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ABSTRACT

In my study, I examined the material of the National Tax Census of 1720 (Conscriptio
Regnicolaris) of Vas County included in the database of the Atlas of Historical Sur-
names in Hungary (AHSH) from two approaches. On the one hand, by using the meth-
od of name analysis, I sought to reveal the distribution by origin on the basis of the
contemporary surname etymons according to which the surnames in Vas County are
divided into three categories: German, Hungarian and Slavic. The high representa-
tion of the two latter name etymon groups is clearly due to the double border region
and the resulting increased inter-ethnic relations compared to the inland areas of the
language area. The distribution of surname etymons between Készeg and the districts
further complicates the picture. A greater number of Hungarian surnames are found in
the northern (Készeg) and inland (Kemenesalja and Arokkoz) districts of the county.
In the town of KGszeg, as well as in the district of Szombathely, which lies directly on
the western border, the number of people with German surname etymons is dominant,
as do the Slavs in the district of Totsag on the south-south-western edge, for under-
standable reasons.

On the other hand, with the help of Janos N. Fodor’s (2010) functional-semantic theo-
retical framework applied at the research on personal names in the Upper Tisza region,
I examined the motivations for naming in the Hungarian-origin surname material of
Vas County, by districts and in the case of K6szeg. The results showed that Hungarian
names account for about one third of the total family name stock (33.52%), and 92.61%
of these names can be classified into one of the five motivation categories (individual
attribute; relationship to people, groups of people; social role, status, situation; rela-
tionship to place; relationship to things, circumstances). At both county and district
(and in the case of Készeg, urban) level, it is clear that the vast majority of all moti-
vational options are distributed between the first four categories. This distribution
is relatively even at county level, but is more nuanced at district and Kdszeg level.
After this overview, I will briefly present the percentage distribution of ethnonymic

https://doi.org/10.53644/EH.2021.2.253 2021.2. | EPHEMERIS HUNGAROLOGICA |

253



PAPERS Gdbor Ferenczi

surnames at county level and then at district (and Koszeg) level. Concerning the dis-
tribution between the districts (and the city of Készeg), the percentage within this
category is the highest in the Készeg district due to the peripheral location and the
consequent greater occurance of interethnic relations. The K6szeg district is followed
by the Szombathely district, which is also peripheral, but lies further south; then by
two inland districts, Kemenesalja and Arokkoz; and then, interestingly, since it is also
a peripheral district, by Tétsagi. Finally, this ratio is the lowest in the town of Készeg.

KEYWORDS: Vas County, Atlas of Historical Surnames in Hungary (AHSH), Na-
tional Tax Census of 1720 (Conscriptio Regnicolaris), surnames, naming motivation,
functional-semantic theoretical framework, ethnolinguistic surnames, peripheral
area, inland area, interethnic relations

1.

For the study of Hungarian peripheral areas, the many types of Hungarian personal names
- considered to be significant sources of the history of the Hungarian language — and con-
sequently Hungarian surnames as well carry a considerable amount of relevant informa-
tion that is important for name geography. These are primarily quantitative (frequency
of names), but may be qualitative as well (e.g. grammatical), and from an extralinguistic
point of view they are shaped mainly by social factors (e.g. cultural history, migration, etc.).
Given their quantity and easy localisation, personal name directories compiled from early
population censuses are of particular importance for this study of the geography of histor-
ical names (see Juhdsz 2003, 120—123; for an overview of the history and existence of the
geography of names method, see N. Fodor 2014a, 23-41).

Surnames emerged among Hungarian name-bearers in the period between the 14"
and 17" centuries, from distinctive names (this paper does not cover the development
of surnames; for more on this topic see Hajdu 2003, 733-752; N. Fodor 2010, 17, 20, 32;
Sliz 2011, 175-179). My study focuses on a narrower part of the database of the Atlas
of Historical Surnames in Hungary (hereinafter: AHSH), the Vas County records of the
National Tax Census of 1720 (Conscriptio Regnicolaris),! and with the aid of the name
analysis method it examines the distribution by origin of the contemporary surname
etymons. Drawing on the functional-semantic theoretical framework of Janos N. Fodor
(2010) applied in the study of personal names of the Upper Tisza Region, it also attempts
to outline the naming motivations in Hungarian-origin surnames of Vas County and their
distribution by district, as well as in the town of Készeg. As regards the AHSH, it is im-

1 I would like to thank Janos N. Fodor, head of research at the AHSH, for providing me with the
data of Vas County collected in 1720 and for his kind help in the preparation of my study.
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portant to note that it is essentially a separate database based on the records of the first
two national tax censuses (1715, 1720) that adequately represents the characteristics of
surnames (both in terms of space and time); in the case of Vas County, however, we faced
a special situation. Since (for reasons unknown to date) only the data collected in 1720
survived for posterity, we can only draw conclusions based on these data (on the pre-
paratory work of the database, the circumstances behind the creation of the data series
and the difficulties of their usability see N. Fodor-F. Lancz 2011; N. Fodor 2011; for a
summary of the database, see N. Fodor 2014b; N. Fodor 2015). We can confirm, however,
that from the 1720 tax records this is the most voluminous by nationwide comparison: it
contains the names of the most taxpayers (see also Egyed 2013, 110; for further research
on the geography of names in these records, see, among others, Voros 2012, 13-59; Voros
2013; Voros 2015, 15-42; Voros 2016, 11-38, etc.).

2.

