proposed Yenisseyan homeland and to the (Finno-)Ugric one, it is intriguing 
to find identical terms for horse in Indo-European and Yenisseyan (ku?s), a possible link to the Ugrian name of the horse 
reflected in Hungarian ló, Mansi lo(w), Khanty l/law can be suggested in Mycenaean Greek no-Xo ‘foal’ (later Homeric 
Greek ncbXoq ‘foal’ related to Albanian pele ‘mare’, Gothic fula ‘foal, colt’ and Old Norse foil, fy l  and other Germanic 
parallels.’ See V. V. Ivanov: Towards a possible linguistic interpretation of the Arkaim-Sintashta discoveries. In: Jones- 
Bley-Zdanovich (2002) 36-41, esp. 39, with reference to S. A. Starostin’s Ket-Yenisei dictionary from 1995. The question 
must be solved by linguists. I myself see very small chance for Proto-Ugrian-Mycenaean-Proto-Albanian linguistic 
contacts, although the assumed steppe - Iranian ancestry of the founding heroes of the early chariot-driving Mycenaean 
dynasties would not exclude such a solution. For details see Makkay (2000) passim; Makkay (2003) 201-204. Most 
recently/. Makkay: The Miracle Stag. Budapest (in press).

88 Some of whom still consider themselves primarily Jász, and not Hungarian. See J. Makkay: Árpád vezér győzelme és 
Pannónia földje [Victory of chieftain Áipád and the land of Pannónia]. Tractata Minuscula 33. Budapest 2003, 121.
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the southern areas, and then -  after turning to nomadic stock-raising -  moved to the steppe. After the 
separation of the Ugrians, the remains of the Hungarians must be sought in the territory of the west 
Siberian and south Uralic ‘Sarmatian culture’. We may expect the large-scale archaeological research of 
this area to provide further data on the history of the predecessors of the Hungarians in the given period. It 
is, however, clear already that in the Bronze and Iron Ages the predecessors of the Hungarians lived cast 
of the Urals, in the forest steppe region, in the northern part of the Andronovo, then the Sauromatian, 
culture.’89

Although Fodor’s dates were of course in accordance only with the then available data, and their 
accuracy do not reach today’s standards, the idea of a common Iranian-Proto-Hungarian or, if you like, 
Sauromatian-Proto-Hungarian or, for that matter, Scythian-Proto-Hungarian homeland or ethnic identity 
docs merit further consideration. It is, however, also understandable that István Fodor, who was, and still 
is, extremely well-informed about the results of Soviet-Russian archaeology, was influenced by premature 
conclusions -  or ones built on insufficient data and unacceptable principles -  of our Soviet-Russian 
colleagues, who only rightfully tried to achieve excavation results according to the Soviet customs of their 
times. Fortunately, the expected or foretold large-scale excavations appeared soon, exactly in the forest 
steppe zone east of the Urals. Their ethnic interpretation, however, was significantly different than 
expected -  perhaps exactly because of their scale.

In any case, Fodor’s 1973 approach revealed those -  as we now know, only superficial - 
archaeological phenomena and other factors, that made him locate the original, or perhaps only secondary, 
homeland of a part of the ancient Finno-Ugrians in western Siberia.90 Probably independently from -  but 
perhaps slightly influenced by -  the fact that Péter Hajdú, contrary to his previous views, located one 
period of the Uralic homeland east of the Urals as well, although much more to the north.91 I also have not 
found a trace of an effect of M. Sz. Kispál’s (and Ligeti’s) views on Fodor’s theory of a west Siberian 
homeland, according to which the earliest Turkic loanwords in Proto-PIungarian are connected more to the 
west Siberian forest steppe, than to a homeland west of the Ural Mountains.92 Although Ligeti’s 
localization of the Hungarian homeland near the Urals,93 at the confluence of the Tobol’ and the Ishim, is 
almost exactly the same as the one we see in the 1996 catalogue,94 95 it was never explained adequately in 
any of Fodor’s books,93 why would the Proto-Ugrians have moved to the other, eastern side of the Urals 
during the break-up of the Proto-Finno-Ugrian unity (between 2000 and 1500 BC)96 from their west 
Uralic proto-homcland. He raised the possibilities of demographic pressure and prospecting for 
metals.97 We read that ‘recent discoveries lend credence to the view that they [the Ugrians; i.e. the 
Proto-Ugrians] took up residence in the part of Western Siberia which lies to the east of the Ural 
Mountains. Hungarian specialist literature has until recently been dominated by the opinion that the 
ancient Ugrian homeland was on the European side of the Urals. [...] However, if we also invoke the 
assistance of the archaeologists and use their finds to trace the ancient Ugrian homeland, we find no 
evidence to indicate that the location of the Ugrian community in the 3ul- l st millennia BC was on the 
European side of the Urals. Indeed, all the signs suggest that the archaeological legacy of the Kama 
region is attributable to the ancestors of the Pcrmians (Zyryans and Votyaks). In that case, therefore,

89 Fodor( 1973) 29 -30, 39 note 98.
90 As far as I know, István Fodor never expounded why he chose western Siberia and went agains the opinion of most of the 

scholars specializing in the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians. I have not found any analysis by him of Ligeti’s 
above-mentioned views, or the sudden change of Péter Hajdú’s localization of the homeland either. See Makkay (2004a) 
35-43 with further literature.

91 Makkay (2004a) 35-43 and 47.
92 M. Sz. Kispál: Ugor-török érintkezés [The Ugric-Turkish contact]. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 53 (1952) 62.
93 Ligeti (1943), map on page 49.
94 I. Fodor (ed.): The Ancient Hungarians. Budapest 1996, figures on the covers. Ligeti’s homeland was slightly to the north.
95 1. Fodor: Verecke híres útján: a magyar nép őstörténete cs a honfoglalás [Through the famous pass of Verecke. The 

prehistory of the Hungarian people and the Conquest], Budapest 1975; idem (1982) 329-333, except for one, rather 
general, remark (321).

96 Fodor {1982) 82-83.
97 Fodor (1982) 82-101, esp. 99.
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the homeland of the Ugrians would have to be sought to the east of the mountain range. [...] This 
archaeological theory also tallies with linguistic research.’98 While overpopulation is a frequently 
invoked cause of migrations and population movements, access to metal (and fur) is usually solved by 
exchange, not migration. The Sassanian elite, for example, did not migrate to the -  mostly western -  
Ural region for sable fur, but exchanged it for silver bowls.

The thousands of archaeological data in Fodor’s books -  possibly unknown for us without his work 
-  suggest that he changed (or resigned himself to make the change of) the localization of the Proto- 
Ugrian homeland to western Siberia shortly before 1973. His argument was built on -  since then 
naturally out-of-date -  results of Soviet-Russian archaeological works. The earlier, similar 
localizations of the ‘Turkic-school’ did not play a role in the change of his views -  or were left 
unmentioned, together with the change of Péter Hajdú’s views.

