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Handout: Examples of possible “Iron” loans

Hu i or *i < Iron i (< Proto-Ossetic *e <Ir *ai)?

Hungarian fizet, dial. fiizet ‘to pay’ < Proto-Hungarian *fide- <« (?) Alanic *fio-,
Ossetic fidyn / fedun ‘to pay’

Skold 1925, 55; Lushnikova 1990, 108, 204; Joki 1973, 261; Cheung 2002, 189; Christol
2019, 24; Roéna-Tas & Berta 2011, 1332

Hungarian i seems to point to *i in the donor language (an Alanic donor form with *; is
reconstructed by Christol 2019 and Roéna-Tas & Berta 2011). However, Skold (1925, 55)
assumed a later change *e > i in Hungarian but this would be irregular. On the other
hand, the old (Pre-Hungarian) *i regularly becomes é (some Turkic loans show this
development), so the retained i in this word is somewhat problematic. Hu dial. # is
probably secondary.

Note also that the etymology of the Ossetic word fid-, fed- is not quite clear; however,
the regular background of i / e would be *é < *ai. See Cheung (2002, 189) and Dragoni
(2022, 156 f., 157 footnote 299) for discussion of the Ossetic etymology and its
relationship to Khotanese piha- ‘to pay’.

Hungarian hid (: hida-) ‘bridge’ < Proto-Hungarian *xida — Alanic *xid (?) < *xéd,
Ossetic xid, xed ‘bridge’ < Proto-Indo-Iranian *saitu ‘bridge’

(Lushnikova 1990, 210; Joki 1973, 263; EWUng, 556 f.; Cheung 2002, 248; Christol
2019, 25; Rona-Tas & Berta 2011, 1332)

Proto-Hu *; is usually explained by phonotactics (no front vowels were possible after *x-
in Proto-Hungarian). Also *e, *& would have been impossible: one might also argue that
this is the reason for the substitution *i «— *¢& (so *xida «— *xéd).

Hungarian zsineg, dial. sineg ‘cord, string’ < Proto-Hungarian *$ineg(s) «— (?)
Alanic *$inag, Ossetic sinag / sujnag ‘string, cord, thin rope’

(Skold 1925, 40; Lushnikova 1990, 109, 257 f.; EWUng 1678; Helimski 2002, 109; Katz
2003, 307; Rona-Tas & Berta 2011, 1494)

The etymology is not completely certain due to the obscure background of the Ossetic
word. Rona-Tas & Berta (2011) note that because zsineg is first attested in the 17th c.,
the idea of an old loan is dubious; however, the idea that zsineg is from sing due to
lexical split is ad hoc (criticized by Katz 2003: 307). Influence from the unrelated zsinor
has been suggested and this cannot be ruled out.

Hu ii ~ i < Iron u (< Proto-Ossetic *0 <Ir *au)?

Hungarian biiz ‘smell’ < Proto-Hungarian *biido(V) < Alanic (?) *budce < *bodee,
Proto-Iranian *bauda- ‘smell’ > Ossetic bud / bodce

(Skold 1925, 17-18; Bielmeier 1977, 131; Lushnikova 1990, 194; EWUng 155; Kulonen
1993, 109; Réna-Tas & Berta 2011, 1331)

Hu b points to late loan, so Alanic would be the most plausible donor. Cheung (2013)
suggests a possible Parthian origin (bwd) but no good parallels to Parthian loans are
known. However, since there is some evidence of Hu # from Iranian *a next to labials, it

cannot be ruled out that this could be an earlier loan (fiist ‘smoke’ « Ir *pazda-,
Helimski 2002, 109).

Hu tolgy ‘oak’ — Alanic *tulzce, cf. Ossetic tulz / tolzce
(TESz III: 959; EWUng: 1540—-1541; Réna-Tas & Berta 2011, 1336)

The Iranian origin of the Ossetic word is disputed (see Cheung 2002, 232; Réna-Tas &
Berta 2011, 1336) but Proto-Ossetic *fol5ce would be the regular predecessor of fuls /
tolzce. The Old Hungarian forms with /u/ (see EWUng) probably point to earlier #, so an
Iron-type source would be a plausible solution.

Hu o0 < *u < Iron u (< Proto-Ossetic *0 < Ir *au)?

Hu #ol ‘pull’ < Proto-Hungarian *fulV- < ?Alanic, Oss tulyn / tolun ‘drive, roll’
(Abaev 1965: 520)

The etymology is suggested by Abaev (1965) but not discussed in the recent
presentations of Alanic-Hungarian contacts, but formally the etymology is



unproblematic. Hungarian o (< «) could again reflect Alanic (Iron) u. There are no other
compelling etymologies for Hu tol (EWUng s.v. tol).

Other possible “Iron” features

Hungarian eziist ‘silver’ < Proto-Hungarian *&ziist(V) < Alanic *eevzeste, Ossetic
cevzist | cevzestee ‘silver’

(Skold 1925, 20; Lushnikova 1990, 110, 186—-188; Viredaz 2017, 36-41; EWUng, 346;
Katz 2003, 305; Réna-Tas & Berta 2011, 1331-1332; Christol 2019, 27-28)

Katz (2003: 305) argues that the Hungarian word points to an Iron like donor with *7 in
the second syllable. However, this is not at all clear, as Hungarian i does not clearly
point to earlier *i. It is possible that the donor was Digor-like *ezveste, and the labial i
is due to labializing influence of *v.

Hungarian ravasz ‘cunning; arch. fox’ < ? Proto-Hungarian *rovas < ? Alanic
*robas, Ossetic ruvas, rubas / robas < Ilr * Hraupaca-

(Rona-Tas 2011: 287, 1335: Réna-Tas 2017: 69; Palmér et al. 2019: 248)

Contrary to earlier views (see EWUng 1235-1236), Hu ravasz is not a reflex of PU
*repdci but a separate loan from Iranian, probably from Alanic. Rona-Tas & Berta
(2011) reconstruct Alanic *rowasa, but Iron v < b is a late development (Cheung 2002).
The Hungarian vocalism would be difficult to explain from Iron u. However, the
possibility of an earlier Iranian loan cannot be ruled out.

Hungarian részég ‘drunk’ < Proto-Hungarian *résege or *résege < Alanic *rasug,
Oss rasyg / rasug ‘drunk’ < Proto-Iranian *frasiika- ‘swelled’

(Skold 1925, 34; Joki 1973, 309; Lushnikova 1990, 109, 249; EWUng, 1257; Viredaz
2017, 32-36; Helimski 2002, 109; Réna-Tas & Berta 2011, 1338; Christol 2019, 23)

Skold argued that this loan points to Iron donor, but reason for this remains unclear; the
origin of Hu ¢& in the second syllable is not quite clear, but it does not point clearly to
neither Iron y (< u) nor more archaic u. More research on the vowels in non-initial
syllables of Alanic loans in general is needed.

Hu szédér ‘blackberry’ « ? Alanic *3edyr, Ossetic zedyr / zedurce
(Abaev 1965; Helimski 2002; Rona-Tas & Berta 2011; Holopainen 2020)

Hungarian & could point to e but the etymology is not quite certain. The word can also be
a Wanderwort as assumed by Helimski (2002), as the Ossetic word does not have an
Iranian etymology, and the relations between Iron and Digor are irregular, but the
Ossetic origin would be the most probable source for Hungarian, rather than borrowing
from some “Caucasian” language, as parallels of “Caucasian” loans are not known
(Holopainen 2020).
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