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Abstract 
 
In modern Hungarian archaeological research it is stated as a fact that pre-conquest 
Hungarians did not live in the southern parts of the European steppe before the ninth 
century, although from the references given in the literature it seems obvious that a 
significant part of Russian authors represent the view that Ugric-speaking people took 
part in the Hunnic and Oguric migrations from Western Siberia to Europe in the 
fourth and fifth centuries AD. Since the Hungarian language belongs to the Ugric 
branch, the view of certain Russian authors is particularly important for Hungarian 
scholarship. This theory was formulated first by M. I. Artamonov in 1962, who was 
a contemporary of Gyula Németh, who in his well-known monograph – A honfoglaló 
magyarság kialakulása/The formation of the conquering Hungarians, 1930 – assumed 
that Hungarians arrived in Europe as part of the Onogur and Ogur migration from 
Western Siberia. Do the results of modern archaeology contradict such a narrative, or 
is it possible that the narrative of Gyula Németh and others is still a valid and relevant 
theory in the reconstruction of Hungarian origin and early Hungarian history? 
 
Keywords: Western Siberia, Saltovo-Mayak culture, M. I. Artamonov, Ugrians 
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Introduction 
 
The research of Hungarian origin and early, pre-conquest history is a field of 
interdisciplinary nature, in which the main disciplines are source-criticism, 
linguistics and archaeology. The aim of the article is to describe how in ar-
chaeological research authors interpret archaeological results historically. The 
same archaeological results can be the objects of different historical narratives 
depending on the attitude of the authors and the paradigm they accept and 
represent. Therefore, it is not the aim of this article to prove which narrative 
is the most probable, but to point out that there is an overlooked historical 
narrative in Hungarian research which should be taken into account in the 
analysis of the archaeological material. This narrative was represented in most 
detail by Gyula Németh in 1930 and was accepted widely in Hungarian re-
search until 1966. 

In the first chapter of the article, I deal with Attila Türk’s doctoral disser-
tation as a text which supposedly proved that the Hungarian tribes did not 
live on the southern parts of the European steppe until the ninth century. I 
examine the use of terminology the author applies and the inner coherence of 
the text, whether it contains the necessary argumentation for such a statement. 
I examine the historical paradigm in which the author orders his interpreta-
tion and sets up the possibilities. In this chapter I also mention some of the 
results of archaeological investigation which can be in contradiction with 
some results of source-criticism, for example the ethnic identification of the 
Sokolovskaya Balka layer which is stated to be of Khazar origin, although in 
earlier research – in archaeological research as well – the settlement area of 
the Khazars was placed much more east in the Khaganate. If the written 
sources do not support the identification, then the question has to be raised: 
if not the Khazars, then who left behind the archaeological material of the cul-
ture? 

In the second chapter I examine the use and meaning of the term ”Ugor” 
based on the references Türk cites in his dissertation. This issue is highly re-
lated to the question whether it is possible that Hungarians appeared on the 
South Russian steppe before the ninth century or not. This is how the article 
turns to the theory of M. I. Artamonov, who in his monograph of the year 1962 
expounded his view on the origin of the Hunnic and Oguric tribes, according 
to which a mass population of (Finno-)Ugric-speakers appeared on the Euro-
pean steppe from the fourth and fifth centuries. It is well known that the Hun-
garian language belongs to the Ugric languages, in fact it is the main repre-
sentative, therefore this theory of Artamonov should be examined in more 
detail in Hungarian research. The consonance of the Russian and the former 
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Hungarian research in this question can hardly be the result of a random co-
incidence, which obliges us to reread the results of the former/classical Hun-
garian research even though this theory in the past decades was held to be 
wrong.  

The final chapter of the article raises the question straightforwardly: If in 
the modern Hungarian research the ancient homeland of the Ugric- and Hun-
garian-speaking population is assumed confidently to have been in Western 
Siberia, and in international – especially in Russian – research it is assumed, 
that this territory was the settlement area of an Inner Asian – mostly thought 
as Turkic-speaking – population, namely the Xiongnus until the fourth and 
fifth centuries, than this overlap of the geographical and chronological frame 
itself does not give us enough reason to see the narrative of the classic Hun-
garian research as a still valid and relevant theory? If the archaeological re-
sults are correct in stating that the 9th and 10th century Hungarian material is 
more related to the Volga-Kama region than to the area of the Saltovo-Mayak 
culture, but linguistic results still claim that the Hungarian-Turkic contacts 
started much earlier than the 8th century and in a southern area, then it can 
be assumed that the main part of the Hungarians moved northward in the 8th 
century before the Saltovo-Mayak culture developed. The contradiction be-
tween the archaeological and linguistic results can be resolved on the basis of 
the original Onogur/Magyar migration theory.  
 
 

The newest archaeological results and their historical interpretation 
 
In the past decade Attila Türk’s view became dominant in the research of early 
Hungarian history, who on an archaeological basis considers it refuted that 
pre-conquest (896) Hungarians spent longer time in the territory of the Khazar 
Khaganate, especially in the area of the rivers Don and Kuban.1 Türk follow-
ing Oleksii Komar considers the Subbotci-layer, located on the side of the 
Dnieper river, as the archaeological legacy of the Hungarians, who in the sec-
ond half of the ninth century occupied the territory (which would be known 
as Etelköz from the sources).2 In his opinion both this and the 10th century 
archaeological material from the Carpathian Basin are closer to the material 
of the Volga-Ural region from the ninth–tenth centuries, rather than to the 

 
1 TÜRK 2011, 196–204. 
2 Before the Subbotci-layer was dated to the 10th century based on the analysis of the 
materials bearing dating value. See BOKIJ–PLETNOVA 1989, 86–98. To date it to the sec-
ond half of the 9th century doesn’t cause trouble from a historical point of view, since 
the territory of the Dnieper was part of the Hungarian abode prior to the conquest 
according to the DAI as well. 
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heritage of the Saltovo-Mayak culture situated on the side of the Don and Sev-
ersky Donets rivers, which shows surprisingly few relations to the Hungarian 
material.3 With this, Türk refutes István Fodor’s idea that the Hungarians 
would have settled in the region of the Don river (the supposed area of 
Levédia) around the middle of the 8th century and, after spending about a 
hundred years there, would have moved westward towards the Dnieper.4 