Fodor’s theory has proponents both in Hungary and abroad. One of Péter Veres’ hardly 
understandable writings even elaborated further the coordinates of the Iranian-Proto-Hungarian 
cohabitation: while he tried to date it more precisely than Fodor did, he rather discredited, than 
contributed to, Fodor’s strictly scientific opinion (which was, however, based on by now out-of-date 
prehistoric data): ‘Proto-Hungarians moved from the north, the parkland area along the deciduous 
forest zone to the south, the steppe zone (Andronovo-type Cherkasul culture), between the 12th and 
10th centuries BC, and there turned into classic mounted nomads. [...] It is no coincidence that the 
Europid, Andronovo-type anthropological make-up of the Hungarians was formed south of the Finno- 
Ugrian and Ugrian homeland, near one of the original centres of mounted nomadism, in the north 
Caspian region, during the thousand years between the 12th and 10th centuries [Sic! The thousand years 
that passed between the 12th and the 10lh centuries is indeed a long time!].’99

From abroad, 1 would like to mention V. A. Napolskih: in his opinion, most scholars nowadays 
accept the hypothesis that the original Proto-Ugrian homeland was in western Siberia, and the debate 
revolves only about the details of the research on the Neolithic, Bronze and Iron Age cultures of the 
region.100 The archaeological explorations expected by Fodor and Napolskikh have been carried out 
during the last two decades... and brought results not reconcilable with a theory of a Proto-Hungarian 
(Proto-Ugrian etc.) homeland. I presume that my colleagues, who built their theories on the results and 
by now often out-of-date and rather one-sided interpretations of earlier research, will consider 
seriously the results and interpretations of the research of the last twenty years as well. Otherwise their 
objectivity could be questioned, or I would have to conclude -  reluctantly -  that in this complicated 
field they are only willing to consider -  earlier -  archaeological conclusions that fit their own theories 
well.

Finally, let us have a look at those results of the last twenty years in western Siberia, which have a 
bearing on the issue of the Hungarian homeland. Previously I listed a number of -  in my opinion 
strong, in Napolskikh’s opinion weak101 102 -  arguments against a Proto-Hungarian, or any Finno-Ugrian, 
homeland in the Tobol-Irtis-Ishim region. These arguments'02 have not had any significant effects on 
research until now. Some issues of the Andronovo culture and its descendants were raised as well. In

98 Fodor (1982) 111-113, with references on pages 328 333, without the specification of the mentioned ‘specialist 
literature’.

99 P Veres: Néprajzi jegyzetek a magyar nép finnugor forrásaihoz és korai etnikai történetéhez: Paleontológiái 
rekonstrukció a magyarság etnogeneziséhez (Ethnographical notes for the finno-ugric sources of Hungarian people and 
their early ethnic history) In: M. Szilágyi: Etnológiai tanulmányok. Népi kultúra - népi társadalom 20. Budapest 2001,64. 
For the same in a complicated -  and rather weak -  English translation see P. Veres: The ethnogenesis and ethnic history 
of the Hungarian people. Budapest 1996, 31-32. For János Gulya’s west Siberian homeland of the Proto-Ugrians see J. 
Gulya: Megjegyzések az ugor őshaza és az ugor nyelvek szétválása kérdéséről [Comments on the problem of separation 
of the ugric original homeland and the ugric languages]. In: A. Bartha-K. Czeglédy-A. Róna-Tas (eds): Magyar 
őstörténeti tanulmányok. Budapest 1977, 121.

100 Napolskikh (1995) 25.
101 Makkay (2001)331.
102 Makkay (2001) 326-337; idem (2002) 85-103.
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the period, from when on we may attempt ethnic identifications with slightly more confidence 
(prehistorians must be careful with such interpretations), that is in the Bronze Age, the archaeological 
picture of the region shows marked Indo-Iranian/Proto-Iranian characteristics. The Bronze and Iron 
Age material of the whole (swamp) area of the Irtis-Tobol-Ob region reveals strong steppe and forest 
steppe influences.103 As V. F. Gening and N. K. Stepanova have pointed out, in the second half of the 
second millennium BC the grassy steppe of western Siberia witnessed strong integrating and 
assimilating processes between the autochthon population and the southern-southwestern newcomers. 
Everything indicates an expansion of the Andronovo culture in Siberia.104 The situation of the Sargat 
(or Sargatka) culture in the lset valley around the middle of the first millennium BC is even more 
clean-cut. Its fortified settlements, burial mounds and other archaeological traits are most certainly 
Iranian features. The rather large Sargat culture occupied exactly the same area, from where the Proto- 
Hungarians were supposed to start their long, perhaps even 1500 year long (!!!), steppe migrations at 
about the same time.1"6 I do not deny, there is an increase in the number of scholars, who, according to 
István Fodor, ‘tend to accept the view that the Sargatka archaeological culture observed in the above 
delineated area [in the forest steppe region near the Irtis-Ishim-Tobol rivers] and dated to the 6th -5th 
centuries BC may be identified as the archaeological remains of the Proto-Hungarians’.1061 myself am, 
however, not one of them. The quantity of data drawing a different picture about the Sintashta-Árkaim 
complex, in a wider context the Andronovo culture and its descendants, is rapidly increasing.

The proponents of the theory of a west Siberian homeland of the Hungarians may say that the 
exclusively Iranian features of the Sargat culture after the 6th century BC can be easily explained 
away: by that time the Proto-Hungarians had moved to the south (this would be the separation of the 
Proto-Hungarians between 1000 and, say, 600/500 BC), perhaps even at the pressure of Iranian 
immigrants from the south, and the Sargat culture occupied only their territory. While this might seem 
a tempting solution, it is hardly acceptable. Recent archaeological research has demonstrated that the 
original, or at least more original, inhabitants of the Irtis-Tobol-Ishim region were Indo-Europeans, 
and close relatives of the population of the Sintashta-Arkaim complex.

Their archaeological material along the lower Tobol, on the edge of the forest steppe, is labelled 
Tashkovo culture. Their sites near the confluence of the Tavda and the Tobol cover exactly the 
western tierce of the ‘Hungarian homeland’, and from there they spread almost to the Urals. Half a 
dozen of the settlements of this culture have been excavated in the last two decades. The structure of 
these settlements, the building process of the houses (e.g. foundation deposits in pits), and the 
common fire sacrifices all show Indo-Iranian characteristics. Their pottery is new as well, and cannot 
be traced back to the types used by the earlier, ‘autochthon’ population of the area. Copper and bronze 
metallurgy was carried out in these settlements, similarly to the large Proto-Iranian settlements of the 
Sintashta-Arkaim complex. Based on these and similar traits (e.g. maces as power insignia, etc.) it has 
been recently established that around the turn of the 3rd and 2nd millennia BC when climatic change 
triggered a much drier period in the region (e.g. swamps started to dry up), the influx of foreign 
populations into the Tobol valley continued. Thus, the Tashkovo culture (for its distribution see fig. 1) 
was formed around the turn of the 3th and 2nd millennia through the eastern and northeastern expansion 
and ‘colonization’ of Indo-European populations. Furthermore, according some theories, Tashkovo

103 L. L. Kosinskaya: Arkheologichcskiye pamyatniki severa zapodnoy Sibirii. Surgut 1998, figs. 23 -25: early Scythian metal 
types from Bronze and Iron Age settlements.

104 V. F. Gening-N. K. Stepanova. Tscrnoozero I, mogilnik epokhi bronzy Srednevo Priirtisa. Jekaterinburg 1994, 4.
105 L. N. Koryakova-M. Y. Daire: The culture of the Trans-Uralian cattle and horse breeders on the turn of the era. The 

Gaycvo burial ground of the Sargat community: anthropological research. Jekaterinburg 1997; N. P. Mateeva: 
Interpretation of models of Sargat Culture settlements in Western Siberia. In: Jones-Bley-Zdanovich (2002) 374-386. It is 
hard to imagine, for example, that the buildings of the reconstructed fortifications of Ak-Tau on Mateva’s fig. 4 were to 
provide shelter for Finno-Ugrians. Their obvious analogies come from Khorezm. Similar settlements of the Sargat culture 
can be found along the Tobol, 8-10 km from each other, their cemeteries are separated only by 3-4 km. This dense 
settlement structure has no place for Finno-Ugrians, Ugrians or Proto-Hungarians.