Several factors caused a significant decrease in the number of ethnic Hungarians in the
Carpathian Basin by the 18" century (below 50%). The decrease was partly due to the wars
and their consequences (e.g. the Turkish conquests, the uprisings after the expulsion of the
Turks, Rakéczi’s War of Independence, the bubonic plague); it was also partly due to the
settling of the surrounding peoples (for a more detailed description of the causes see N.
Fodor 2016a, 67). According to data collected by Imre Wellmann (1989, 25), “around 1500,
we estimate the population of the Carpathian Basin to have been 4 million; this was almost
5% of the population of Europe at that time. A good 180 years later, on the eve of the war
that liberated the country from Turkish rule, these figures were at most 4.2 million, or 3.8%.
While Europe’s population had increased by 58.7% since the beginning of the 16" century,
Hungary’s had increased by a mere 5.0%.”

In the data collected in 1720 (as in the other national tax censuses?), there is relatively
little reference to ethnicity; the material is nevertheless valuable regarding the geography
of names, as the itemised enumeration of the names of taxpayers allows us to draw conclu-
sions about the spatial distribution and proportion of nationalities living in the Carpathian
Basin (N. Fodor-F. Lancz 2011, 179-180; N. Fodor 2016a, 68; for more on the relationship
between name and ethnicity see also Szentgyorgyi 2012). According to the data from 1720
there were 506 localities registered in the 5 districts of Vas County: Arokkdz, Kemenesalja,
Ko6szeg, Szombathely and Totsag (see AHSH, 1720); of these, K6szeg was the only free royal
town, 25 were farming towns, 127 were curial towns and 464 were serf villages. The number
of inhabitants was 118,606, of which 7,775 belonged to the nobility. 12,956 households

2 Hungary: 1715, 1720, 1728; Transylvania: 1713, 1721, 1722
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were recorded for the purposes of tax distribution (see Pete 1999, 55). There were 14,410
surnames in the county (see AHSH, 1720).

The surnames in the tax census are of both Hungarian and foreign origin. To exam-
ine the ethnic composition of the county, it is necessary to study not only the Hungarian
names but also the names of foreign origin, since the ethnic distribution is shown most
clearly by the differences and proportions of names of different origins (Kaposi 2015, 150).
Furthermore, the 1720 census (together with the 1715 census) “only included part of the
population of Hungary at that time, i.e. roughly 4-4.5%, [and since] we do not have a more
extensive census (e.g. including the nobility) [...] from the beginning of the 18" century and
the centuries before” (N. Fodor 2014b, 451), we cannot forgo the aforementioned explora-
tion of the surnames included in the census.

One appropriate method for studying etymons is name analysis. Use of this method
has recently gained importance again, notably in historical science research (see Deme-
ter-Bagdi 2009), despite the dilemmas surrounding its applicability (see Demeter 2009,
5-11 for more details); N. Fodor 2013, 523-526; for a review of its antecedents, see N.
Fodor 2016a, 68-69, and N. Fodor 2016b, 233-234). The essence of the method is that the
ethnic reconstruction and identification of a name is carried out in two phases. The first
phase examines the name’s etymon, which allows us to determine the origins of names in
the given area; the second phase involves examining the Christian names, which allows us
to infer the nationality of the name bearer (see N. Fodor 2013, pp. 523-524, and P. Kocsis
2015, p. 163). In addition to Hungarian and non-Hungarian surname dictionaries (CsnSz.
1993; CsnE. 2010; DFn. 2008), research material on the family names of individual nation-
alities can also be of great help (see, among others, Kniezsa 1947/2003; Mizser 2000). It is
important to note that “inferring ethnicity from personal names using the method of name
analysis is limited in the case of individuals, but generally well applicable” (N. Fodor 2016b,
238; Farkas 2015, 187-190; for the use of the method in historical name studies see N.
Fodor 2012, 156; Kaposi 2015; P. Kocsis 2015; for the difficulties of ethnic reconstruction,
see N. Fodor 2014a, 35).

In the first phase of the study, I performed an origin-based aggregation of the surnames
marked in the 1720 data in the AHSH database using the above method. The following table
presents the numerical ethnic data of the examined surnames in a systematic way, first
at county level, then by district, and for the free royal town of Készeg, separately, broken
down by town. To determine the ethnic composition of the county, the names of foreign
origin were previously categorised (AHSH, 1720), while those of Hungarian origin — due to
their more detailed categorisation according to naming motivations (AHSH, 1720) — were
categorised into common ethnic groups by myself.
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Origin of surname etymon Numbl)etzrric;r:‘;:;lli;ﬂguals Relative percenttiz%()a (finds/popula-
German 6,382 44.29%
Hungarian 4,490 31.16%
Slavic 3,197 22.19%
Uncertain 341 2.37%

Table 1. Distribution of surname etymons by origin in Vas County (AHSH, 1720)

Based on the aggregation, all names registered in the county are divided into three cat-
egories by origin (see Table 1): German, Hungarian and Slavic. The county is located on the
western border of the language area, and therefore it is not surprising that, in light of the
aggregated data, names with German etymons are more than 10% (for further evidence, see
also Egyed 2013: 110) more common (6,382 individuals bearing such names, with a relative
percentage of 44.29%) than names with Hungarian etymons (4,490 individuals, 31.16%).
The proportion of etymons of Slavic (namely Southern Slavic) origin is also significant:
3,197 individuals, a proportion of 22.19%. The presence of two groups of name etymons
with other origins alongside the Hungarian is clearly due to the double border region and
the resulting interethnic relations, which are more pronounced in this particular language
area than in more central areas. — For the sake of completeness, I included another group of
unclassifiable name-etymons of uncertain origin, which is relatively small in number: 341
individuals, with a relative percentage of 2.37%.

