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1 Introduction

While discussing linguistic contacts of Slavic and Altaic peoples, the term ‘Alta-
ic’ covers the Huns, Avars and Bulgars!. From the linguistic perspective, the term
‘Altaic’ covers the common background both of the Hunno—Bulgarian language
and, most probably, that of the Avars. These languages have in common such fea-
tures which united them with the Chuvash and Mongolian languages and distin-
guished them from Turkic. From the historical perspective, it is incorrect to call
them ‘Turkic;, since the first Turks appear in Europe long after the advent of Huns
and Bulgars.

The early contacts between Slavic and Altaic peoples (Huns, Avars and Bul-
gars) have been the subject of both historical and philological studies (Curta
2006, Dobrodomov 1969, Gotab 1992, 392—414, Granberg 2000, Kiparsky 1975,
61-64, Pritsak 1983, Szadeczky-Kardoss 1990, 207—225, Tapkova-Zaimova 1966,
Téapkova-Zaimova and Pavlov 1993, 21-29). They have established both the geo-
graphic and chronological borders of these contacts, and they enable us to draw
three main conclusions: (1) traces of such contacts are evident over a vast territo-
ry, from Pannonia in the West and the lower Danube in the South to the middle
Dnepr in the East; (2) the data are insufficient to clearly distinguish Huns, Avars
and Bulgars one from another; (3) the relationship of the ‘local’ Slavs and the Al-
taic ‘intruders’ from the Eastern steppes was a matter of evolution.

2 Chronology of the Slavic-Altaic contacts
The upper limit of Slavic-Altaic contacts is set without much dispute in the second
half of the 4th c., when the Huns cross the Eastern frontier of Europe. But the con-
crete limits of Slavic-Altaic interaction vary either before or after the beginning of
the 7th c., depending on the question whether it was the migration of Slavic peo-
ples that led them to the definitive split into Eastern, Western and Southern Slavs.
That may though be the lower limit of borrowing from Altaic into Slavic.

The contact between Bulgars and the Southern Slavs must, however, be set fore-

word two more centuries, from the end of the 7th century up to the second half

1 For the history of these peoples before leaving Asia, as well as for details of their migration to
Europe, cf. Yii (1990, 118-150) and Szadeczky-Kardoss (1990, 206—228).
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of the 9th century. After the beginning of the state formation process in Bulgaria
in the 680s, the Bulgars and the part of the Southern Slavs, which was involved in
the Bulgarian society, converted to Christianity in 864.

The questions that are important for the classification and the future study of
the Hunno-Bulgarian loan-words in Slavonic are:
1) What is the chronology of the borrowings and in which way they were bor-
rowed?
2) How the borrowings were adapted — phonologically, morphologically and se-
mantically — to become Slavonic?

3 Sources for the study
Only loan-words with well established etymology have been included in this study.
Loan-words which have an uncertain origin have been excluded from the classifi-
cation in order to avoid conclusions build on doubtful material. The earliest Alta-
ic loan-words in Slavic? were also excluded from the classification because of the
great difficulty of analyzing their proper origin.

Only written sources in Slavonic have been used when excerpting loan-words
for the study. The so called Protobulgarian inscriptions in Greek and Hunno-Bul-

garian3 are not included because they do not contain texts in Slavonic.

4 Classification of the Hunno-Bulgarian loan-words in Slavonic
The classification presented below is not complete because of new Hunno-Bulgar-
ian loan-words being discovered all the time as a result of new text studies or be-

cause of the new etymological research.
4.1 Classification according to the chronology of the borrowing

4.1.1 Hunno-Bulgarian loan-words borrowed by the Slavs prior to
the formation of the distinguished groups of Eastern, Western and
Southern Slavs

Igor Dobrodomov (1969, 67—69) discussed the possibility of studying early Hun-
no-Bulgarian borrowings in Slavonic as a distinct group. The latest borrowings
belonging to this group were, according to I. Dobrodomov, dated before the dif-

2 See for example the word smiks) ‘bull’ (Kor$ 1909, Baskakov 1979, 205, Setarov 1990), koza ‘goat’
(Setarov 1990, 33), sators) ‘branch’ (Dobrodomov 1969), nevars ‘'model, testimony, mark’ (L'vov
1962, 93, Vaillant 1957, 138) which Altaic origin has been discussed several times.

3 These ca 90 inscriptions, published by Veselin Besevliev (1979) are dated to the time of the

First Bulgarian empire (7th—11th c.). Most of the inscriptions are in Greek, some are in Hunno-
Bulgarian with Greek letters and the majority of them were made before the advent of Slavonic

writing at the end of the 9th century.
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ferentiation of the Slavic groups to Eastern, Western and Southern Slavs. What
is still uncertain is the chronology of the latest borrowings from Hunno-Bulgari-
an, common for all Slavs.