106 I. Fodor: Előszó [Foreword], In: I. Fodor (ed.): Honfoglaló magyarság. Budapest 1996, 13.
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might be the evidence for the earliest Indo-Iranian migration to the other side of the Urals, perhaps 
even preceding the great era of the Sintashta-Árkaim complex.107 The radiocarbon dates from the 
excavated finds indicate a period between 1700 and 1500 BC. All the elements of the archaeological 
material show Proto-Iranian -  or even Indo-Iranian, that is Andronovo -  features or have such 
connections.

Thus, the area could have been an even earlier Finno-Ugrian homeland, occupied later by Proto- 
Iranians, but not a Hungarian homeland around and before 1000 BC! The Proto-Hungarians, or any 
other Finno-Ugrian groups, could have set off from Siberia to the west at any time and place, except 
for the one and a half or two millennia after 1500 BC -  in the Bronze and Iron Ages -  from this part of 
western Siberia!

Finally, as an addition, I would like to quote a few works on the -  probably Iranian/Indo-Iranian -  
ethnicity of the population of the Andronovo culture.108

107 V. T. Kovalyova-O. V. Ryzhkova: Circular settlements in the Lower Tobal area (Tashkovo Culture). In: Jones-Bley 
Zdanovich (2002) 281 295, and map on Fig. 1.

I0Í! C. Carpelan-A. Parpola: Proto-Indo-European, Proto-Uralic and Proto-Aryan. In: C. Carpelan-A. Parpola-P. Koskikallio 
(eds): Early contacts between Uralic and Indo-European: linguistic and archaeological considerations. Mémoires de la 
Société Finno-Ougrienne 242. Helsinki 2001, 130-138; A. Parpola: The coming of the Aryans to Iran and India and the 
cultural and ethnic identity of the Däsas. Studia Orientalia 64 (1983) 195-302; A. Parpola: The problem of the Aryans 
and the Soma: Textual-Linguistic and archaeological evidence. In: G. Erdosy (ed.): The Indo-Aryans of Ancient South 
Asia. Language, material culture and ethnicity. Berlin 1995 (New Delhi 1997), 353-381; A. Parpola: Aryan Languages, 
Archaeological Cultures, and Sinkiang: Where Did Proto-Iranian Come Into Being and How Did It Spread? In: Mair 
(1998) 114-147; V. S. Masson: Cultures of the Steppe Bronze Age and Urban Civilizations in the South of Central Asia. 
In: Jones-Bley-Zdanovich (2002) 547-557; J. P. Mallory: In search of the Indo-Europeans. Language, archaeology and 
myth. London 1989, 195-210, 223-231; J. P. Mallory: A European Perspective on Indo-Europeans in Asia. In: Mair 
(1998) 175-201; J. P. Mallory: The homelands of the Indo-Europeans. In: R. Blench-M. Spriggs (eds): Archaeology and 
language I. Theoretical and methodological orientations. One World Archaeology 27. London 1997, 93 121; J. P. 
Mallory: Andronovo culture. In: J. P. Mallory-D. Q. Adams (eds): Encyclopedia of Indo-European culture. London- 
Chicago 1997, 20 21; Mallory (2000) 258 267. For a review of the question until 1998 see Makkay (1998) 310 327. On 
the Indo-Iranian/Iranian connections of the sacred circular settlements of the Sintashta-Arkaim complex see ./. Makkay: 
Die Grabenanlagen im indogermanischen Raum. Budapest 2001, 38-44.
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Fig. I: Map of the spread of Tashkovo culture sites: a) concentric layout; b) unclear layout. 1) Tashkovo II; 2) 
Zavodoukovskoye X; 3) Zavodoukovskoye XIII; 4) Uk III; 5) YAO-XIII; 6) YAO-IX-X; 7) nothem side of Andreevskoye 
Lake 8) Duvanskoye IV; 9) Duvanskoye V; 10) Lipchinskaya site; 11) Iska III; 12) Ipkul I; 13) Bairyk-Iska I.
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REMARKS ON THE RESEARCH ON THE PREHISTORY
OF THE HUNGARIANS

András Róna-Tas

Below a few subjective remarks will be found on the questions Csanád Bálint asked from the 
presenters of this lecture series. Subjectivity is justified by more factors.

My views on the prehistory of the Hungarians, the sources and the situation of research have all 
been analyzed in many works, these are available for everyone.1 The theoretical background was 
reviewed in my Ethnogenese und Staatsgründung.2 The principles, methods, sources and results were 
published in my book A honfoglaló magyar nép3 and its revised and enlarged English version.4 
Compared to these, new sources and results were published in numerous recent works.5 Two further 
studies are in press, one is a historical study of Hungarian tree names,6 the other is on Hungarian- 
Alanian linguistic relations.7

A detailed answer to the question asked from the presenters would, of course, require years of 
work, which could only be carried out by a research group. The Hungarian Academy of Sciences, 
however, did not support effectively the creation of such a research group despite my proposal. In the 
end, the one-person research group suggested by the president and the secretary general of the 
Academy, could not undertake the task and was terminated around the end of 2001.

I. Verified results

The listing, categorization and review of verified results are fundamentally hindered by the term 
‘prehistory’. Historians call prehistory that part of history, from which we do not have written sources. 
Irrespective whether we end the period we are talking about here with the conquest or the emergence 
of the Hungarian state, even though direct written sources are scarce, it takes places in an era, where 
we have regular and abundant written sources on the region at our disposal. The use of the term 
‘prehistory’ is justified by only non-scicntific motives. The interest of the general public is more easily 
raised by the ‘prehistory of the Hungarians’ than the ‘early history of the Hungarians’, the use of

‘ A. Róna-Tas: A magyarság korai története (Tanulmányok) [The early history of the Hungarians (Studies)]. MŐK 9. Szeged 
1995.

1 A. Róna-Tas: Ethnogenese und Staatsgründung. Die türkische Komponente des Ungarntums. Wiesbaden 1998.
3 Róna-Tas (1996).
4 A. Róna-Tas: The Hungarians and Europe in the Early Middle Ages. An Introduction to Early Hungarian History. Budapest

1999.
5 A. Róna-Tas: Where was Khuvrat’s Bulgharia? ActaOricntHung 53 (2000) 1 22; Róna-Tas (2001); idem: Old Turkic Loan 

Words in Hungarian. Overview and Samples. ActaOrientHung 55 (2002) 43-67 (co-authored with Á. Berta); idem: Börtön 
szavunk és az avar-magyar kapcsolatok [Hungarian börtön (prison) and Avar-Hungarian contacts]. Nyelvtudományi 
Közlemények 100 (2003) 219-225; idem: Az őstörténet-kutatás vitás kérdéseihez. Észrevételek Szabó István Mihály 
elméletéhez [On some debated issues of the research on the prehistory of the Hungarians. Comments on István Mihály 
Szabó’s theory]. História 2003/10 (2004) 30-31.