Origin of surname etymon Numblle;r?:;::g:/nizuals Relative percenttiz;%: (finds/popula-
Hungarian 403 87.99%
German 26 5.68%
Slavic 11 2.40%
Uncertain 18 3.93%

Table 2. Distribution of surname etymons by origin in Arokkdz district (AHSH, 1720)

Origin of surname etymon Numblle;r?:;::g:/nizuals Relative percenttiz;%: (finds/popula-
Hungarian 939 91.61%
Slavic 31 3.02%
German 13 1.27%
Uncertain 42 4.10%

Table 3. Distribution of surname etymons by origin in Kemenesalja district (AHSH, 1720)
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Origin of surname etymon Numbbeirric;:‘gir;‘ci‘ir\gceiuals Relative percenttiz%t)e (finds/popula-
Hungarian 986 58.94%
German 531 31.74%
Slavic 122 7.29%
Uncertain 34 2.03%

Table 4. Distribution of surname etymons by origin in Készeg district (AHSH, 1720)

Origin of surname etymon Numbt?;rrﬁ:‘;;daixiguals Relative percentti:;%()a (finds/popula-
German 4,553 61.94%
Slavic 1,558 21.19%
Hungarian 1,121 15.25%
Uncertain 119 1.62%

Table 5. Distribution of surname etymons by origin in Szombathely district (AHSH, 1720)

Origin of surname etymon Number of individuals Relative percentage (finds/popula-

bearing name tion)
Slavic 1,417 41.02%
German 987 28.58%
Hungarian 945 27.36%
Uncertain 105 3.04%

Table 6. Distribution of surname etymons by origin in Totsag district (AHSH, 1720)

Origin of surname etymon Number of individuals Relative percentage (finds/popula-

bearing name tion)
German 272 60.58%
Hungarian 96 21.38%
Slavic 58 12.92%
Uncertain 23 5.12%

Table 7. Distribution of surname etymons by origin in Készeg (AHSH, 1720)

The distribution of the surname etymons of different origins among the free royal town
of Készeg and the districts contains remarkable results from the point of view of name
geography (see Table 2-7). The largest number of people bearing names with a Hungarian
etymon is found in the district of K6szeg (986 persons, 58.94%), followed by the district of
Kemenesalja (939, 91.61%) and the district of Arokkoz (403 persons, 87.99%). In the district
of Arokkoz, there is also a small number of people bearing names of a German (26 persons,
5.68%) or Slavic (11 persons, 2.40%) etymon. In the Kemenesalja district, the proportion
of names with non-Hungarian, i.e. Slavic (31 persons, 3.02%) and German etymons is even
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lower (13 persons, 1.27%). In the Készeg district, there is a very large discrepancy compared
to the two previous districts: although people bearing names with a Hungarian etymon
are the most numerous (986, 58.94%), the number of names with a German etymon is also
significant, at almost half of the names with a Hungarian etymon (531, 31.74%), while the
names with a Slav etymon make up less than a third (122, 7.29%) of said figure. In the town
of Koszeg, the proportion of people bearing names with a German etymon is quite high
(272 people, 60.58%), almost three times the number of names with a German etymon (96
people, 21.38%), but the number of names with a Slavic etymon is not small either, at more
than half of the names with a Hungarian etymon (58 persons, 12.92%). In Szombathely, the
most populous district, the situation is partly similar: the number and relative proportion
of German etymons (4,553, 61.94%) tops the list, and the number of those bearing names
with a Hungarian etymon is only in third place (1,121 persons, 15.25%). The second most
common group here comprises names with a Slavic etymon (1,558 persons, 21.19%). In
one district, namely Tétsag, the group of names with a Slavic etymon tops the list with
1,417 persons, which is 41.02% of the total number of people in the district. In this district,
names with German and Hungarian etymons are almost equally represented: the names
with German etymons (987 persons, 28.58%) are slightly more common than the names
with Hungarian etymons (945 persons, 27.36%).

The data above confirm the conclusion drawn in relation to Vas County as a peripheral
and double border region, formulated in view of the ratios and pointing towards inter-eth-
nic relations; in fact, they nuance the picture even further: the greater number of those
bearing names with a Hungarian etymon is found in the northern (K6szeg) and inland
(Kemenesalja and Arokkoz) districts of the county. In the town of Készeg, as well as in the
district of Szombathely on the western border, names with a German etymon dominate, as
do, for understandable reasons, names with a Slavic etymon in the district of Totsag at the
south-southwestern border.

3.

Below I examine in more detail the surnames with Hungarian etymons recorded in Vas
County in 1720 (AHSH). Several attempts have been made to systematise the list of histo-
rical surnames based on different approaches (for a summary of the most recent, see N. Fo-
dor 2010, 58-65). I have divided the Hungarian names of the census into groups according
to the cognitive (functional-semantic) approach of Janos N. Fodor (see N. Fodor 2010, 69—
85). The key to this theoretical systematisation is exploring the motivational possibilities:
it is important to isolate the motives (name functions) behind the naming, not the names
themselves — of course, this cannot be done comprehensively, i.e. the naming motivation
cannot be identified with certainty in the case of all names, even though all naming is int-
rinsically motivated (for a summary of the principle of multiple classification, which I apply
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in my thesis, see N. Fodor 2010, 93-95). The relationship between figure and landmark
plays a key role in the process of differentiation (for general issues of cognitive linguistics,
see Tolcsvai Nagy 2008): “In naming, the connection of the named person, as the figure,
to the main components of reality, i.e. the landmark, is emphasised through the activity of
the naming community at the time the distinctive name is created. In the meantime, the
individual [...] is positioned in the world around them in such a way that they themselves
are obviously part of it” (Tolcsvai Nagy 2008, p. 73). In addition to the central individual,
the model takes into account the four segments of reality that surround them and builds
on the four types of relations among these segments: (1) the attributes of the named indi-
vidual, (2) a person or group of people, (3) society, (4) place and (5) things and events (ibid.,
73). The grouping categories based on the above principles (ibid. 74) are illustrated by the
following surnames with a Hungarian etymon, as taken from the Vas County database be-
ing studied (AHSH).®