There are, however, some historical arguments, essential for the chronology of
these borrowings. The Goths and the Huns came into contact with the Slavs dur-
ing the 3rd—4th centuries. Slavic tribes lived north of the Goths and Huns who,
who in this way played the role of a ‘wall’ between the world of the Slavs and that
of the Roman Empire (Curta 2006, 39-69, Gjuzelev and Drazev 1966, 12). The
Goths and Huns blocked the historical migration of the Slavs up until the late 5th
or early 6th century (Angelov 1981, 92). The period of borrowings from Hunno-
Bulgarian, common for all Slavic languages, must therefore be updated up to the
early 6th century.

The Hunno-Bulgarian loan-words were used in the earliest texts and books writ-
ten in Slavonic, i.e. these words appeared in the scripts at the end of the 9th cen-
tury. An important argument for defining them as early is that the borrowings ex-
ist in all Slavic languages. Both their phonology and their semantics can be traced
back to the early common Slavic period, which continued up until the early 6th
century. The following loan-words belong to this group:

(1) sasBans ‘column, (funeral) statue, idol, othin’ (Clauson 1972, 333, Granberg
1997a, 55, Menges 1951a, 21-22). The Huns and the Bulgars raised such bulvans
on graves or in memorial places. Some of these bulvans can today be seen in Bul-
garia, Italy and Ukraine (Danil’¢enko 1981, 17-26).

(2) Banrapunn ‘Bulgar, BoOhyap(og)’ (Granberg 1997a, 55—57, Pritsak 1954, 219).
(3) kaoBoyks 'Fur cap, tiara, »idagis’ (Granberg 1997a, 7980, Vasmer 1986 11, 252).
Klobuk was a specific kind of conical fur cap used by Huns and Bulgars. An ex-
ample of klobuk can be seen in the miniature from the Menology of the Byzantine
emperor Basil IT (975-1025 AD) (Migne PG 117, 276-556).

(4) ronumorn, koaumara "Tent, camp, oxnvnfy’ (Granberg 1997a, 82—83, Miltenov
2006, 188, Vasmer 1986 11, 291). Kolimog was a kind of round tent which could be
transported on wheels.

(5) rparoyun ‘Sparrow-hawk, Accipiter nisus, iegdE’ (Granberg 1997a, 85, Setarov
1990, 56-57).

(6) kpmvars ‘Mug, xegauelc, nepbov, Eeotdg, ToUphov, urceus’ (Granberg 1997a,
86, Miltenov 2006, 189, Vasmer 1986 II, 341).

(7) kwuurw has many meanings in Slavonic: “Writing, book, dmwootdatov, fiiiov,
BIBAOS, YOGuUOTO, YOOUUOTETOVY, YOUPETOV, YOOpY, YOupLxT, d¢ATLOV, dEATOC, dLaryodiyt-
nata, Emypagn, deoniouata, lotogla, Toayuateia, ovyyoagh, xaodyua, libri’ (Gran-
berg 1997a, 94-97, Vasmer 1986 11, 262—263). This loan-word meant also ‘the

third stomach of ruminants; by analogy to the form and the shape of the codex,
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and this meaning, besides the main meaning ‘book; is still in use in many Slavic
languages and dialects.

(8) caBdia ‘Sword, Eyyewpidrov’ (Clauson 1972, 782, Granberg 1997a, 105, Vasmer
1986 111, 541).

(9) caons (Granberg 1997a, 109, Ivanov 1977, 153-157, Sevortjan 1974, 177-179,
Vasmer 1986 III, 674—675).

(10) xopxrwi ‘1. Flag, standard, téyua, 2. Scepter, oxfittpov, 3. Tribe, race, clan, oxfjr-
100V’ (Dobrev 1987, 96, Granberg 1997a, 116). Chorong(y) was the flag of the cav-
alry used by Huns and Bulgars.

(11) vekans 'Hammer, battle axe’ (Granberg 1997a, 119, Setarov 1990, 75, Vasmer
1986 1V, 324-325).

(12) veeans "Mug, Eéotng, sextarius’ (Granberg 1997a, 121).

It is highly plausible that the title joupa¢) “Zupan’ belongs to this group of early
Slavic borrowings from Hunno-Bulgarian (Menges 1959, 178).

4.1.1.1 History of the early Altaic-Slavic language contact
Hunno-Bulgarian language belongs to the Altaic family and it is commonly con-
sidered as language from the Western branch of the Turkic languages (Meng-
es 1951b, 88—89). Omeljan Pritsak (1982) and Boris Simeonov (1982) argue that
Hunno-Bulgarian should be classified as an East Altaic language of the Hunnic
branch.