6 A. Róna-Tas: Néhány megjegyzés faneveinkről. {Bükk, dió, gyertyán, gyümölcsény, gyürűfa, éger, kőris, mogyoró, tölgy) 
(Some remarks on Hungarian names of trees). Magyar Nyelv 100 (2004) 260-273, 419-438.

1 A. Róna-Tas: Turkic-Alanian-Hungarian Contacts. ActaOrientHung 58 (2005) 205-213.
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which has been agreed upon by a number of researchers. For that matter, the first part of Hungarian 
history took place in antiquity, the second in the Middle Ages.

The summary of verified results is furthermore disturbed by theoretical uncertainties. We meet 
again and again views which do not differentiate methodically between the history of the language, the 
people, the population, the culture, the ethnonym. These are closely connected, sometimes then- 
history might be identical, but can also be significantly, fundamentally different. Even the ‘Hungarian 
prehistory’ of the title is ambiguous. Obviously, it means the ‘prehistory of the Hungarians’, but 
maybe it is not a coincidence that it avoids the use of this term because of it ambiguousness. Despite 
this, ‘Hungarian prehistory’ is an unlucky choice, since general and Hungarian prehistory are 
inseparable, but general prehistory ended everywhere -  at various points in time, depending on 
geographical area -  with the appearance of literacy. The term ‘Hungarian prehistory’ detaches the 
history of the Hungarians from world history, thus the term in the title is one of the sources of 
uncertainty.

If we divide Hungarian history prior to the conquest into two periods, and define the second as the 
phase when Hungarians reach the area covered by written sources, and the first when they lived and 
moved beyond that area, we may draw the dividing line around the 5th century AD. Within the second 
period we may discern a phase when we have sources at our disposal on peoples living in close 
proximity to the Hungarians, then from the beginning of the 9lh century onwards, we have first sparse, 
later on more comprehensive, written sources about the Hungarians. Research on the written sources 
of the 5th-T 0th century AD histoiy of Eastern Europe stands on a firm basis, the inteipretation of the 
sources is debated only from the point of view of minor philological details. Nevertheless, the critical 
edition of these sources from a Hungarian point of view is rather uneven.

Research on the origin of the Hungarian language has firm fundaments as well. The examination of the 
Finno-Ugrian origin and relationships of Hungarian is already available in many comprehensive works' 
and numerous state-of-the-art books and articles. Nevertheless, it would be false to assume that research is 
complete, and there is nothing left to do. The other way round. A new synthesis is needed based on the 
above-mentioned research, which would enrich the Finno-Ugrian background with new material, and 
would examine simultaneously the root- and suffix-system of words of Finno-Ugrian origin.

Significant results have been achieved in the research on the history of Hungarian by the school of 
Lóránd Benkő, building upon the work of illustrious predecessors. Research on the internal 
development of Hungarian deserves to be emphasized; it achieved to show that some phenomena of 
Hungarian are not of ancient inheritance, but results of changes after the conquest. (Ethnography came 
up with similar results in connection with numerous ethnographic phenomena as well.) At the same 
time we cannot hide the fact that research seems to have slowed down in this field.

Arrears in the work on the historical contacts of Hungarian are much larger. With regard to Turkic— 
Hungarian linguistic connections, Ligeti’s 1986 book4 closed an era and raised a number of new 
questions, but is difficult to use outside the narrow circle of specialists for many reasons. Zoltán 
Gombocz’s book,8 9 10 published in German in 1912 after Hungarian precursors, was of international 
standard in its time, but is now completely out of date. The first results of research in Turkology 
conducted in Szeged have already been published. The main lesson of the work on the corpus of more 
than 400 words is that the etymology of all Hungarian words of Turkic origin must be rewritten. 
Mostly, this does not affect their Turkic origin, but only its demonstration and verification, or 
occasionally their rejection, through new data.

8 L. Benkő (ed.): A magyar nyelv történeti-etimológiai szótára I-IV [The historical-etymological dictionary of Hungarian]. 
Budapest 1967-1984; Gy. Lakó (ed.): A magyar szókészlet finnugor elemei. Etimológiai szótár I—III [The Finno-Ugrian 
elements of the Hungarian vocabulary. Etymological dictionary], Budapest 1967-1978; L. Benkő (hrsg.): Etymologisches 
Wörterbuch des Ungarischen I II. Budapest 1993-1995; K. Rédey (hrsg.): Uraiisches Etymologisches Wörterbuch I III. 
Budapest 1988-1991.

9 Ligeti (1986).
10 Z. Gombocz: Die bulgarisch-türkischen Lehnwörter der ungarischen Sprache. Helsinki 1912.
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János Harmatta’s numerous works" contain more new suggestions on the Iranian connections oi' 
Hungarian that would need further elaboration, but beside a few partial results no progress has been 
made towards a monographic publication, it is not even in prospect. Without the comprehensive 
examination of the east Iranian, especially Alanian, connections of the Hungarian language, however, 
numerous questions of its history and, indirectly, of the 5th—10th century AD history of Hungarians, 
remain unanswered.

Although since Kniezsa’s groundbreaking work from 1955 on the early Slavic connections of 
Hungarian, a few shorter studies have been published, and Lajos Kiss’ work supplied results that 
cannot be ignored, a monographic review using the latest results of Slavic Studies still lies ahead.

II. Analysis o f research

It is a characteristic of the research methodology in this area, that research is possible only through the 
cooperation of a number of different disciplines. This would not be a problem in itself, but scholars of 
neighbouring fields use the results of another field without having a firm critical background. In many 
cases they use out-of-date results, and they regularly filter them according to their own 
preconceptions. There is no real interdisciplinarity; instead we have circular reasoning based on false 
assumptions. We lack interdisciplinary workshops, and we lack the frameworks for interdisciplinary 
scholarship. International trends seem not to disturb Hungarian research. A refreshing exception was 
Jenő Szűcs’ work, who, in his unfinished ouvre, joined one of the most influential trend of his time, 
that founded by Wenskus, and contributed to it in a creative way. Modern theories of ethnicity, 
population and nation arc mostly used in research on modern history.

The database of written and linguistic sources is rather rich considering the characteristics of the 
period under study. Reviews have been published in volumes by Györffy11 12 and Róna-Tas.13 At the 
same time, a severe shortcoming of research is the lack of a critically edited corpus of numerous 
fundamental texts. In this area, Poland, Rumania and Bulgaria have all made much more progress. The 
critical edition of the Gayhäni-tradition, just completed by István Zimonyi,14 has been a huge debt of 
Hungarian scholarship. The first Hungarian critical edition of large Turkic inscriptions has been 
completed by Árpád Berta,15 an Armenian source has been published by Ágnes Paulik.16 A few 
Hebrew sources have been republished by Komoróczy and Spitzer.17 A new study of some Byzantine 
works, or parts of them, by Teréz Olajos, and a critical re-evaluation of others18 have appeared

11 Most recently: J. Harmatter. Iráni nyelvek hatása az ősmagyar nyelvre [The impact of Iranian languages on Proto- 
Hungarian]. In: L. Kovács-L. Veszprémy (eds): Honfoglalás és nyelvészet [Conquest and linguistics], A honfoglalásról 
sok szemmel III. Budapest 1997, 7T 83.

12 L. Kovács-L. Veszprémy (eds): A honfoglaláskor írott forrásai [The written sources of the Conquest Period], A 
honfoglalásról sok szemmel II. Budapest 1996.