1. Based on the individual attributes of the named person (intrapersonal function)
1.1 attribute (e.g. Banga [Stupid], Gonosz |Evil], Tunya [Lazy])
1.2. aword or expression frequently used by the named person (no data available)
1.3 age (e.g. Agg/Ag [Old), Kis Kalmdr [Young Merchant], Kozép [Middle])

2. The connection of the named person to another person or group of people (interper-
sonal function)
2.1 family relationship (e.g. Aba, Mdrfi, Urban/Orbdn)
2.2 belonging to someone, social connection (e.g. Gréf [Count], Herceg [Duke], Piispok
[Bishop])
2.3 connection to a people, ethnic group (e.g. Horvdt [Croatian], Német [German],
Zsido [Jewish])

3. Social role, status, condition of the named person (social function)
3.1 occupation, activity (e.g. Dudds [Bagpipe player], Mészdros [Butcher], Vincellér
[Winemaker])
3.2 dignity, position (e.g. Haramia [Thug], Porkoldb [Ward), Vajda [Voivode])
3.3 social status (e.g. Foldes [Landowner], Jovevény [Newcomer], Polgdr [Bourgeois))
3.4 financial status (e.g. Garas [Penny), Krajcdr [Kreutzer], Pénz [Money])
3.5 marital status (e.g. Koca [Sow], Legény [Bachelor])
connection of the person to a place (local function) (e.g. Berzsenyi, Raba, Velemi)

5. connection to a thing or a circumstance (episodic function)
5.1 concrete thing (e.g. Csobor [Pail])
5.2 event (e.g. Farsang [Carnival], Szarka [Magpie), Tavasz [Spring])

3 Apart from the illustration of one category (1.2.), there are no examples in the database.
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Of the 14,410 surnames in the Vas County material, a total of 4,831 are based on a
Hungarian etymon, and they occur in 899 different name forms. These make up about one
third of all surnames (33.52%). For technical reasons, I had to include an additional group
(no. 6) of surnames originating from a Hungarian etymon where the naming motivation is
uncertain. A total of 357 surnames (7.39%) belong to this group, and they occur in 297 types
of surname form. Thus, 92.61% of the names of Hungarian origin can be classified in one of
the five main categories mentioned above. Of course, after several hundred years it is natu-
ral that surnames can be classified into several categories in terms of their naming motiva-
tion, i.e. the exact reason for naming cannot always be determined. Such surnames include
Babos [Dotted], Csdké/Cakd [Cap) or Szemes [Eyed). The first may refer to an attribute or an
occupation, the second may refer to an attribute as well, but also to a family relationship, or
even to a connection to a specific thing. The third surname, similarly to the previous ones,
may also refer to a family relationship, but it may refer to an attribute or an occupation as
well. If all the multiple motivational possibilities are taken into account, it becomes clear
that the number of name bearers is more than 100% (broken down: 4,831 surnames with
6,374 motivational possibilities), but for the purposes of the research, we must consider all
possible motivations to be 100%. Below I look at the distribution of motivational possibili-
ties in Vas County and then by district, and in the case of KOszeg, at the town level.

Data %
1. Individual attribute 1,662 26.07
2. Connection to another person or group 2,039 31.99
3. Social role, status, condition 1,582 24.82
4. Relation to a place 638 10.01
5. Connection to a thing or circumstance 96 1.51
6. Uncertain 357 5.60
Total motivations 6,374 100.00

Table 8. Distribution of naming motivations in Vas County (AHSH, 1720)

It is striking that the vast majority of all motivational options are distributed among
the first four categories, and in relatively even proportions (see Table 8). Most of these
are related to naming referring to connections to other people or groups (with 2,039 data
items, 31.99% of all motivational options fall into this category), followed by naming based
on individual attributes (1,662 data items, 26.07%). By comparison, the proportion of sur-
names linked to social role, status or condition as a motivation for naming is only a few
percent lower (1,582 data items, 24.82%). The connection of a person to a place is involved
in one tenth of the naming motivations (638 data items, 10.01%), while the expression of a
connection to a thing or circumstance plays a very minor role in the naming of persons, in
only one and a half percent of cases (96 data items, 1.51%).

https://doi.org/10.53644/EH.2021.2.253 2021.2. | EPHEMERIS HUNGAROLOGICA | 261



PAPERS Gdbor Ferenczi

Data %
1. Individual attribute 132 24.63
2. Connection to another person or group 163 30.41
3. Social role, status, condition 164 30.60
4. Relation to a place 44 8.21
5. Connection to a thing or circumstance 12 2.24
6. Uncertain 21 3.92
Total motivations 536 100.00

Table 9. Distribution of naming motivations in the district of Arokkdz (AHSH, 1720)

Data %
1. Individual attribute 273 22.67
2. Connection to another person or group 368 30.56
3. Social role, status, condition 350 29.07
4. Relation to a place 152 12.62
5. Connection to a thing or circumstance 11 0.91
6. Uncertain 50 415
Total motivations 1,204 100.00

Table 10. Distribution of naming motivations in the district of Kemenesalja (AHSH, 1720)

Data %
1. Individual attribute 337 26.08
2. Connection to another person or group 386 29.88
3. Social role, status, condition 382 29.57
4. Relation to a place 114 8.82
5. Connection to a thing or circumstance 29 2.24
6. Uncertain 44 3.41
Total motivations 1,292 100.00

Table 11. Distribution of naming motivations in the district of Készeg (AHSH, 1720)

Data %
1. Individual attribute 393 24.66
2. Connection to another person or group 528 33.12
3. Social role, status, condition 348 21.83
4. Relation to a place 184 11.54
5. Connection to a thing or circumstance 29 1.82
6. Uncertain 112 7.03
Total motivations 1,594 100.00