Attila Türk already in his doctoral dissertation and in his subsequent texts 
actually mentioned only one possibility – different from the narrative he him-
self represents – that could be considered as an alternative when we outline 
the wandering of the Hungarians before the conquest. ”To determine the lo-
cation of Levédia remains extremely problematic. In fact, in the Don–Seversky 
Donets region, where it was previously placed, there are no archaeological 
traces of a population moving there from the Ural region in the 6–8th centu-
ries.”5 Besides he refers to the archaeological research of the northern fore-
ground of the Caucasus (the region of the Kuban River) regarding the fifth–
seventh centuries which would exclude to take into account Hungarians in 
the area. There were hardly any Bulgar-Hungarian interethnic relations in the 
northern foreground of the Caucasus in the Don–Kuban region during the 
seventh–ninth centuries, since the Eastern European archaeological research 
did not reveal any traces of Onogurs, nor of any population (Hungarian?) that 
moved there from the Volga-Ural region... If we examine the sites of the pe-
riod from the end of the 5th century to the last third of the 7th century on the 
distribution map of the Don-Kuban homeland discussed above, we find that 
the majority of the designated area is uninhabited, and we currently do not 
know of any archaeological remains from there at all. On the other hand, the 
number of burials known from the settled areas do not exceed 120 even today, 
despite the research that can be said to be very intensive by means of Eastern 
European standards. In the 5th–7th century settlement history of the region the 
identification of these graves with the ancestors of the Hungarians did not 
even arise. The debate is about whether these are the memories of the Bulgars 
or of the Khazars, for example in the case of the Sivasovka-layer.6 

Based on the above mentioned circumstances, we should consider the fol-
lowing. The conquering Hungarians did not arrive in Etelköz directly from 
the area of the Saltovo-Mayak archaeological culture, which is linked to the 

 
3 This was observed by M. I. Artamonov as well already in 1962. See ERDÉLYI–KÁDÁR–

OJTOZI 1965, 85–90: ”The Hungarians, in his [Artamonov’s] opinion had no connec-

tions to the culture of Saltovo, between the Donets and the Don rivers in the forest 
steppe region they did not stop on their way.” The citations are translated by the au-
thor. 
4 FODOR 1975, 171–186. 
5 TÜRK 2014, 19–29, 22.  
6 TÜRK 2021, 163–212, 191–192. 
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Alans. Nor can it be shown that any population of Uralic origin settled in the 
territory of the Khazar Khaganate (especially in the area of the Saltovo-Mayak 
culture) at some time around the seventh–eighth centuries. Archaeological re-
search concerning the early Middle Ages in the Kuban River region does not 
confirm that archaeological finds connected to the pre-conquest Hungarian 
legacy can be expected in the future.7 In addition, Attila Türk mentions a 
number of circumstances that questions the results of the turcological re-
search.8 This is significant because it was precisely the turcological results 
which, on a linguistic basis, tied the settlement and residence of the wander-
ing Hungarians to the southern regions of the steppe.9 If these linguistic re-
sults would be invalidated, there would be little else to contradict Attila Tü-
rk's archaeological conclusions. 

Within the scope of this paper it is not possible to analyse Attila Türk’s 
dissertation and the subsequent texts in more detail, so I will only mention a 
few problems here. In his dissertation Türk makes a clear distinction between 
different archaeological concepts. The term Saltovo-Mayak would refer to the 
archaeological legacy of the Alans living along the Seversky-Donets, which is 
dated from about 750 to 950.10 A short, simplified version of the term Saltovo-
Mayak culture would be the term Saltovo culture, while the term Saltovo cul-
ture-range would be the name for the various archaeological cultures in the 
territory of the Khazar Khaganate, although Türk himself, following Afansjev, 
sees that these archaeological cultures do not form a unity, but only the ce-
ramics show identity.11 

Given that the period (eighth–ninth centuries) witnessed a significant pro-
cess of settlement in the steppe areas, it is not surprising that there is a simi-
larity in the case of the pottery: this can be explained by the trade links of a 
given area. However, Türk does not respect the distinction of the terminology, 
either within the dissertation or in the subsequent texts, therefore it is easy to 

 
7 Although in this case it could be expected only to find sites containing burial customs 
that could serve as a precursor to the burial customs of the 9th century Hungarians. It 
would be difficult to expect that Hungarian sites of the 4th–5th centuries could be found 
anywhere, because the archaeological heritage of the steppe peoples is quite similar, 
and there may be several different burial customs within a given ethnic group, and 
several centuries may have passed between the 4th–5th and the 9th centuries.  
8 TÜRK 2021, 163–212, 190–194. 
9 One example from the many: LIGETI 1986, 160. 
10 Türk prefers the original Russian term (Saltovo-Maâckaâ), which he briefly refers to 
as the Saltovo culture. This is to be distinguished in principle from the broader term 
Saltovo culture-range (TÜRK 2011, 11–14.) More recently, however, he used the Ukrain-
ian version to designate the narrower archaeological culture: Szaltyiv-Majaki (TÜRK 
2023, 14–18). For the sake of simplicity, I will use the form Saltovo-Mayak, which is 
commonly used in Hungarian literature. 
11 TÜRK 2011, 90. 
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mistake that he analyses the archaeological heritage of the pre-conquest Hun-
garians and the Khaganate as a whole and concludes that there could not have 
been Hungarians living in the Khaganate. It should be mentioned that one of 
the main questions raised in the dissertation is the following: ”In the follow-
ing, I will review the finds of this [the Saltovo-Mayak culture] in full detail in 
order to define those archaeological markers that will allow us to make more 
precise comparisons in the future, in order to decide whether the geographical 
variants under discussion are specific parts of an organic culture or whether 
we should in fact consider each of them as a separate archaeological culture 
or a group of finds.”12 From the title of the dissertation (The Hungarian pre-
history and the archaeological culture-range of Saltovo) one would expect that 
the author gives a detailed comparison and analysis of the pre-conquest Hun-
garian finds and the Saltovo culture-range; however, there is no trace of this 
in the text.13 In fact, a very short chapter of the essay examines the question: 
”Pre-conquest Hungarians in the territory of the Saltovo-Mayak culture?” Alt-
hough in the given chapter Türk highlights the lack of links between the con-
quering Hungarians and the Saltovo culture-range as a whole, without ana-
lysing this in the text. After all, the text does not specify which archaeological 
markers would be necessary to establish links between the Hungarian and the 
Khazar artefacts; this is quite strange, because Türk himself has previously 
stressed that there is no marker showing substantial similarity even between 
the ”variants” of the Khazar territory. 