The Huns dominated Central Europe during the second half of the 4th centu-
ry, after their victory over the Alans and the Goths (Tapkova-Zaimova 1966, 11—
15). In the early 5th century the Bulgars established certain political power in Pan-
nonia and in the Western Carpathian valley. The Slavs were at that time living in
an area stretching from Pannonia to the middle stream zone of the river Dnepr.
Some groups among the Slavs were at the end of the 4th century in war with the
Goths. The Huns entered the war as allies of the Slavs and the Goths suffered de-
feat (Jordanes, 88—89).

The early contacts between the Slavs and different political formations, where
Altaic languages might have been spoken, should however not be overstated. The
Huns and the Bulgars were nomads and stock-breeders and their natural milieu
was the steppe. The Slavs were settled as farmers and took a different ‘ecological
niche’” in Central and Eastern Europe.

The loan-words listed above are not that many — most are names for objects
which the Slavs were unfamiliar with prior to their contact with Huns and Bul-

gars. The source language of these loan-words is an Altaic language of the Hun-
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nic group, but it is quite difficult to make a distinction between Hunnic and Bul-
garian at the time?.

4.1.2 Hunno-Bulgarian loan-words borrowed by the Eastern and
Southern Slavs, but not by the Western Slavs
The distribution of loan-words from this group shows that they were borrowed
later than those from the first group (4.1.1), but not later than the second half of
the 7th century when the process of Bulgarian-Slavic state formation began on
the Balkans.

This group is not homogeneous when it comes to the way of borrowing and it

could be divided in three sections.

4.1.2.1 Loan-words borrowed into all South Slavic and East Slavic
languages

The following loan-words belong to this section:

(13) snewpn ‘Pearl, uopyooitng’ is an Arabic loan-word in Hunno-Bulgarian, which
was borrowed by the Slavs from Hunno-Bulgarian (Granberg 1997a, 54, Vasmer
1986 1, 168).

(14) sonmpuns, swiaa ‘Boyar, doxwv, ueyLotdives, ouyrAntixds, chyrintog, gpihog, ol té
nedto éQovtes. Boyla was among the Bulgars a common title for magnates close
to the ruler (Clauson 1972, 385, Granberg 19974, 58).

(15) skanvoyrs ‘Ring’ (Clauson 1972, 380, Granberg 1997a, 63).

(16) skakrs ‘Gift, sign, symbol, onueiov, odporov’ (Clauson 1972, 338-339, Gran-
berg 1997a, 63—64).

(17) kans "Mould, model, likeness, prototype, box, dyohua, abhdc, doyelov, enmv,
0e6g, OMun, nohedg, mepiforog, odpa, tdhavrov’ (Clauson 1972, 584, Granberg 19974,
75-78).

(18) kormvers 'Blister, pustule; box, coffin; grave, tomb; stone hillock, dmodfun,
yYAwoobropov, dMxn, nBwtds, AMovag, onnds, cweds’ (Clauson 1972, 586-587, Gran-
berg 1997a, 80-81, Vasmer 1986 II, 272-273).

(19) kowToyna ‘Fable, uvdog, pvdohoyfua’ was borrowed into Hunno-Bulgarian
from an Iranian language and then borrowed from Hunno-Bulgarian into Slavon-
ic (Granberg 19974, 85, Vasmer 1986 11, 362).

(20) roymups 'Form, statue, pagan god, altar, dyohua, avdoudc, fmwuds, yhvrtov,
datpwy, €dwAiov, ewhordtons/-lo, tvdoiua, xiponkog, Edavov, oéfaoua, OTHA,
yolrovoynue’ (Granberg 1997a, 8891, Vasmer 1986 11, 416).

4 Even the language of the Avars, which also belonged to the Hunnic group, could be discussed
as a possible source for the borrowings (Dobrodomov 1969).
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(21) cann ‘Rank, status, dignity, dEia, dEimua, doyh, faduode, ebmoayic, Tooromnt, TE-
1G5, T, témog, @og’ (Clauson 1972, 830-831, 833, Granberg 1997a, 105-107).
(22) venarw ‘Bag, pocket, outer garment’ (Granberg 1997a, 121-122, Vasmer 1986
1V, 146-147, 373-374).

4.1.2.2 Loan-words with limited diffusion in the South Slavic and the
East Slavic languages

These loan-words were mostly used in medieval texts and books of Bulgarian and
Russian origin.