Table 12. Distribution of naming motivations in the district of Szombathely (AHSH, 1720)
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Data %
1. Individual attribute 319 23.97
2. Connection to another person or group 530 39.82
3. Social role, status, condition 265 19.91
4. Relation to a place 95 7.14
5. Connection to a thing or circumstance 15 1.13
6. Uncertain 107 8.04
Total motivations 1,331 100.00

Table 13. Distribution of naming motivations in the district of Totsag (AHSH, 1720)

Data %
1. Individual attribute 18 13.64
2. Connection to another person or group 37 28.03
3. Social role, status, condition 16 12.12
4. Relation to a place 38 28.79
5. Connection to a thing or circumstance 0 0.00
6. Uncertain 23 17.42
Total motivations 132 100.00

Table 14. Distribution of naming motivations in Készeg (AHSH, 1720)

The percentage distribution at the county level is more or less the same for the dis-
tricts and K6szeg (see Table 9-14), and there are no significant differences among the pro-
portions. In the district of Arokkoz, the highest proportion of surnames belongs to the
motivations referring to a social role, status or condition (164 data items, 30.60% of the
motivations in the district); and in an almost equal ratio, the motivations referring to a
connection to a person or group (163 data items, 3.41%). Naming that refers to individual
attributes accounts for almost a quarter of the cases (132 data items, 24.63%); there is a
much lower proportion of surnames that suggest a connection to a place (44 data items,
8.21%), and finally, the proportion of surnames that suggest a connection to a thing or cir-
cumstance (21 data items, 3.92%) is the lowest.

In the Kemenesalja district, there are also almost equal proportions of surnames re-
ferring to a person or group (368 data items, 30.56%) and to a social role, status or con-
dition (350 data items, 29.07%). Individual attributes play a somewhat smaller role in the
distribution of motivations for naming (273 data items, 22.67%), and even fewer surnames
indicate a connection to a place (152 data items, 12.62%), while surnames indicating a
connection to a thing or circumstance (50 data items, 4.15%) are the smallest in number.

The district of K6szeg is the third (and last) of the districts where the motivation for
naming based on a person or group (386 data items, 29.88%) and on a social role, status or
condition (382 data items, 29.57%) are almost equally important. With a variation of a few
percent, surnames referring to individual attributes are almost just as frequent (337 data
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items, 26.08%). Much less frequent are the surnames referring to a relation to a place (114
data items, 8.82%) and to a thing or circumstance (29 data items, 2.24%).

The largest proportion of surnames in the Szombathely district draw on a motivation
referring to a person or group of people (528 data items, 33.12%). Almost the same pro-
portion of names refer to an individual attribute (393 data items, 24.66%) and to a social
role, status or condition (348 data items, 21.83%). Just over a fifth of surnames refer to a
connection to a place (29 data items, 1.82%); and (as in the previous districts) almost none
to a thing or circumstance (29 data items, 1.82%).

More than one third of the surnames (530 data items, 39.82%) in the Tétsag district
refer to a connection to a person or a group of people; almost the same proportion refers
to individual attributes (319 data items, 23.97%) and to social role, status or condition (265
data items, 19.91%). Naming was motivated to a much lesser extent by a connection to a
place (95 data items, 7.14%) and by expressing a connection to a thing or circumstance (15
data items, 1.13%).

In the surname data from Készeg, almost equal proportions of motivation are found in
the connection to a place (38 data items, 28.79%) and in the connection to a person or a
group of people (37 data items, 28.03%). Once again, there is almost no difference between
the expression of individual attributes (18 data items, 13.64%) and the expression of social
role, status or condition in the naming (16 data items, 12.12%). One interesting result of
the study is that there were no surnames whose motivation referred to the relation to a
specific thing or circumstance.

Data %
2. Connection to another person or group 2,039 100.00

2.3. Connection to a people 712 34.92
Table 15. The proportion of surnames of ethnonymic origin in Vas County (AHSH, 1720)

Data %
2. Connection to another person or group 163 100.00

2.3. Connection to a people 52 31.90
Table 16. The proportion of surnames of ethnonymic origin in the district of Arokkéz (AHSH,

1720)

Data %
2. Connection to another person or group 368 100.00

2.3. Connection to a people 140 38.04
Table 17. The proportion of surnames of ethnonymic origin in the district of Kemenesalja

(AHSH, 1720)
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Data %
2. Connection to another person or group 386 100.00
2.3. Connection to a people 164 42.49

Table 18. The proportion of surnames of ethnonymic origin in the district of Készeg (AHSH,
1720)

Data %
2. Connection to another person or group 528 100.00

2.3. Connection to a people 224 42.42
Table 19. The proportion of surnames of ethnonymic origin in the district of Szombathely

(AHSH, 1720)

Data %
2. Connection to another person or group 530 100.00

2.3. Connection to a people 126 23.77
Table 20. The proportion of surnames of ethnonymic origin in the district of Totsag (AHSH,

1720)