It is also a problem, as I see, that while Attila Türk makes much of the 
”fact” that the pre-conquest Hungarian legacy is not connected closely 
enough to the ”Saltovo cultural-range,” he seems to overlook the observation 
that the archaeological remains of the state-forming Khazars themselves are 
undetectable from the former territory of the Khaganate in the ninth–tenth 
centuries. 14  The research has linked the Sokolovskaya Balka layer to the 

 
12 TÜRK 2011, 91. The title of this chapter in the table of contents is ”Analysis of the 
archaeological heritage of the Saltovo-Maâckaâ culture (outline),” but in the text the 
title is ”Analysis of the archaeological heritage of the Saltovo culture (outline).” In ad-
dition, the same text is given in the 2023 monograph as ”Archaeological characterisa-
tion of the Saltovo cultur-range” (Türk 2023, 115). Terminology confused in other texts 
too: “...both the Subbottci finds and the conquer-period legacy show little connection 
with the archaeological cultural range of Saltovo, which is typical of the Don-Seversky 
Donets region in the 8th–10th centuries” (TÜRK 2021, 186–187). Otherwise, the question 
posed in this chapter is surprising; the text of the dissertation seems to have decided 
the issue. 
13 In this regard the text on pages 147–155. could be meaningful, although reading it I 
am not convinced that the text is actually a demonstration of the lack of connections 
between the Saltovo culture-range and the pre-conquest Hungarian heritage. 
14 SUDÁR – PETKES 2015, 50. 
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Khazars, but this archaeological culture around the Azov Sea ceases to exist 
by the end of the 8th century.15 The traditional dating of the Saltovo culture is 
given from about 750 to the beginning of the 10th century, and there are no 
finds connected to the Khazars in this period, despite the fact that the Khazars 
were obviously the leading ethnic group in the Khaganate. Concerning the 
Sokolovskaya Balka layer, Türk locates it concretely around the Sea of Azov, 
in the delta region of the Kuban river and partly around the Middle and 
Lower Volga.16 In Russian research the original Khazar habitat was basically 
placed in the region of Daghestan, to the eastern foreground of the Caucasus 
and the steppe area west of the Caspian sea, therefore it should be explained 
in more detail why we should see the Sokolovskaya Balka layer, which is 
much more on the western part of the former Khaganate, as an ethnic Khazar 
heritage.17 The more so, if we realize, that Türk connects the Novinki- and 
Uren-type burials to the Sokolovskaya Balka layer as well, but in regard of 
these cemeteries he stresses out, that these are the first remnants of the Bulgar 
population moving northward along the river Volga.18 It seems contradictory 
that we should originate the first Volga Bulgarian heritage from an archaeo-
logical culture which earlier was defined as Khazar. The written sources show 
clearly that in the Middle and Lower Volga-region in the sixth–seventh cen-
turies an Oguric population lived,19 which was ethnically related to the On-
ogurs, whose southern habitat is originally placed in the Kuban region.20  

Regarding the original settlement area of the Khazars, the basic works of 
Dunlop21 and Golden agree that first it was at the eastern foothills of the Cau-
casus, in the area of today’s Daghestan, then later at the river Volga. In 
Golden’s monograph for this we find information in the text concerning the 
etymology and the sources on the cities of Balanjar, Atil/Itil, Samandar and 
Sarigsin.22 All of them are localized to the eastern part of the Khaganate. It is 
only Sarkel which was situated clearly at the bank of the Don, but about Sarkel 
we know that it was built only in the 830s and it was built up as a fortress 
(possibly against the Hungarians). In Golden’s book, we can find further hints 

 
15 TÜRK 2011, 66–68. And there are a number of finds of this culture in the material of 
the Hungarians. Komar assumed that this was the legacy of the Kabars/Khazars who 
joined the Hungarians. On the Sabir origin of the Kabars/Khazars, see KERÉNYI 2019, 20–35. 
16 TÜRK 2011, 66. 
17 TÜRK 2011, 68. 
18 TÜRK 2011, 67–68. 
19 THEOPHYLACT SIMOCATTA 1986, Book VII. 13–14.; MENANDER THE GUARDSMAN 1985, 
Frag. 10.4 (125.). 
20 MORAVCSIK 1930; M LEZSÁK 2022, 135–153; M. LEZSÁK 2020, 230–234; M. LEZSÁK 2016, 
287–289; SZÁNTÓ 2020, 101–125. 
21 DUNLOP 1954, 41–46, 49–50, 57, 80–84. 
22 GOLDEN 1980, 221–246. 
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to conclude that the core territory of the Khazars in the 8th century – which is 
the century when the Sokolovskaya Balkan layer existed near the Azov Sea 
and the Kuban delta – was towards the Caspian Sea rather than the Pontus. 
Golden describes the emergence of the Khazar nomadic state for the 650s in 
the North Caucasus and the Lower Volga delta. From this time on wars 
against the Arabs/Muslims became constant. The Arabs led raids directly in 
the direction of Balanjar to conquer the Transcaucasian region. In the Crimea 
the Khagan held power through his representatives (in the events at the turn 
of the 7th and 8th centuries: Papatzys and Balgitzis, both wearing Greek 
names) which clearly shows that this territory was not part of the core territo-
ries. The Khazars continuously attacked the territory of Albania, which was 
on the eastern side of the mountain: the Caspian gates changed rulership at 
the beginning of the 8th century several times. Around 717–718 the son of the 
Khagan, Barjik was defeated north of the Caspian gate after which the Mus-
lims took the city of Balanjar. In 737 Marwan Muslim general attacked the 
Khazars suddenly and moved deep into Khazar territories ”forcing the Qagan 
to flee north up the Volga. The Arabs bypassing the Khazar capital Atil/Itil 
pursued the Qagan into the country of the Burtas and after defeating a Khazar 
army sent to aid the Qagan forced the latter to come to terms. The Qagan 
agreed to become a Muslim and a subject of the Caliph.”23 In the ninth century 
the Khazar capital at the Volga became a trade center. On the basis of the 
sources it seems clear that the main settlement area of the Khazars in the 8th 
century was on the eastern part of the Khaganate. 
 
 

The term Ugor in Russian archaeology 
 
I do not, of course, wish to take a position in archaeological issues; the above 
observations are rather concerned with the question of the internal coherence 
of the text(s); that is, whether what Attila Türk concludes follows from what 
is written in the text. I would like to mention one more example before getting 
to the point. Türk writes on page 183 of his dissertation: ”Perhaps it is not a 
coincidence that we do not really find opinions in the Soviet-Russian and 
Ukrainian literature that count with the (lasting) presence of the ancestors of 
the Hungarians in Saltovo.” On the contrary, the dissertation contains a num-
ber of references to Russian archaeologists in which these authors write about 
the presence of Ugric populations on the steppe. Türk mentions R. S. Orlov, 
who “in his study of the Sivasovka layer distinguished two main types of 
horse burials: partial and full horse burials. Although he connected the Si-
vasovka layer to the ancestors of the Bulgars, he believed that in the 6th and 

 
23 GOLDEN 1980, 58–67, 64. 
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7th centuries, apart from the Bulgars, the Avars and the Ugrians formed a 
single cultural community north of the Black Sea, of which this burial custom 
was an integral part.”24 According to E. P. Kazakov, “the western orientation 
of the horse skull in the partial horse burials observed in the early medieval 
cemeteries of the Volga-Kama region would indicate an Ugric origin, while 
the placement of the horse skull in a right angle to the human skeleton would 
be a legacy of the Bulgar-Turkic peoples of the Don or Middle Volga.” O. M. 
Prihodnuk suggests that ”the [...] tombs excavated at the Kordon-Oba site of 
the Khazar period in the Crimea may possibly indicate the settlement of a 
people of Finno-Ugric origin, given the large number of this type of tomb in 
the Volga-Kama region.”25  