13 A. Róna-Tas (1996); idem: A magyarok korai történelmünk forrásaiban [The Hungarians in the sources of our early 
history]. In: Róna-Tas (2001) 7-27.

141. Zimonyi: Muszlin források a honfoglalás előtti magyarokról. A Gayhanl-hagyomány magyar fejezete [Muslim sources on 
pre-Conquest Hungarians. The Hungarian chapter of the Gayhäni-tradition], MOK 22. Budapest 2005.

15 Á. Berta: Szavaimat jól halljátok... A türk és ujgur rovásírásos emlékek kritikai kiadása [Hear my words... A critical 
edition of Turkic and Uyghur runic inscriptions], Szeged 2004.

16 Á. Paulik: „A világ bemutatása”. Egy 7. századi örmény földrajz a steppe népeiről [‘The presentation of the world’. An 
Armenian geography of the peoples of the steppe from the 7th century]. In: Róna-Tas (2001) 28-68.

17 Sh. J. Spitzer-G. Komoróczy: Héber kútforrások Magyarország és a magyarországi zsidóság történetéhez a kezdetektől 
1686-ig [Hebrew Sources Relating to the History of Hungary and Hungarian Jewry in the Middle Ages (until 1686)]. 
Budapest 2003. Sec also L. Hunyadi: A Schechter-féle szöveg: egy névtelen kazár zsidó levele Haszdai ibn Sapruthoz [The 
Schechter-text: the letter of an anonymous Jew to Hasdäy ibn Saprüt], In: Róna-Tas (2001) 162-175.

18 T. Olajos: A IX. századi avar történelem görög nyelvű forrásai [The Greek sources of 9lh century Avar history]. Szegedi 
Középkortörténeti Könyvtár 16. Szeged 2001 (with earlier bibliography). See also J. Harmada: Konstantinos 
Porphyrogannctos magyar vonatkozású művei [References on Hungarians in Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ works]. In: L.
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recently as well. Critical analysis of a few Latin sources have also been accomplished by Kiss, 
Fejérdy, A. Németh19 and others, and promising work is being carried out on the early Slavic chronicle 
by Márta Font.2" Thus, there arc promising signs, new beginnings, but the lag is considerable. 
Furthermore, wc are still not in the situation to even formulate the wish to have electronic access to 
critical editions of written sources important for Hungarian researchers. At the same time we may say 
with great certainty that the corpus of written sources may grow further, we may expect surprises 
among Arabic and Persian sources. Very important are the more than 120, still undcciphered, short 
runiform inscriptions from Eastern Europe, which arc intensively studied by international scholarship 
and whose decipherment might yield fundamentally new data on Hungarian prehistory.21

The corpus of the Hungarian words examined etymologically22 forms a database outstanding even 
in an international comparison. This database is used by all other related fields from ethnography to 
legal and religious history.

Personalities and schools

It is not a coincidence that most of the researchers of the prehistory of Hungarians were linguists or 
had an education in linguistics. The greatest personalities (Gombocz, Németh, Hajdú, Ligeti, Györffy, 
Kristó) had not created clearfy definable schools, although all of them, of course, had students of great 
significance and many consider their work an example worth following. In archaeology it was 
undeniably Gyula László who had the greatest impact, but the analysis of that is the task of 
archaeologists. His new approach, however, was important for other disciplines as well. With regard to 
my narrower special field, in his time Gyula Németh was an internationally acknowledged scholar,23 
many of his results in Turkology, however, arc out of date by now. His historical reconstruction based 
on the contingent and often dubious etymology of ethnonyms, however, were untenable even in his 
days. His work A honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása (The Formation o f the conquering Hungarians), 
written in 1935, later rewritten many times, and finally published by Árpád Berta in a philologically 
authentic manuscript edition in 1991, is out-of-date concerning most of the details.24 The situation is 
completely different with regard to the philological and historical work of Lajos Ligeti.25 Most of his 
results and observations have been confirmed by the latest results of Turkology. They provided a basis 
for the next period of research and are indispensable for historical reconstruction in the hands of 
knowledgeable Turkologists.

Kovács-L. Veszprémy (cds): A honfoglaláskor írott forrásai [The written sources of the Conquest period], A 
honfoglalásról sok szemmel II. Budapest 1996, 105-11 1.

19 P. Kiss: Egy forrás a 9. századi Pannóniáról. A Conversio Bagoarionim et Carantanorum 1997-es editiója [A source on 9th 
century Pannónia. The 1997 edition of the Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum], In: Róna-Tas (2001) 69-88; A. 
Fejérdy: Theotmar salzburgi érsek levele IX. János pápához [The letter of Archbishop Theotmar of Salzburg to Pope John 
IX]. In: Róna-Tas (2001) 89-112; A. Németh: A Dadó verduni püspökhöz irt levél [A letter to Bishop Dado of Verdun], In: 
Róna-Tas (2001) 113-160.

20 M. Font: Magyarok a Kijevi Évkönyvekben [Hungarians in the Annals of Kiev]. Szegedi Középkortörténeti Könyvtár 11. 
Szeged 1996; idem: A keresztény nagyhatalmak vonzásában. Közép- és Kelet-Európa a 10-12. században [Between great 
powers. Central and Eastern Europe in the 10lh to 12'h centuries], Budapest 2005.

21 For a new overview see E. Tryjarski: Runes and Runelike scripts of Eurasian Area. Archívum Ottomanicum 20 (2002) 1 - 
80.

i2 See note 8.
23 A. Róna-Tas: Németh Gyula. (A múlt magyar tudósai) [Gyula Németh (Hungarian scholars of the past)]. Budapest 1990.
24 Gy. Németh: A honfoglaló magyar nép kialakulása [The formation of the conquering Hungarians], (Á. Berta 2nd rev. ed.) 

Budapest 1991.
25 For his last summary see Ligeti (1986).
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The impact o f  politics

Like other fields of historical research, this one cannot be exempt from the influence of politics 
either. It is, however, worth to be mentioned that in the so-called ‘Erik Molnár dispute’,26 the 
Hungarian academic elite could, even if in different ‘orchestration’, defend earlier results. It also has 
to be laid down, that in contrast to Marxist scientific leaders of other disciplines, Erik Molnár did 
not make impossible the work of those turning against his ideas. All in all, however, the study of the 
pre-Conquest history of Hungarians was not funded by the state, and until the 80s, state and party 
leadership followed this research with the greatest suspicion and fear of ‘nationalism’. Significant 
researchers drew back to philological fields which could not be attacked on ideological grounds, and 
were protected by the acknowledgement and support of foreign, sometimes even Soviet, colleagues 
as well. The resolution of the Marr-dispute had an invigorating effect on linguistics. At the same 
time, however, the lack of longer western scholarships and research trips seriously hindered 
development. It has to be mentioned that there was a trend, partly politically ‘suggested’, partly due 
to the ‘over-performance’ of certain researchers, which overemphasized the role of Slavs. After the 
political changes, this was compensated for by the under-representation of the role of the Slavs by 
some scholars.

The most influential trend of modern international linguistics of the 1960s, structuralism, including 
generative linguistics as well, found a fertile soil and support in Hungary. Since these schools turned 
against historical linguistics, a schism was created within linguistic studies. By today, most Hungarian 
linguists work on ahistorical issues.