Data %

2. Connection to another person or group 37 100.00

2.3. Connection to a people 6 16.22
Table 21. The proportion of surnames of ethnonymic origin in K&szeg (AHSH, 1720)

Looking at the naming motivation subcategories, the range of surnames of ethno-
nymic origin deserves special attention (see Tables 15-21), namely because of the high
number of main categories (connection to other people, groups of people) as well as the
proportion of the subcategories within the main category: at county level this naming
motivation group is almost exclusive, and at district level (including K6szeg) it has the
highest percentage. For the county as a whole, the surnames that refer to a connection to
other people or groups as a naming motivation category account for slightly more than
one third (34.92% of the 712 data items) of the surnames that refer to a connection to
people. In terms of the distribution among the districts (and the town of Készeg), the
highest percentage of this category is found in the district of Készeg (164 data items,
42.49%), presumably because of its peripheral location and, consequently, the more pro-
nounced nature of inter-ethnic relations, followed (in decreasing order) by the district
of Szombathely (224 data items, 42.42%), which is located further south but also on the
periphery, the two inland districts, Kemenesalja (140 data items, 38.04%) and Arokkoz (52
data items, 31.90%), then — interestingly, since it is also a peripheral district — by Totsag
(126 data items, 23.77%). Lastly, the aforementioned town of Készeg has the lowest ratio
(6 data items, 16.22%).
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4. In my study, I examined the data from Vas County included in the National Tax
Census of the year 1720 (Conscriptio Regnicolaris) included in the AHSH database from
two points of view. On the one hand, by using the name analysis method I sought to find an
answer to the question of the distribution of origin that can be observed in the surnames
at that time. The surnames of Vas County are divided into three categories: German, Hun-
garian and Slavic. The high representation of the two other groups beside the Hungarian
etymon group is clearly due to the double border region and the higher degree of inter-eth-
nic relations as a result, compared to the more inland segments of the language area. The
distribution of surname etymons among Készeg and the districts nuances the picture even
more. A greater number of Hungarian surname etymons are found in the northern (Készeg)
and inland (Kemenesalja and Arokkoz) districts of the county. In the town of K&szeg, as
well as in the district of Szombathely on the western border, names with a German etymon
dominate, as do, for understandable reasons, names with a Slavic etymon in the district of
Totsag at the south-southwestern border.

On the other hand, using the functional-semantic theoretical framework of Janos N.
Fodor (2010) for the study of personal names in the Upper Tisza region, I examined the
naming motivations of the surnames of Hungarian origin in Vas County, broken down by
district, and separately for K6szeg. The results showed that Hungarian names account for
about one third (33.52%) of the total number of surnames, and 92.61% of these can be clas-
sified into one of the five naming motivation categories (individual attribute; connection
to people, groups of people; social role, status, condition; connection to a place; connec-
tion to things or circumstances). At both county and district level (or urban in the case of
Készeg), it was found that the vast majority of all motivational options were distributed
among the first four categories. This distribution is relatively even at the county level, but
at the level of the districts and Készeg the picture is more nuanced. After reviewing this I
briefly presented the percentage distribution of ethnonymic surnames at county level, and
then at district (and Készeg) level. Given its peripheral location and the higher degree of
interethnic relations as a result, the distribution percentage among the districts (and the
town of K6szeg) within this category is the highest in the district of K6szeg, followed by the
district of Szombathely, which is further south but also a peripheral district, the two inland
districts of Kemenesalja and Arokkoz, and then, interestingly, since it is also a peripheral
district, Tétsag. Finally, the mentioned ratio is the lowest in the town of Készeg. B

| EPHEMERIS HUNGAROLOGICA | 2021.2. https://doi.org/10.53644/EH.2021.2.253



Gdbor Ferenczi PAPERS

LITERATURE

AHSH. [TMCsA.] Torténeti magyar csalddnévatlasz (1715-1720). Elektronikusan tarolt adat-
bazis. Kutatasvezet6: N. Fodor Janos.

CsnE. 2010. Hajda Mihaly: Csalddnevek enciklopédidja. Tinta Kiadd, Budapest, 2010.

CSnSz. 1993. Kazmér Miklos: Régi magyar csalddnevek szotdra. XIV-XVII. szazad. Magyar
Nyelvtudomanyi Tarsasag, Budapest, 1993.

Demeter-Bagdi 2009. Demeter Gabor — Bagdi Robert (szerk.): Asszimildcio és migrdcio
Eszakkelet-Magyarorszdgon és a Partiumban 1715-1992. Kossuth Egyetemi Kiad6, Deb-
recen, 2009.

Demeter 2009. Demeter Gabor: A névelemzés: divat vagy torténeti rekonstrukcios
modszer? Kisérlet a XVIII. szadzadi Gsszeirdsok migracios és asszimilacios céla fel-
hasznalasara. In: Demeter Gabor — Bagdi Robert (szerk.): Migrdcio és asszimildcio
Eszakkelet-Magyarorszdgon és a partiumban 1715-1992. Kossuth Egyetemi Kiadd, Deb-
recen, 2009. 5-11.

DFn. 2008. Kohlheim, Rosa — Kohlheim, Volker: Duden Familiennamen. Herkunft und Bedeu-
tung von 20 000 Nachnamen. Dudenverlag, Mannheim-Leipzig-Wien-Ziirrich, 2008.

Egyed 2013. Egyed Noémi: Német eredetli csaladnevek Vas megyében az 1720. évi orszagos
Osszeiras alapjan. In: Voros Ferenc (szerk.): A nyelvfoldrajztol a névfoldrajzig IV. A nyelvi
kolcsénhatasok és a személynevek. Savaria University Press, Szombathely, 2013. 109-113.

Farkas 2015. Farkas Tamas: Csaladnév és etnikum: utak és lehet6ségek a magyar és a nemz-
etkozi alkalmazott névtani kutatasokban. In: Voros Ferenc (szerk.): A nyelvfoldrajztél a
névfoldrajzig VI. Hatartalan névfoldrajz. Imre Samu Nyelvi Intézet Kiadvanyai V. UMIZ
— Imre Samu Nyelvi Intézet, Unterwart/Als66r-Budapest, 2015. 187-211.

N. Fodor 2010. N. Fodor Jénos: Személynevek rendszere a kései omagyar korban. A
Fels6-Tisza-vidék személyneveinek nyelvi elemzése (1401-1526). Magyar Névtani
Ertekezések 2. ELTE BTK, Budapest, 2010.

N. Fodor 2011. N. Fodor Janos: Név és etnikum 6sszefiiggésének nyelvfldrajzi vonatkoza-
sai a Torténeti Magyar Csaladnévatlasz példaanyagaban. In: Voros Ferenc (szerk.): A
nyelvfoldrajztol a névfoldrajzig II. Csalddnév — helynév — kisebbségek. Savaria University
Press, Szombathely, 2011. 95-108.