Nor does Türk describe the work of M. I. Artamonov, at least in regard to 
the Ugor-question, although he was a prominent archaeologist-researcher of 
the 1960s, who explored the Khazar sites for decades. He briefly mentions 
only what is thought-provoking on this issue: ”...this [Khazar] population was 
mainly descended from Sarmatian-Alan elements of the Black Sea steppes, 
who mixed with Finno-Ugric and Turkic tribes who had arrived from Asia 
with the Hun conquests. The Bulgarian-Khazar tribes born from this mixture 
spoke Turkic languages.” 26  More about M. I. Artamonov’s theory can be 
found in the book by Oleksii Komar, also published in Hungarian. In his 1962 
work The History of the Khazars, M. I. Artamonov represented the view con-
cerning the origin of the Hungarians, that the Ugoric tribes appeared on the 
steppe in the Hun period among the tribes called Ogurs in Greek sources (On-
ogurs, Saragurs, Kutrigurs, Utigurs), and were, in fact identical to them.27 Ar-
tamonov assumed, in agreement with Gumilev, that the European Huns had 
their origin in the unity of the Uralic and Western Siberian Ugrians and the 
Xiongnus, who had settled there from the east.28 Artamonov does not say that 
these tribes spoke a Turkic language. He writes: ”The Asian Xiongnus resided 

 
24 TÜRK 2011, 92. 
25 TÜRK 2011, 171, 178–179. 
26 TÜRK 2011, 32–33.  
27 KOMAR 2018, 56, 76–78. In this respect, how Komar himself evaluates this thesis is 
secondary. We only note here that in 1962 Artamonov published his monograph in 
which he explained that the Huns and Ogurs who migrated to Europe in the 4th cen-
tury AD originate from the union of the Ugors living in the Ural region and the 
Xiongnus who settled there. In 1966, Gyula Németh in Hungary simply withdrew his 
thesis that the Hungarians had arrived at the Pontic steppe together with the Onogurs 
from Western Siberia (NÉMETH 1966.), and from that time onwards there is no longer 
any mention of a Western Siberian or Uralic Hungarian-Turkic relation or ethnoge-
nesis in the Hungarian research. In the book of Artamonov two reviews were pub-
lished in Hungarian before Németh’s article: BARTHA 1964, 807–810; ERDÉLYI–KÁDÁR–
OJTOZI 1965, 85–90. 
28 See ZASECKAJA-BOKOVENKO 1994, 701–724. 
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nearly two hundred years in the region of the South Ural and lake Aral, where 
they mixed with the Ugrians..., among whom the Sarmatian material culture 
was spread. They kept their Turkic language, moreover it spread among the 
Ugrians as well.”29 This means that the population moving from here in the 
second half of the 4th century spoke both Turkic and (Finno-)Ugoric. The 
Xiongnus moved to Europe in the second half of the 4th century together with 
the Ugor tribes. The western sources call them Huns. By 370 they defeated the 
Alans on the eastern part of the steppe then the kingdom of the Goths on the 
western side. After the death of Attila the Huns from the Carpathian Basin 
moved back to the Black Sea area. In the view of Artamonov the Bulgars – 
who joined the Huns in Western Siberia –, and the Sabirs – following the Huns 
–, were Turkic-Ugrians, as were the Onogurs who settled on the western side 
of the territory between the Azov Sea and the Caspian Sea. They were Tur-
kicised Ugrians, and did not differ greatly from the Huns in ethnic terms. As 
for the origin of the Hungarians, Artamonov connects the Russian name of 
the Hungarians ”Vengri” not with the Onogurs,30 but with the Ugrians whose 
name appears in the sources from the 6th and 7th centuries as Ogur and Ogor 
as the common name of kindred tribes living along the Lower Volga and the 
Ural region. He connects this name with the Russian Jugra name, which was 
a common name for the Ob-Ugric people. In Hungarian literature the Jugra 
name was connected to the Onogurs or to the Ogurs, saying that both the 
Jugra name and the name of the Hungarians come from the name of the On-
ogurs from Western Siberia.31 

V. S. Aksyonov, following Artamonov’s line of thought on the origin of the 
Ogur tribes, considered the horse bones placed at the feet as a distinct ethnic 
marker of the ”Turkic-Ugor” Utigurs, i.e. Ogurs, in burials, an observation 
which he later supplemented by saying that the type of graves with a bench, 

 
29 ERDÉLYI–KÁDÁR–OJTOZI 1965, 85–90. 
30 Originally the Russian name of the Hungarians until the 17th century was Ugor, not 
Vengry. VÁSÁRY 2008, 73–87. 
31 MUNKÁCSI 1894, 160–180; MUNKÁCSI 1895, 349–387; ZSIRAI 1930, 100–122. Németh 
used it as an argument to prove the early settlement of Ogurs in Western Siberia: 
NÉMETH 1930, 113–114. Vásáry is sceptical how the Ob-Ugors and Hungarians could 
bear a common name in the 10th century if they separated much earlier, in the 5th 
century. His counter arguments are historical, the linguistic relation between the 
names are clear. As for the historical background, I would like to refer to the use of the 
burial death masks among the Ob-Ugric people and the Hungarians. István Fodor 
stated that this tradition developed from the 6th century and spread afterwards in the 
region of the Ural. FODOR 1973, 159–176. The people who had this common tradition 
had to be in relation following the river valleys through the Ural. This seems to be a 
fact, regardless of how we originate the custom of using burial masks. Others originate 
from nomads from the east. See BENKŐ 1988, 169–200; BENKŐ 1989, 20–27; BENKŐ 1992, 
169–200. See also ERDÉLYI–BENKŐ 2005, 5–15. 
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formed at the head or foot, was also a legacy of the Ogur peoples, stressing 
that the burial customs of the two peoples (i.e. the settling Xiongnu and the 
Ural Ugrians) developed over centuries of coexistence.32 V. A. Sarapulkin also 
considered the placement of the skull and limbs at the feet of the dead to be a 
Turkic-Ugrian characteristic, and therefore linked the appearance of this bur-
ial custom in the cemetery of Rzhevka to a group of Hungarians from the 
Volga region. ”The prevalence of the burials with folded horse-skin at the leg, 
observed in several cases in 8th-10th century graves found in the Ural region, 
among various Ugric groups is currently not under debate.”33 But Russian ar-
chaeologists do not speak of Ugric heritage only in the Ural region: E. V. 
Kruglov assumed Ugric origins for the Avilovo-type tombs in the Lower 
Volga,34 but this burial practice (the way of placing the horse-skin) in tombs 
can be traced back to earlier times in the Volga region and in the steppe areas, 
while E. P. Kazakov also considers the custom of folded horse-skin burial to 
be of Ugric origin: Komar himself considers the burial custom of the ninth 
century Hungarians to be of Ogur origin.35 In this context, it is worth referring 
to an early study by Csanád Bálint, in which the author examines the appear-
ance of horse burials in Europe. ”The tradition of partial horse burials of our 
interest can be dated back more than half a millennium, without precedent, 
from the fourth and fifth centuries AD, from southern Russia and the Kazakh 
Plateau.”36 Bálint first looks at the appearance of burials with horse-skin at the 
leg, which are most typical of the conquerors. According to his evaluation, 
they appear in the 5th century on the South Russian steppe and this burial 
practice can be traced till the ninth century. ”(...) this custom appeared in 
southern Russia and in the Caucasus in the 5th century; in the 6th century it 
spread with the Avars to the Danube-Tisza region, but continued to live in the 
Central Volga area. It later appeared in the Upper Volga region, and finally 
re-entered the Carpathian Basin in large numbers with the conquerors. It is a 
telling aspect of ethnohistory that in the times following the settlement of the 
Árpáds, it no longer occurs in the East.... The identification is in favour of the 
Onogurs because they (some of them) moved to the Upper Volga (...).”37 