The question of the origin of Hungarians has always evoked great interest outside scientific circles 
as well. This interest changed already in the 1980s. The approach kept alive by some groups of 
western emigrants soon gained momentum and found support in Hungary as well. This phenomenon 
can be described from a social-psychological point of view as a compensation for the indisposition of 
the gentry, formed by the nobility who had lost their estates, and of intellectuals and civil servants who 
had moved to Hungary after the Trianon Treaty. Due to their gradually deteriorating social and 
economic situation, they stressed their values through the creation of a glorious past. According to 
their ideology, the significance of Hungarians is not guaranteed by their achievements and 
accomplishments, but their past. For this, they need prestigious ancestors. Academic circles are also 
responsible for the current situation, in that they have not been able to make an impact on the thinking 
of the general public by clearing definitions and values in accessible language through, for example, 
school text books.

Thus, while before the regime change it was the fear of nationalism that paralyzed research, after 
the regime change certain circles made the questions of origins politically loaded. Unscientific, 
pseudoscientific and semi-scientific theories gained wide currency through the media, and their spread 
should not be underestimated. A new phenomenon is gaining ground among the young intelligentsia, 
where the above socio-psychological reasons are not valid and cannot be of influence.

During the last period, interdisciplinary connections resulted in, beside the above methodological 
problems, the supremacy of linguistics. The compelling role historical linguistics played in the 
research on Indo-European prehistory (a period partly lacking written sources) served as a model for 
research on Uralic languages and peoples as well. The task of identifying an archaeological culture 
with a certain people and/or language group, or connecting the settlement area of a community 
speaking a reconstructed archaic language with an archaeological culture, was tried to achieve. Its 
methodological foundations, however, arc not very well grounded. Research has made progress here 
as well, but circumstances have not always been favourable. Cooperation with sciences 
(palacoclimatology, palaeobotany, genetic anthropology, scientific dating methods etc.) has not yet

26 The proposals of Molnár were based on second hand information from Soviet textbooks and encyclopaedias. On the debate 
see K. Czeglédy-D. Szabó (eds): A magyar őstörténet kérdései [Questions of the prehistory of the Hungarians], 
Nyelvtudományi értekezések 5. Budapest 1955.
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reached a desirable level. The few attempts27 remain isolated. It is to be commended, however, that 
recently the Archaeological Institute of HAS and a workgroup from Szeged led by István Raskó has 
begun historical research using human genetics in close cooperation with archaeologists.

Limitations

The limitations of the sources of early Hungarian history stem from their own nature. Written sources 
are scarce and relatively late, which determines the conclusions that can be drawn from them. The 
subjective nature of sources can be compensated by thorough source criticism. At the same time, the 
continuous reanalysis of the growing archaeological and linguistic material increases the possibility of 
a more accurate historical reconstruction. It is obvious that the ethnic identification of the 
archaeological material is rather dubious, it is, however, chronologically well definable and may 
provide fundamental data on the movement of peoples and cultures, and on social, economic and 
religious systems. The typical limitation of the linguistic material (in lack of contemporary written 
sources) is the difficulty of absolute chronology. The problem of the reconstruction of linguistic 
material already extinct, raises the interpretative problems of the only partial overlap between 
language and ethnic group (c.g. practically nothing is known of the language of the Kabars, who spoke 
Turkic and Hungarian as well). In Turkology, morphological reconstruction had been an insecure 
exercise for a long time (it was allowed to connect all suffixes with all roots).

It is a serious limitation on the reconstruction of early Hungarian and East European history, that 
East European rune inscriptions still have not been deciphered yet.

Internationalism -provincialism

One of the most serious weaknesses of research is the isolation of early Hungarian history from 
general medieval history. The acquaintance with 5th to 10th century Russian and western literature is 
given in the case of most scholars. At the same time, the results of Hungarian research hardly ever 
appear in international literature. On one hand, Hungarian researchers do not publish enough in 
appropriate forums, on the other, what they do publish, remains little known. Cooperation with 
scholars from neighbouring countries is extremely rare because of their touchiness (and of the 
Hungarian scholars as well). Cooperation with Austrian, German and Finnish scholars is acceptable. It 
is, however, only international cooperation, which can secure international quality, and can serve as a 
remedy for provincialism. O f course, wc may be confronted with provincialism elsewhere in Europe 
as well, thus research within the framework of international cooperation will not necessarily ensure 
international standards. There is no point in imagining, what would have happened, had the works of 
Zichy or Gyula László been published in foreign languages. Modern works of similar quality could be 
published in foreign languages without any problems -  in case there are any. European funds are 
available and publishers are open to distribute works of high quality.

Outlook

Our joining the EU is a great challenge for research on early Hungarian history. European 
intellectuals, but also wider audiences, are interested to know, who the Hungarians are, where they 
come from, what their relationship to other European nations is. The circumstances of the foundation

27 Gy. Györffy-B. Zólyomi'. A Kárpát-medence és Etelköz képe egy évezred előtt [The Carpathian Basin and Etelköz a 
millennium ago]. In: L. Kovács (ed.): Honfoglalás és régészet [Conquest and archaeology]. A honfoglalásról sok szemmel 
I. Budapest 1994, 13-37.
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of our state did not significantly differ from those of contemporary east central European states. The 
processes of ethnogenesis, however, show remarkable differences from other peoples of early 
medieval Europe.28 It is our obligation to satisfy this interest. Research on early Hungarian history, as 
part of European history, can count on international cooperation, and the results of such research on 
interest and acknowledgement. A serious requirement of this is, however, high-quality work.
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AASzeged Acta Antiqua et Archaeologica (Szeged)
Acta Historica Acta Historica. Acta Universitatis Szegediensis de Attila József

nominatae (Szeged)
ActaArch Acta Archaeologica (Kobenhavn)
ActaArchHung Acta Archaeologica Hungarica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae

(Budapest)
ActaBiolSzeged Acta Biologica Szegediensis (Szeged)
ActaHistHung Acta Historica Academiae Scientiarium Hungaricae (Budapest)
ActaLing Acta Linguistica Hungarica (Budapest)
ActaMN Acta Musei Napociensis (Cluj)
ActaOrientHung Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae (Budapest)
AEMAe Archívum Eurasiae rncdii aevi (Wiesbaden)
Agria Agria. Az Egri Dobó István Vármúzeum Évkönyve (Eger)
AI Archacologia lugoslavica (Beograd)
AIEO Annales de l’Institut d'Etudes Orientales (Alger)
AIPOS Annuaire de l’Institut de Philologie et d'Histoire Orientales et Slaves

(Bmsscls)
AJA American Journal of Archaeology (New York)
AJMK Az Arany János Muzeum Közleményei (Nagykőrös)
Akorr Archäologischer Korrespondenzblatt (Mainz)
Alba Regia Alba Regia. A Szent István Király Múzeum Évkönyve

(Székesfehérvár)
AMP Acta Musei Papensis. Pápai Múzeumi Értesítő (Pápa)
AnnHist-natMusNatHungParsAnthrop Annales Historico-Naturalcs Musei Nationalis Hungarici.