N. Fodor 2012. N. Fodor Janos: Csaladnevek torténeti tanulsagai Partium késé kozépkori
és ujkori névanyaga alapjan. Helynévtorténeti Tanulmdnyok, 7. (2012) 143-158.

N. Fodor 2013. N. Fodor, Janos: Geolinguistics research of historical personal names found
in Carpathian Basin. In: Oliviu Felecan (ed.): Proceedings of the Second International
Conference on Onomastics “Name and Naming”: Onomastics in Contemporary Public
Space. Editura Mega, Editura Argonaut, Cluj-Napoca, 2013. 518-527.

N. Fodor 2014a. N. Fodor Janos: A torténeti személynévfoldrajz mint a nyelvfoldrajz egyik
kutatasi teriilete I. A nyelvfoldrajzi médszer a névtani kutatdsokban. Névtani Ertesitd,
36.(2014) 23-41.

https://doi.org/10.53644/EH.2021.2.253 2021.2. | EPHEMERIS HUNGAROLOGICA | 267



PAPERS Gdbor Ferenczi

N. Fodor 2014b. N. Fodor Janos: Névfoldrajz és etimoldgia. Mutatvany a Térténeti magyar
csaladnévatlasz térképlapjaibol. Magyar Nyelvor, 138. (2014) 451-460.

N. Fodor 2015. N. Fodor Janos: Torténeti személynévkutatas. In: Farkas Tamds — Sliz Ma-
riann (szerk.): Magyar névkutatds a 21. szdzad elején. Magyar Nyelvtudomanyi Tarsasag
- ELTE Magyar Nyelvtudomanyi és Finnugor Intézet, Budapest, 2015. 115-144.

N. Fodor 2016a. N. Fodor Janos: Moson megye etnikai térszerkezete a 18. szazad els¢ felé-
ben. In: Voros Ferenc (szerk.): A nyelvfoldrajztdl a névfoldrajzig VII. Névregionalizmu-
sok. Savaria University Press, Szombathely, 2016. 67-86.

N. Fodor 2016b. N. Fodor Janos: Nyelvészeti modszerek a magyar népiségtorténeti ku-
tatasokban. In: Czetter Ibolya — Hajba Renata — Toth Péter (szerk.): VI Dialektologi-
ai Szimpozion. Szombathely, 2015. szeptember 2-4. Nyugat-magyarorszagi Egyetem
Savaria Egyetemi Kozpontja — Nyitrai Konstantin Filozéfus Egyetem Kozép-eurdpai
Tanulmanyok Kar, Szombathely—Nyitra, 2016. 231-243.

N. Fodor-F. Lancz 2011. N. Fodor Janos - F. Lancz Eva: A Torténeti Magyar Csaladnévat-
lasz elémunkalatairdl. Névtani Ertesitd, 33. (2011) 175-190.

Hajd 2003. Hajdt Mihaly: Altaldnos és magyar névtan. Személynevek. Osiris Kiadd, Buda-
pest, 2003.

Juhasz 2003. Juhasz Dezs6: A nyelvfoldrajz magyar eredményeibdl. In: Kiss Jeno (szerk.):
Magyar dialektolégia. Osiris Kiad6, Budapest, 2003. 111-130.

Kaposi 2015. Kaposi Didna: Somogy megye torténeti csaladneveinek névfoldrajzi vizs-
galata — kiilonos tekintettel a név és az etnikum Osszefiiggéseire. In: P. Kocsis Réka —
Szentgyorgyi Rudolf (szerk.): Anyanyelviink évszdzadai 1. ELTE Magyar Nyelvtorténeti,
Szociolingvisztikai, Dialektoldgiai Tanszék, Budapest, 2015. 149-159.

Kniezsa 1947/2003. Kniezsa Istvan: A magyar és szlovak csalddnevek rendszere. In:
Kniezsa Istvan: Helynév- és csalddnévvizsgdlatok. Lucidus Kiadd, Budapest, 1947/2003.
255-349.

P. Kocsis 2015. P. Kocsis Réka: Tolna megye 18. szazad eleji csalddneveinek vizsgéalata —
kiilonos tekintettel a név és az etnikum Osszefiiggéseire. In. P. Kocsis Réka — Szent-
gyorgyi Rudolf (szerk.): Anyanyelviink évszdzadai 1. ELTE Magyar Nyelvtorténeti, Szoci-
olingvisztikai, Dialektolégiai Tanszék, Budapest, 2015. 161-177.

Mizser 2000. Mizser Lajos: Tirpdk vezetéknevek. Stidium Kiado, Nyiregyhéza, 2000.

Pete 1999. Pete Gyorgy (f6szerk.): Vas megye kézikonyve. Magyarorszag megyei kézikonyvei
17. Ceba Kiadé - Eletiink — Faludi Ferenc Alapitvany, Budapest, 1999.

Sliz 2011. Sliz Mariann: Személynévadds az Anjou-korban. Histériaantik Konyveshdz Kiado,
Budapest, 2011.

Szentgyorgyi 2012. Szentgyorgyi Rudolf: Név, anyanyelv, identitas 6sszefliggései a kbzép-
magyar kor boszorkdnypereinek tiikrében. Helynévtorténeti Tanulmdnyok, 7. (2012)
133-142.

Tolcsvai Nagy 2008. Tolcsvai Nagy Gabor: A tulajdonnév jelentése. In: Bolcskei Andrea — N.
Csaszi I1diko (szerk.): Név és valésdag. A V1. Magyar Névtudomanyi Konferencia el6ada-

268 | EPHEMERIS HUNGAROLOGICA | 2021.2. https://doi.org/10.53644/EH.2021.2.253



Gdbor Ferenczi PAPERS

sai. Balatonszarszd, 2007. junius 22-24. KRE Magyar Nyelvtudomanyi Tanszékének Ki-
advanyai 1. KRE Magyar Nyelvtudomanyi Tanszék, Budapest, 2008. 468—-474.