The problem is similar to the use of the term ”Saltovo culture” by Türk, 
which in some cases can mean the narrowly defined, geographically not very 
extensive Saltovo-Mayak culture, ethnically linked to the Alans and in other 
cases the Saltovo culture-range, which covers the archaeological cultures of 

 
32 KOMAR 2018, 66. 
33 KOMAR 2018, 81. 
34 KOMAR 2018, 79. 
35 Needless to say that, in the case of ethnic identification, according to the methodol-
ogy of archeology, burial customs are to be taken into account in the first place. 
36 BÁLINT 1971, 85–108, 92. 
37 BÁLINT 1971, 95–96. 
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different origins in the area of the former Khazar territories, a term which 
Türk himself noted is no longer used in Russian research.38 In the Russian lit-
erature, the term Ugor seems to refer to the (Xiongnu) Turkic population that 
united with the Finno-Ugric main population in the Trans-Ural and Western 
Siberian regions in the second–fourth centuries,39 which is otherwise called 
Turkic-Ogur in Hungarian historical and turcological literature,40 without be-
ing linked to any (Finno-)Ugric population. Within Hungarian archaeology, 
the Russian term Ugric may be translated as (Finno-)Ugric or Hungarian, de-
pending on how it is presented to the Hungarian readership; in fact, the Kush-
narenkovo culture was originally defined as Ugric, or Ogur, within Russian 
research.41 This leads to such a confusion of terminology (in the Hungarian 
archaeological descriptions) that makes it impossible to understand exactly 
what the Russian archaeologists mean in certain texts. 

Thus, one of the main representatives of the thesis of the identity between 
the Oguric and the Ugoric peoples in Russian research was Artamonov in the 
second half of the 20th century, whose opinion was accepted by many re-
searchers until today. ”The existence (and even dominance!) of the Ugrian 
population in the ethnic origin of the Huns, Bulgars and other nomadic peo-
ples of Eastern Europe was accepted by many historians and archaeologists 
after M. I. Artamonov and was presented as indisputable information in sub-
sequent works.”42 

 
38 TÜRK 2011, 90–91. 
39 See BREGEL 2003, 10–13. 
40 Or it is more precise to write that in Hungarian research Ogurs are simply held to 
be Turkic-speaking. This is why the name Onogur, used by foreigners to refer to Hun-
garians, is considered to be some kind of external designation, which must be ex-
plained, since, as they believe, the Onogurs were all Turkic-speaking; so obviously 
they cannot be the ancestors of the Hungarians. Although the preconception, which 
Péter Juhász also represents, that the Finno-Ugric-speaking Hungarians were block-
wise settled in the territory of the Turkic-speaking peoples (JUHÁSZ 2020), is, in my 
opinion, fundamentally wrong, and it is rather the case that the Hun and Ogur tribes 
arriving to Europe in the 4th and 5th centuries were organised from the Ugric and Tur-
kic-speaking populations east of the Volga, as Artamonov also thought.  
41 TÜRK 2011, 200.  G. I. Matveeva described the Kushnarenkovo and Karajakupovo 
cultures and defined them as Ugor in 1971. In 1976, E. A. Halikova described these 
cultures explicitly as Hungarian, but noted that most researchers date it from the 5th 
century, and about its origin: ”The Sargatka and other related ethnic groups from the 
steppe of the West Siberian grasslands were involved in the formation of the Kush-
narenkovo population.” HALIKOVA 1976, 53–78. On the Sargatka culture and its 
Xiongnu aspects, see ERDÉLYI‒BENKŐ 2005, 5–18. 
42 KOMAR 2018, 76. 
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As for Komar’s book, the author clearly stated that in his opinion the ma-
terial of the Subotic layer cannot be originated from the Kushnarenkovo cul-
ture of Bashkiria,43 and that some of the burial customs typical of the Hungar-
ians can be linked to the Ogurs of the steppe.44 Presumably, this was also the 
reason why Attila Türk does not think anymore that the ancestors of the ninth 
century Hungarians should be sought within the Kushnarenkovo culture, 
which was defined as Ugric,45 but it is also possible, as Komar assumed, that 
the Hungarians of Etelköz started wandering from Western Siberia at the be-
ginning of the ninth century and only a part of them settled in Bashkiria. In 
this case, however, it is incomprehensible how the burial customs of the Hun-
garian conquerors could have originated from the Ogurs.46 
 
 

The narrative of the Onogur-Magyar wandering 
 
I suggest that for a while we ignore the archaeological anomalies mentioned 
above and accept Türk’s statements as they are. Does this preclude assuming 
the early (4–5th century) and southern (steppe) settlement of the Hungarians 
on a historical basis? In my opinion, it does not. I mentioned above that Türk 
in relation to the conqueror Hungarian (and partly the Subotci Hungarian) 
artifacts lacked the links with the Saltovo culture and stressed that they were 
more related to the archaeological material of the Volga and Kama region, 
especially to the Bulgar material of the Volga. As for the origin of the Saltovo-
Mayak culture, it is the legacy of a group of Caucasian Alans who moved 
north to the Don region in order to escape the Muslim invasion of Khazaria in 
737.47 We also know from the sources that the Muslim campaigns reached as 

 
43 KOMAR 2018, 202. ”Defining the area where the Subotic layer developed, we obtain 
a triangle with the eastern foreland of the Aral Sea in the southwest, the Urals in the 
north around Chelyabinsk and the upper Irtis in the east.” Let us add, in the early 9th 
century. More recently, others also have questioned the connection between the Kush-
narenkovo culture and the Hungarians. See MATVEJEVA–ZELENKOV–GYÓNI 2022, 523–
540. (534.) 
44 KOMAR 2018, 89. 
45 TÜRK 2021, 195, 198. 
46 This seems to be very problematic – because according to István Fodor as well, the 
archaeological heritage of the 9th century Hungarians is mostly related to the artefacts 
of the Volga Bulgars, and then we haven’t even mentioned the early Turkic and Ala-
nian elements of the Hungarian language, and the Hungarian historical tradition it-
self... – how to reconcile this observation with Komar’s statement that the Hungarians 
only left Western Siberia in the early 9th century. 
47 TÜRK 2011, 46–48; RÓNA-TAS 1996a, 17. 
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far as the Khazar capital, the Khazar kagan was captured and forced to con-
vert to Islam.48 The migration of the Bulgars northwards can also be dated 
from this time,49 which means that the Bulgar (and Oguric) groups living in 
Khazaria moved northwards along the Volga, just as the Caucasian Alans 
moved northwards towards the Don. There is a causal link between the Mus-
lim campaigns in Khazaria in the 8th century and the northward migration of 
the peoples living within the Khaganate, therefore it is reasonable to assume 
that if the ancestors of the Hungarians lived within the Khaganate, they also 
moved northward; based on archaeological and linguistic evidence, in contact 
with the Bulgars.  