Pars Anthropologiae (Budapest)
AnthrAnz Anthropologischer Anzeiger (München)
AnthrK Anthropológiai Közlemények (Budapest)
AntTan Antik Tanulmányok (Budapest)
AR Archeologické Rozhledy (Praha)
ArchÉrt Archaeológiai Értesítő (Budapest)
ArchHung Archaeologia Hungarica (Budapest)
ArchKözl Archaeológiai Közlemények (Budapest)
ArchSlov-Cat Archaeologica Slovaca — Catalogi Instituti Archaeologici Nitriensis

Academiae Scientiarum Slovacae (Bratislava)
ArchSlov-Fontes Archaeologica Slovaca (Bratislava)
ArchSlov-Mon Archaeologica Slovaca Monographiae Fontes Instituti Archaeologici

Nitriensis Academiae Scientiarum Slovacae (Nitra)
ArhKiev Arhaologija. AkademijaNauk Ukrajins’koji RSR (Kyjiv)
Arrabona Arrabona (Győr)
ASSSR Arheologija SSSR s drevnejshikh vremen do srednevekovya

(Moskva)
AV Arheoloski Vestnik/Acta Archaeologica (Ljubljana)
BGA Bibliotheca geographorum arabicomm (Lugduni Batavorum)
BSt Balkan Studies (Sofia)



BSZ Budapesti Szemle (Budapest)
BUKSZ Budapesti Könyvszemle (Budapest)
BZ Byzantinische Zeitschrift (München)
CAPH Cemeteries of the Avar Period (567-829) in Hungary (Budapest)
CommArchHung Communicationes Archaeologicae Hungaricae (Budapest)
Cumania Cumania. A Bács-Kiskun Megyei Múzeumok Közleményei

(Kecskemét)
DissArch Dissertationes Archaeologicae ex Institute Archaeologico

Universitatis de Rolando Eötvös nominatae (Budapest)
DMÉ Déri Múzeum Évkönyve (Debrecen)
DolgSzeged Dolgozatok a Szegedi Tudományegyetem Régiségtudományi

Intézetéből (Szeged)
EAZ Ethnographisch-archäologische Zeitschrift (Berlin)
Életünk Életünk. Vas Megye Önkonnányzatának irodalmi, művészeti és

kritikai folyóirata (Szombathely)
EMÉ Az Egri Múzeum Évkönyve (Eger)
FolArch Folia Archaeologica (Budapest)
FontesArchHung Fontes Archaeologici Hungáriáé (Budapest)
FrK Földrajzi Közlemények (Budapest)
Fundbericht. Baden-Würt. Fundberichte aus Baden-Württemberg (Stuttgart)
FVL Forschungen zu Volks- und Landeskunde (Bucuresti -  Sibiu)
Germania Germania. Anzeiger der Römisch-Germanischen Kommission des

Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts
GMSB Godisnik na muzeyite ot Sevema Bulgariya
GZM Glasnik Zemaljskog Muzeja u Sarajevu (Sarajevo)
HBN Hamburger Beiträge zur Numismatik (Hamburg)
HK Hadtörténeti Közlemények (Budapest)
HKM História Könyvtár Monográfiák (Budapest)
HMRK Heves Megyei Régészeti Közlemények (Eger)
HÓMÉ A Hennán Ottó Múzeum Évkönyve (Miskolc)
IBAI Izvestija na Balgarskija Arheologiceski Institut (Sofija)
INMVama Izvestija na Narodnija Muzej -  Vama (Vama)
IPEK Jahrbuch für Prähistorische und Ethnographische Kunst (Berlin)
JAMÉ A nyíregyházi Jósa András Múzeum Évkönyve (Nyíregyháza)
JIES Tire Journal of Indo-European Studies (Hattiesburgh)
JMV Jahresschrift für Mitteldeutsche Vorgeschichte (Halle/Saale)
JRGZM Jahrbuch des Römisch-Gennanischen Zentralmuseums Mainz
JSFOu Journal de la Société Finno-Ougrienne (Helsinki)
KCsA Körösi Csorna Archívum (Budapest)
KH Kwartalnik Historiczny (Warszava)
Közlemények Közlemények az Erdélyi Nemzeti Múzeum Érem- és Régiségtárából

(Kolozsvár)
KSIA Kratkie Soobshcheniya o Dokladakh I Polevykh Issledovaniyakh

Instituta Archeologii AN SSSR (Moskva)
KSZ Keleti Szemle (Budapest)
MAG Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen Gesellschaft (Wien)
Mannus Mannus (Würzburg)
MAR Monumenta Artis Romanae (Roma)
MatArchSlov Materialia Archaeologica Slovaca (Nitra)
MFMÉ A Móra Ferenc Múzeum Évkönyve (Szeged)
MFMÉ -  StudArch A Móra Ferenc Múzeum Évkönyve -  Studia Archaeologica (Szeged)
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MHB Monumenta Historica Budapcstinensia (Budapest)
MHKAL Magyarország honfoglalás és kora Árpád-kori temetőinek leletanyaga

(Budapest)
MHKÁS Magyarország honfoglalás és kora Árpád-kori sírleletei (Budapest)
MIp Magyar Iparművészet (Budapest)
MittArchlnst Mitteilungen des Archäologischen Institut der Ungarischen Akademie

der Wissenschaften (Budapest)
MKCsM Múzeumi Kutatások Csongrád Megyében (Szeged)
MM A Magyar Műveltség 1000 éve (Budapest)
MMÉK Magyar Mérnök- és Építészegylet Közlönye (Budapest)
MNM Néprajzi Osztályának Értesítője A Magyar Nemzeti Múzeum Néprajzi Osztályának Értesítője

(Budapest)
MNM Régészeti Irattár Magyar Nemzeti Múzeum Régészeti Irattár (Budapest)
MNy Magyar Nyelv (Budapest)
MNyTK A Magyar Nyelvtudományi Társaság Kiadványai(Budapest)
MOK Magyar Őstörténeti könyvtár (Budapest-Szeged)
MŐT Magyar őstörténeti tanulmányok (Budapest)
MPK Mitteilungen der Prähistorischen Kommission der Österreichischen

Akademie der Wissenschaften (Wien)
MT Magyar Tudomány (Budapest)
MTA II. Oszt. Közi A Magyar Tudományos Akadémia Társadalmi-Történeti Osztályának
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MŰÉ Művészettörténeti Értesítő (Budapest)
NK Numizmatikai Közlöny (Budapest)
NKM Numizmatikai Közlöny Melléklete (Budapest)
NK-M Numizmatikai Közlemények Monográfia Sorozat
Offa Berichte und Mitteilungen des Museums Vorgeschichtlicher

Altertümer in Kiel (Neumünster)
OK-SzJM Osiris Könyvtár, Szűcs Jenő művei (Budapest)
ÖMO Österreichische Monatschrift für den Orient (Wien)
OP Obzor Prehistoricky. Orgán Spolecnosti Ceskoslovenskych

Prehistorikű (Prag)
OSzK Kézirattár Országos Széchenyi Könyvtár Kézirattára (Budapest)
PamArch Památky Archcologické (Praha)
Prilozi Prilozi. Institut za Povijesne Znanosti Sveucilista u Zagrebu. Odjel za

arheologiju (Zagreb)
PZ Prähistorische Zeitschrift (Berlin-New York)
RA Revue Archéologique (Paris)
RégFüz Régészeti Füzetek (Budapest)
RégTan Régészeti Tanulmányok (Budapest)
RGyNy Régészeti gyűjtemények Nyíregyházán (Nyíregyháza)
ROB Rijksdienst voor hét Oudheidikundig Bodemonderzoek
RossArch Rossiyskaya Arkheologiya (Moskva)
RPr Razkopki i proucvanija (Sofija)
SAI Arheologiya SSSR. Svod Arheologicheskikh Istochnikov (Moskva)
SAZU-RZDV-D Slovenska Akademija Znanosti In Umetnosti Razred Za Zgodovino In