Voros 2012. Vords Ferenc: Nyelvjarasrol, névfoldrajzrol, mivelddés- és nyelvtorténetrol
a térinformatika koraban. Ujabb mutatvany a magyar csalddnévatlasz térképlapjaibol.
In: Voros Ferenc (szerk.): A nyelvfoldrajztél a névfoldrajzig III. Nyelvjards — néprajz —
muvel6déstorténet. Savaria University Press, Szombathely, 2012. 13-59.

Voros 2013. Voros Ferenc: Mutatvdny az 1720-as orszdgos dsszeirds névfoldrajzdabdl. Savaria
University Press, Szombathely, 2013.

Voros 2015. Voros Ferenc: Szlovak eredetl csalddnevek Karpat-medencei névfoldrajza. In:
Voros Ferenc — Misad Katalin (szerk.): A nyelvfoldrajztdl a névfoldrajzig V. Interetnikus
kapcsolatok. Szenczi Molnar Albert Egyesiilet, Pozsony, 2015. 15-42.

Voros 2016. Voros Ferenc: Csaladnév-regionalizmusok a 18. szazad eleji Magyar Kiralysag
nyugati térségébol. In: Voros Ferenc (szerk.): A nyelvfoldrajztél a névfoldrajzig VII.
Névregionalizmusok. Savaria University Press, Szombathely, 2016. 11-38.

https://doi.org/10.53644/EH.2021.2.253 2021.2. | EPHEMERIS HUNGAROLOGICA | 269



PAPERS Gdbor Ferenczi

KIVONAT

A Vas megyei csaladnévallomany néhany térténeti
névféldrajzi tanulsaga

Tanulmanyomban a Torténeti Magyar Csaladnévatlasz (TMCsA.) adatbazisa tartal-
mazta 1720. évi Orszagos addosszeiras (Conscriptio Regnicolaris) Vas megyei anyagat
vizsgaltam, mégpedig két megkozelitésbdl. A névelemzés modszerének segitségiil hi-
vasaval egyfeldl arra kerestem valaszt, hogy milyen eredet szerinti megoszlas figyelhe-
t6 meg a korabeli csaladnévetimonok tandsaga alapjan. Vas megye névanyaga e szerint
harom kategéria kozott oszlik meg: német, magyar és szlav. A magyar melletti két ma-
sik eredetd névetimoncsoport nagy aranyu képviselete egyértelmien a kettés hatar-
vidék, és az ebbdl eredd interetnikus kapcsolatoknak a nyelvteriilet belsébb fekvést
terlileteihez képesti fokozott meglétének tudhatd be. A csaladnévetimonoknak Ké-
szeg, és a jarasok kozti megoszlasa tovabb arnyalja a képet. A magyar névetimonok na-
gyobb szamban inkabb a megye északi (K6szegi), illet6leg belsé fekvésii (Kemenesaljai
és Arokkozi) jarasaiban taldlhaték. Készeg varosaban, épp tgy, mint a kozvetleniil a
nyugati hatdron fekvé Szombathelyi jardsban mar a német etimont névvisel6k szama
dominal, ahogyan a szlav pedig a Totsagi jarasban, értheté okoknal fogva a déli-dél-
nyugati peremen.

Masfeldl pedig — N. Fodor Janosnak (2010) a Fels6-Tisza-vidék személynevei vizs-
galata soran alkalmazott funkciondlis-szemantikai elméleti keretének segitségével
— azt vizsgéltam, milyen névadasi motivaciok fordulnak el6 Vas megye magyar ere-
det(i csaladnévanyagaban, jarasok szerinti bontasban, valamint K6szeg esetében. Az
eredmények ramutattak arra, hogy a magyar nevek a teljes csaladnévallomany mintegy
egyharmadat teszik ki (33,52%), s ezeknek 92,61%-a besorolhat6 az 6t névadasi mo-
tivacios kategoria valamelyikébe (egyéni attribatum; emberekkel, embercsoportokkal
val6 kapcsolat; tarsadalmi szerep, helyzet, allapot; helyhez valé viszony; kapcsolat
dolgokkal, koriilménnyel). Megyei és jarasi (KGszeg esetében: varosi) szinten egyarant
kiiitkozik, hogy az Osszes motivacios lehetdség tilnyomd tobbsége az elsé négy kate-
goria kozott oszlik meg. E megoszlas megyei szinten viszonylag kiegyenlitett, de a ja-
rasok és Koszeg szintjén mar arnyaltabb képet mutat. Ennek attekintése utan réviden
bemutatom a népnévi eredetli csalddnevek megyei, majd jarasok (és Készeg) szintjén
valé szazalékos megoszlasat. Peremteriilet volta, s ebbdl kovetkezdleg az interetnikus
kapcsolatok fokozottabb megléte miatt a jarasok (és Koszeg varos) kozti megoszlast
tekintve ez a kategoérian beliili szazalékos arany legnagyobb a Készegi jarasban; ezt
koveti a tole délebbre fekvo, de szintén peremvidék, a Szombathelyi jaras; utana a két
belsé fekvést jaras, a Kemenesaljai és az Arokkozi; majd — érdekes médon, hiszen ez is
peremteriilet — a Totsagi. Végiil az emlitett arany K6szeg varosaban a legkisebb.

KULCSSZAVAK: Vas megye, TMCsA., 1720. évi Orszagos ad60sszeiras (Conscriptio
Regnicolaris), csaladnévetimon, névadasi motivacio, funkcionalis-szemantikai elmé-
leti keret, népnyelvi eredetl csaladnevek, peremteriilet, belsé teriilet, interetnikus
kapcsolatok
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