The fact that the Hungarians were already living north of the Khaganate 
from this time on is confirmed by another circumstance, namely that after the 
disappearance of the Sokolovskaya Balka layer at the end of the 8th century, 
the sites originated from this layer appear on the northern border of the 
Khaganate in the first half of the ninth century, and the conqueror Hungarian 
heritage also contains elements that can be linked to this group of finds.50 This 
is what Komar was referring to when he claimed that these northern Khazar 
sites were the legacy of the Kabars who had joined the Hungarians.51 If the 
Kabars had fled to the Hungarians after a defeat in an internal Khazar war, 
they must have known where the Hungarians lived – further north – and they 
must have known that they were not living under direct Khazar rule. If we 
assume that the Hungarians left the territory of the Khaganate after the Mus-
lim-Kazar wars of the mid-8th century, and at the same time we know that 
the culture of Saltovo-Mayak itself is the legacy of the Alans, fleeing from 
these wars, in the ninth century, then there is nothing surprising in the fact 
that the Hungarian finds of the 9th and 10th centuries can be originated from 
the material of the lands north of the Khaganate rather than from the material 
of the Saltovo or Khazar areas, since by the time the Saltovo culture as a whole 
has developed, the Hungarians were no longer living directly in Khazar ter-
ritory. 

From this point of view is of particular significance what I mentioned at 
the beginning of this paper: in Türk’s interpretation, there are in fact only two 
narratives available in the historical evaluation of the archaeological data he 
observed: the first – in this case there are actually two versions –, according to 
which the Hungarians lived in Bashkiria for centuries and their archaeological 

 
48 RÓNA-TAS 1996b, 182–183. 
49 CZEGLÉDY 1976, 82–89. 
50 TÜRK 2011, 105, 149, 152–153, 166. 
51 TÜRK 2011, 64–65. Of course, if we do not define the Sokolovskaya Balka layer as 
Khazar heritage, but Onogur or Ogur – as I pointed out above, that this is possible 
based on the sources –, then we have a direct archeological link between the Hunga-
rians and the Onogurs/Ogurs.  
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heritage could be identified with the Kushnarenkovo culture, and from there 
the Hungarians migrated to Etelköz in the first half of the ninth century (A1), 
or more recently, that the Hungarians migrated directly from the Trans-Ural, 
West Siberian areas towards Bashkiria and then towards Etelköz in the early 
9th century (A2), while the other suggests that some Uralic Ugric population 
would have settled in Khazaria in the seventh–eighth centuries and migrated 
from there towards Etelköz in the first half of the ninth century (B). The sec-
ond theory (B) would be the theory of the ”turcology,” which seeks to provide 
some kind of historical background for the loanword elements of the Hungar-
ian language which has Turkic (and Alanic) origin, and refers to the chrono-
logical and biogeographical data for some of the words adopted. However, 
there is no source for this latter theory of migration, and as I have pointed out 
above, the population movement in the period was in the opposite direction, 
from south to north. This essentially rules out the possibility of any popula-
tion moving from the Urals to the territory of the Khaganate in the 8th century. 

I have to note that the theory of the ”early southern settlement” originally, 
in the classical period of the research, did not mean this, but rather, as I have 
already indicated,52 that the Hungarians arrived to the Pontic steppe from 
their ancestral homeland in Western Siberia as part of the Ogur, Onogur tribal 
federations in the 5th century, if not earlier. In his monograph, Németh ar-
gued for the early presence of Ogur/Bulgar Turkic groups on the basis of 
Priscus’ account, in which he describes the arrival of the Saragurs, Ugrians, 
and Onogurs in Europe.53 In Németh’s view, how he reconstructed Priscus’ 
description about the migration of the mentioned nations, the Ogurs, the 
Ogurs arrived from Western Siberia. As additional arguments Németh refers 
to the Ogur-Turkic name of the river Ural from the 2nd century AD: Jajyk,54 
the Russian Jugria name designating the area of the Ural and Western Siberia, 
the references on the Ogurs in Chinese sources dated from the first century 
BC to the third century AD, which locate mounted nomads in Middle Asia 
and on the northwestern territories of Middle Asia. These were the O-k’ut or 
Ho-k’ut and the Tingling/Dinlin people, the latter lived in the Siberian forest 
steppe region along the Irtis river. Németh also refers to the Turkic loanwords 
of the Samoyedic languages, dated from a time when Samoyedic people lived 
more in the south. On the basis, that the original territory of the Finno-Ugric 
base language and its dialects was mostly localized to the Volga-Kama region 
and around the Ural mountain, and that the later Ugric speaking population 
lived on the eastern parts, adding that the later western Finno-Permian 
groups reached into Scandinavia, could be assumed rightfully that the Ugric 

 
52 See note 27. 
53 NÉMETH 1930, 98–111.  
54 NÉMETH 1930, 112–113. 
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speaking people and later the Proto-Hungarians came into contact with the 
western branches of the Old- (or Lir-) Turkic speaking groups in Western Si-
beria.55 This could happen in the first centuries of the first millenium. Around 
the middle of the 5th century the Hungarians, being part of the Onogur and 
Ogur federation, moved to Europe and settled east from the Don, in the Ku-
ban region and along the Volga where they became the eastern neighbours of 
the Bulgars who earlier were called Huns in the western sources.  