Druzbene Vede - Dela (Fjubljana)
SbNM Sbomík Národního Muzeav Prazc (Praha)
SlAnt Slavia Antiqua (Poznan)
SlovArch Slovenská Archeológia (Bratislava)
SMK Somogy megyei Múzeumok Közleményei (Kaposvár)



SovArch Sovetskaya Arkheologiya (Moskva)
StAnt Studia Antiqua et Archaeologica (Ia§i)
StComit Studia Comitatcnsia (Budapest)
StSl Studia Slavica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae (Budapest)
StudArch Studia Archaeologica (Budapest)
Studia Hungarica Studia Hungarica Schriften des Ungarischen Instituts München

(München)
StudZvest Studijné Zvesti Archeologicky Ustav Slovenská Akadémia Vied

(Nitra)
SzBBÁMÉ A Szekszárdi Béri Balogh Ádám Múzeum Évkönyve (Szekszárd)
SzMMÉ Szolnok Megyei Múzeumok Évkönyve (Szolnok)
Szolnoki Művészeti Egyesület - Tudományos Füzetek: Szolnoki Művészeti Egyesület - Tudományos

Füzetek (Szolnok)
SzSz Székesfehérvári Szemle (Székesfehérvár)
TDÉ Történeti Demográfiai Évkönyv (Budapest)
TGIM Trudy Gosudarstvennogo Instencheskogo Muzeya (Moskva)
TSz Történelmi Szemle (Budapest)
UAJb Ural-Altaisehe Jahrbücher (Göttingen)
UJ Ungarische Jahrbücher (Berlin-Leipzig)
VAH Varia Archaeologica Hungarica (Budapest)
Vasi Szemle Vasi Szemle (Szombethely)
VHAD Vjesnik Hrvatskog Arhcoloskog Drustva (Zagreb)
VMMK A Veszprém Megyei Múzeumok Közleményei (Veszprém)
WMMÉ A Wosinsky Mór Múzeum Évkönyve (Szekszárd)
ZAM Zeitschrift für Archäologie des Mittelalters (Köln)
ZDMG Zeitschrift der Morgenländischen Gesellschaft (Berlin)
ZfAM Zeitschrift für Archäologie des Mittelalters (Köln)
ZHW Zeitschrift für Historische Waffenkunde. Organ des Vereins für

historische Waffenkunde (Dresden 1897-1922). Zeitschrift für 
Historische Waffen- und Kostümkunde (Berlin 1923-1944)

ZM Zalai Múzeum (Zalaegerszeg)
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Varia Archaeologica Hungarica

I. Miklós Takács: Die arpadenzeitlichcn Tonkessel im Karpatenbecken. 1986, 172 p. +  111 
Tafeln, 2 Karten

II. Sándor Bökönyi (ed.): Neolithic of Southeastern Europe and its Near Eastern Connections 
(Conference Szolnok-Szcgcd, 1987). 1989,316 p.

III. Csanád Bálint (hrsg.): Die Keramik der Saltowo-Majaki Kultur und ihrer Varianten. 1990, 342 
P-

IV. Csanád Bálint. Die spätawarenzeitliche Siedlung von Eperjes (Kom. Csongrád). 1991, 103 p. 
+ 34 Tafeln

V. Benkő Elek: A középkori Keresztúr-szék régészeti topográfiája (Zusammenfassung: Die 
archäologische Topographie des mittelalterlichen Stuhles Keresztúr). 1992, 272 p. + 84 
Tafeln, 3 Karten

VI. László Kovács: Das früharpadenzeitliche Gräberfeld von Szabolcs. 1994, 227 p. + 93 
Abbildungen, 20 Tabellen, 6 Tafeln, 1 Karte

VII. Kovács László: A kora Árpád-kori magyar pénzverésről. Érmetani és régészeti tanulmányok a 
Kárpát-medence I. (Szent) István és II. (Vak) Béla uralkodása közötti időszakának (1000- 
1141) érmeiről (Zusammenfassung: Über die ungarische Münzprägung in der frühen 
Arpadenzeit. Numismatisch-archäologische Studien über die Münzen aus dem Zeitraum 
zwischen den Rcgicrungszeitcn Stephans I [des Heiligen] und Bélas II. [des Blinden] [1000- 
1 141] im Karpatenbecken). 1997, 406 p. + 24 Abbildungen, 99 Tabellen, 20 Tafeln

VIII. Tivadar Vida: Die awarenzeitlichc Keramik. Teil I. (6.-7. Jh.) 1998, 424 p. + 86 Abbildungen, 
175 Tafeln, 8 Farbtafeln

IX. Mária Font-Mária Sándor (hrsg.): Mittelalterliche Häuser und Strassen in Mitteleuropa 
(Konferenz Pécs, 1997). 2000, 224 p.

X. Csanád Bálint (hrsg.): Kontakte zwischen Iran, Byzanz und der Steppe im 6.-7. Jh. 
(Tagungsmaterialicn Rom, 1993). 2000, 329 p.

XI. Imre Holl: Funde aus dem Zisterzicnkloster von Pilis. Die Ausgrabungen in Pilisszentkereszt. 
I. 2000, 76 p. + 141 Abbildungen, 41 Tafeln

XII. Gyula Siklósi: Die mittelalterlichen Wehranlagcn, Burg- und Stadtmauern von 
Székesfehérvár. 1999, 73 p. + 200 Abbildungen

XIII. József Szentpéteri (hrsg.): Archäologische Denkmäler der Awarenzeit in Mitteleuropa. 2002, 
700 p. + Beilagen

XIV. Hajnalka Herold: Die frühmittelalterliche Siedlung von Örménykút 54. 2004, 328 p. + 38 
Abbildungen, 80 Tafeln, 2 Karten

XV. Eszter Bánffy: The 6lh Millennium BC boundary in Western Transdanubia and its role in the 
Central European neolithic transition (The Szentgyörgyvölgy-Pityerdomb settlement) 2004, 
451 p. + 174 figs.

XVI. a Csanád Bálint. A nagyszentmiklósi kincs. Régészeti tanulmányok. 2004, 659 p. + 300
Abbildungen

XVII. Imre Holl: Fundkomplexen des 15.-17. Jahrhunderts aus dem Burgpalast von Buda.

405



In preparation

XVI. b. CsanádBálint: Der Schatz von Nagyszentmiklós (Archäologische Studien).

Csanád Bálint (hrsg.): Kontakte zwischen dem Karpatenbecken und dem Balkan im 
Frühmittelalter.

Elek Benkö et ál.: Das Zisterzienserkloster von Pilis im Mittelalter.

Irina Petrovna Zaseckaja: Die bosporanische Nekropole von Kerc Ende des 4. Jh.- Mitte des 
5. Jh.

Tivadar Vida: Die frühbyzantinische Bronzekanne von Budakalász.

Vera Nikolaevna Zalesskaja et al.: Der Fund von Malaja Perescepina.

Erika Gál-Imola Juhász-Pál Sümegi (eds): Environmental Archaeology in North-Eastern 
Hungary.

Imola Juhász-Csilla Zatykó-Pál Sümegi (cds): Environmental Archaeology in Transdanubia.
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