This theory has a strong basis in literature and held up until the late 
1960s.56 The question is not so much its scientific basis, but rather how it came 
to be overlooked just after the Russian archaeology reached close to the results 
of the classical research in Hungary.57 This is true even if Artamonov thought 
that the population of the Hungarian tribal union appeared on the western 
Pontic steppe only in the early 9th century. In this respect he was right, that 
the ninth–tenth century finds of the Hungarians are more related to the Volga-
South Ural region and it was from there that the migration to Etelköz began. 
The reason is that the Hungarians spent almost a hundred years in that area 
(from the second half of the 8th century to the first third of the ninth century),58 
but their original steppe territories were earlier in the south, as were the ter-
ritories of the (Volga) Bulgars and the (Don) Alans.59 

As an argument against the early presence of the Hungarians on the steppe 
in the 5th and 7th centuries, Attila Türk said that the area of the Don and Ku-
ban rivers were largely uninhabited in the fifth–seventh centuries, and no ar-
chaeological remains from there are known. ”On the other hand, the number 
of burials known from the settled areas does not even exceed 120 nowadays, 
with research being very intensive by Eastern European standards.”60 Inter-
estingly, Bence Gulyás, to whom Türk referred, did not write this, but, as I 
quote: ”Despite the importance of the region, the archaeological research on 
the issue is scarce. Fewer than 120 grave complexes and archaeological sites 

 
55 NÉMETH 1930, 121–124. 
56 I have already listed the relevant literature in an earlier study (KERÉNYI 2023, 5–20.), 
here I will only cite the main works: THÚRY 1896, 677–692, 778–803, 880–917; GOMBOCZ 
1920, 19–30; ZICHY 1923; MORAVCSIK 1930; ZSIRAI 1930; NÉMETH 1930; LIGETI 1943, 36–
70; CZEGLÉDY 1943, 100–122; GYÖRFFY 1949, 27–38; SZ. KISPÁL 1951. 
57 I will discuss this issue in more detail in my forthcoming doctoral thesis. 
58 This also explains why the Hungarians have an archaeologically detectable link with 
the Pechenegs and the Srostk archeological culture (Kimeks): they were bordered by 
them from the east in the 8th-9th centuries along the southern Ural mountain and the 
Volga or Ural rivers. See KOMAR 2018. 143–145; 176–190. 
59 The archaeological, linguistic and anthropological links between the Hungarians 
and the Bulgars, in my opinion, rule out the possibility that the Hungarians arrived 
from the Trans-Ural region to the Eastern European steppes in the early 9th century. 
NEMESKÉRY–ÉRY–KRALOVÁNSZKY 1960, 3–32; BÁLINT 1971, 85–108; FODOR 1977, 79–115. 
60 TÜRK 2021, 191. 
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are known from the region and period under study, either as solitary burials 
or as part of 2-4 graves. These constraints impose serious limitations on inter-
pretation.”61 Of course I cannot judge which of the two statements – ”the sub-
ject has hardly been researched archaeologically” and ”with a research being 
very intensive” – is correct, but that the two contradict each other is certain: 
Türk’s statement that ”The settlement history of the region in the 5th to the 
7th centuries did not even consider the identification of these graves with the 
ancestors of the Hungarians”62 is strongly questioned if one only reads Ko-
mar’s book on pages 78–85.63 In his study, Komar identifies west–east orien-
tation and partial horse burial as the most characteristic funerary practices of 
ninth-century Hungarians. On this basis, he excludes any fifth- to seventh-
century steppe cemeteries with meridional (north–south) or strictly north–
south orientation. However, if this criterion is indeed as decisive as Komar 
suggests, the Kushnarenkovo and Karajakupovo cultures cannot represent 
successive phases of the same archaeological culture; otherwise, their chro-
nology would have to be interpreted as a centuries-long Hungarian legacy in 
Bashkiria.64  

In his monograph Károly Czeglédy strengthened the view which Gyula 
Németh represented regarding the early Western Siberian presence of (Turkic 
speaking) mounted nomads,65 although he changed his view on the localiza-
tion of the ancient territories of the Hungarians, saying they lived on the west-
ern side of the Urals and could not come into contact with the Onogurs and 
the Ogurs before the 5th century. In 1975 István Fodor based on the linguistic 
results of Péter Hajdú and on the results of Russian archeologists localized the 
ancient homeland of the Ugric population in Western Siberia, where the later 
Ob-Ugric and Proto-Hungarian tribes lived. From here the Hungarians 
moved to the western side of the Urals around the 5th and 6th centuries. Fodor 
writes that in Western Siberia there were no early Hungarian-Turkic contacts 
and Turkic speaking people appeared there much later. 66  Therefore early 
Hungarian-Turkic contacts were excluded one way or the other. If in Hungar-
ian archaeology it is stated, that the theory of the Western Siberian homeland 
of the Hungarians is proved by linguistic and archeologic results,67 then our 
priority should be to examine the ethnic and linguistic environment of West-
ern Siberia and the adjacent regions. About this István Fodor wrote the fol-
lowing in 1980: ”The Proto-Hungarians developing nomadism probably lived 

 
61 GULYÁS 2021, 64–74. 
62 TÜRK 2021, 192. 
63 KOMAR 2018, 78–85. 
64 SUDÁR – PETKES 2014, 38. 
65 CZEGLÉDY 1969, 17–18, 40–41, 47–52, 92–98, 102–110. 
66 FODOR 1975, 91, 113. 
67 TÜRK 2021, 163–212; TÜRK 2023, 385–402. 
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for a long time at the eastern side of the Ural in the vicinity of the Sarmatians. 
So at the end of the early Iron age the ancient Hungarian and Ob-Ugric groups 
lived already separately, and if the assumption of Károly Czeglédy is right, at 
this time they could come into contact with Western Siberian Turkic people 
separately. [Although] It is true that archeologists date the appearance of the 
Turks much later than the East-European migration of the Ogurs (Tinglings), 
from further research we can expect the finding of the archaeological material 
of the earliest Turkic people here.”68 Fodor refused to suggest early Western 
Siberian contacts between Hungarians and Turkic people referring to the ab-
sence of the archaeological material of early Turkic settlement there, and re-
ferring to the idea, that the Huns, Onogurs and Savirs migrated westward on 
a southern route, therefore they couldn’t meet the ancestors of the Hungari-
ans,69 and in his article he represented that the first contacts between Bulgars 
and Hungarians took place from around 750 in the Middle Volga and Kama 
region, as he wrote in his earlier monograph.  

But in fact already at that time there were assumptions in Russian archae-
ology regarding the demonstration of the settlement of early Inner Asian no-
mads in Western Siberia, as Fodor himself cited the opinion of Mogilnikov, 
according to which the Sargat culture from the 4th century BC to the 4th cen-
tury AD was the archaeological heritage of the Sabir people. Fodor himself 
saw the Sargat culture as a culture Proto-Hungarians were part of.70 In his 
book of the year 1974 Chernetsov stated as well that traces of Inner Asian pop-
ulations can be shown in the archaeological material of the Ugrians in Western 
Siberia.71 As for nowadays, we can state that newer archaeological studies 
proved the early (2–4th centuries AD) presence of the Xiongnu in the Ural 
region and Western Siberia,72 which correlates to the results gained from the 

 
68 FODOR 1980, 9–46, 10–11. 
69 FODOR 1980, 9–46. cit. 3. Already in an earlier study I argued that referring to Bakath 
itself does not prove that the Onogurs and Ogurs lived on the southern part of the 
Khazak steppe. See KERÉNYI 2023, 5–15. 
70 FODOR 2009, 27–31. About the Sargat culture See ERDÉLY–BENKŐ 2005, 5–15. 
71 CHERNETSOV 1974, 113–137. 
72  ZASECKAJA–BOKOVENKO 1994, 701–724; BOTALOV 2007, 1–39; BOTALOV 2013, 1–21; 
KORYAKOVA–EPIMAKHOV 2007, 228–230, 245–250, 295–312. ”It is historically known that 
the ancient Turks (Tuku and Tele of Chinese chronicles) were connected with northern 
Hsiung-nu tribes. The Tuku tribes were united into the first state (the first Turkic khan-
ate) in the early sixth century CE. Since that time, the Turkic-speaking people largely 
occupied western Siberia, Kazakhstan, and Central Asia. However, scholars relate the 
early appearance of Turks here to the last centuries of the first millennium BC/begin-
ning of the first millennium CE.” 345. 
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written sources and which correlates also to certain linguistic results.73 There-
fore the theory which states that Hungarians and Onogurs/Ogurs moved to 
Europe in a common tribal federation, as one and the same people, from West-
ern Siberia has all the probability to be accepted as a valid historical recon-
struction. 

From a historical point of view, it can be possible that the Hungarian tribal 
confederation, organised in the Volga region at the turn of the 8th–9th cen-
tury, was composed of those, otherwise ethnically related, Ogur and Hun el-
ements, which had previously been known as separate tribal federations 
(Hun, Ogur, Kutrigur, Onogur, Saragur, Bulgar, etc.), some of which had al-
ready been in the Volga region,74 and others which had been in the southern 
steppes and had moved north in the 8th century. The Magyar, in my opinion, 
was originally the name of a major tribe under whose leadership the Magyar 
tribal confederation was organized. Thus, we can search at most for the ante-
cedents of the archaeological finds characteristic to the ninth century Hungar-
ians on the steppe.75 The future population of this tribal confederation was 
still under different tribal names, but the population itself could be summarily 
defined as Ogur.76 

 
73 See cit. 80. below and the linguistic results of Margit K. Palló in her book regarding 
the Turkic verbs of the Hungarian language. K. PALLÓ 1982, 3–10, 248–256.    
74 Jordanes notes that the Onogurs were famous for the fur trade (KISS 2004, V. 37–38), 
which definitely suggests that they were in direct contact with the fur-hunting peoples 
of the Taiga. This is not contradicted by the fact that their territories are also marked 
in the south (Patria Onogoria). If the Onogurs controlled the north-south trade on the 
steppe, they must have occupied the area from where they obtained the goods and 
may have had territories where they resold them, i.e. around the Black Sea cities. See 
GULYÁS 2021. 72.: ”Looking at the distribution of nomadic sites, it is immediately ap-
parent that, in addition to their concentration around the Crimea and the Taman pen-
insula, several of them penetrate deep into the forested steppe along the major rivers 
– the Dnieper, the Don, the Volga –, which may indicate the control over the main 
trade routes.” I would note that the town of Kungur is located in the Permian area in 
the north, close to the fur (”prém”) road. When another wave of nomads arrived to the 
southern steppe areas, or when the steppe areas were attacked from the south, the 
nomads who were already on the steppe could not only move further west, but also 
towards more northern areas. For more on the European settlement of these tribes, see 
KERÉNYI 2022, 295–306. 
75 See GULYÁS 2021, 72. 
76 This is hinted at in the text of Simocattes, in which, recalling the deeds of the Gök-
Turk kagan in the 6th century, he writes: ”The kagan also went on a further venture, 
and brought all the Ogors under his power (...). They live in the east, where the Til 
River flows through (...). The oldest leaders of this people were named Uar and 
Khunni. It is from them that some of the peoples of their race, called uar and khunni, 
derive their names” (OLAJOS 2012. VII. 7. 6.). It is not only important here that the name 
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According to the interpretative framework of our more recent Turkic stud-
ies, the Turkic loanwords of the Hungarian language originate from the sec-
ond half of the first millennium, because according to the sources, this is when 
the first Turkic-speaking peoples settled in Europe.77 This is a purely histori-
cal argumentation and has no concrete linguistic support.78 If we do not de-
fine the Kama region as the place of origin and ethnogenesis of the Hungari-
ans, but Western Siberia, then we must necessarily go back in time to the be-
ginning of early Turkic-Hungarian linguistic relations.79 Linguistic research 
does not exclude this possibility. I am not arguing that all Turkic-derived lin-
guistic elements were adopted in the first to fourth centuries; rather, I suggest 
that this was the period when such adoption began, and that it continued after 
the migration to Europe. If we interpret Ugoric–Turkic ethnic and linguistic 
relations as a long-term ethnogenetic process—one that contributed to the for-
mation of the Hungarians, or more precisely of Ogur and Hun groups—then 
the term loanword may be less appropriate from a historical perspective. In 
that case, it may be preferable to speak of a superstratum effect.80 

The above argumentation, of course, requires further investigation by all 
disciplines concerned, but it is perhaps sufficient to rehabilitate the thesis of 
the classical Hungarian research, that the ancestors of the Hungarians ap-
peared under the names of Ogur and Onogur on the Pontic steppe around 463 

 
Ogur appears here as an ethnic designation, but also that these Ogurs live along the 
Volga. 
77 LIGETI 1986, 158, 530; RONA-TAS–BERTA 2011, 19–22; AGYAGASI 2014, 199–204; ZIMO-

NYI 2014, 73–91. 
78 LIGETI 1986, 524. Vö. JUHÁSZ 2020, 86. It is an other matter that Juhász uses this to 
date the Hungarian-Turkic relations as late as possible. 
79 About the theory of the Western Siberian homeland see KERÉNYI 2023, 5–20. 
80 See LIGETI 1986, 440.: ”Taking into account the available information, we can con-
clude that the Chuvash-type [Ogur, Bulgar or Lir-] Turkic language, with its dialects, 
was formed in the westernmost region of Turkic-speaking territories; all signs point to 
the fact that we must look for its cradle in the region of the Urals, in Southwestern-
Siberia.”; 441: ”... we would like to mention, however, that during recent research, the 
idea that Chuvash does not simply belong to the Turkic languages, but is somehow 
more loosely connected to them, is increasingly coming to the fore. This view is repre-
sented by K.H. Menges [...], who, in addition to the generally accepted threefold divi-
sion of the Altaic languages, classifies the Hunnic language branch as the fourth (prac-
tically the first) along with Volga Bulgarian: he designates the areas south and south-
west of the Altai as their ancient territory.” Also 434. ”The westernmost part of this 
[ancient Turkic language] then as a superstratum settled on a foreign [other] language, 
which did not use/have z and s; from this [linguistic relation] developed the pre-Chu-
vash, in which the development of rhotacism fulfilled in its absolute form, the lamb-
dacism although stuck halfway.” 
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AD; this theory of wandering can, in my opinion, serve as a basis for reconcil-
ing the seemingly contradictory archaeological and linguistic (turcological) 
results without seeking to discredit one or the other. 
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