(23) Barpn ‘Purple regalia, mopgipa’ was borrowed into Hunno-Bulgarian from Ar-
abic (Clauson 1972, 317, Granberg 1997a, 48-49).

(24) sanxwvun ‘Craftsman, téntov, faber’ (Granberg 1997a, 57, Vasmer 1986 I,
174).

(25) sBoxmurn ‘Mohammed, refers only to the prophet of Allah (Granberg 1997a,
60, Moravcsik 1958 II, 200-203), only in texts of Russian origin.

(26) spavuna ‘Silk brocade, onowdv’ (Clauson 1972, 357-358, Granberg 1997a,
60).

(27) aoxwropn ‘Pillow, mpooxepdharov’ (Clauson 1972, 899, Granberg 1997a, 67—
68).

(28) kpmyuu ‘Smith, goldsmith, xohxetc’ (Clauson 1972, 647, Granberg 1997a, 87).
(29) koyphanks, koypuan ‘Prototype, mould, timog’ (Clauson 1972, 736, Granberg
1997a, 92).

(30) kmamirs ‘Parasite, leech, mapdottoc’ (Clauson 1972, 620-621, Granberg 1997a,
94).

(31) onmuns ‘Soldier, otpatudng, otpatds’ (Granberg 1997a, 102, Vasmer 111, 126—
127).

(32) camnvun ‘Steward, counsellor, peltotegog, 6 &mi Tiig oixiag, otrovopog” (Clauson
1972, 830-831, 833, Granberg 1997a, 105). The official who was samci participat-
ed in the most important of the khan’s embassies. He may have been a specialized
counsellor, e.g. one conversant in foreign languages and scripts.

(33) canorw ‘Leather shoe, sandal, boot, méduhov, tmddnua’ was borrowed into Hun-
no-Bulgarian from Mongolian (Clauson 1972, 786, Granberg 1997a, 107-108).
Chlebnikova (1988, 244—253) has studied the footwear found at the excavations in
and around the city of Bolgar and the techniques employed in its production.
(34) coravum ‘Cook, ndyerog, Oyporouds’ (Granberg 1997a, 110), cokannks, cokano
‘Kitchen, payewpetov’ (Granberg 1997a, 109-110, Vasmer 1986 I1I, 708).

(35) cminm “Turret, tower, wopyog’ (Clauson 1972, 834, Granberg 1997a, 111-112).
(36) vurorn ‘Bearer of arms, aide, omaddoLog, mevonowa’ (Granberg 1997a, 119—

120). Cigat was the title of the courtier following the ruler and bearing his sword.
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(37) vpurorn ‘Bedchamber, house, palace, 96hapog, vuugdv, taotds’ was borrowed
in Hunno-Bulgarian from Persian (Granberg 1997a, 120-121, Rusek and Raceva
1982, 27-34).

(38) Hunno-Bulgarian suffix -vun was borrowed in Slavonic and used for building
new nomina agentis words like: aspAnvun ‘builder, 0ix00010g; nkonoxBIMsYHH ‘Dak-
er of (ceramic) icons, €ixovoraiTog, knensvun ‘smith; kopassvun ‘shipbuilder, sailor,
vournyds, voTng, KopasamnacEsvun ‘navigator, kpnmuvun ‘(spiritual) helmsman, »v-
Beovntng, noruknyun ‘double dealing” and ca 20 other words.

4.1.2.3 Loan-words registered only in Slavonic texts of Bulgarian
origin

To this section belong loan-words which were used in texts produced in medie-
val Bulgaria:

(39) kommpors, romopn, romps ‘Vessel for water, strongbox, money belt, »egbyu-
ov, 0opla’ was borrowed into Hunno-Bulgarian from an Iranian language (Gran-
berg 1997a, 83, Rusek and Raceva 1982, 27-34). The Slavonic manuscripts trans-
mit various spellings of the loan-word: komspors, KOMOPOrT, KOMOY POk, KOMPOrh
and komoprh.

(40) kopsmns ‘Abdomen, belly, stomach, xexgigarog’ (Clauson 1972, 661, Granberg
1997a, 84-85).

(41) kpuskmira ‘Car (disambiguation), litter (vehicle) (von Arnim 1956, 45-46).

(42) kpwvarsvuu ‘Potter, vepapets’ (Granberg 1997a, 86—87).

(43) kmnoyepun ‘Prophet, guide, mpopixiog, dpixiog’ was a shaman or wizard, who
made sacrifice in time of peace and war. According to Clauson (1972, 617) the ti-
tle was first recorded in 923 by Ibn Fadlan, but the title goluwr nokofigog was re-
corded in Bulgarian inscriptions from the 8th century (Besevliev 1979, 56—58, 64—
65, inscription 68).

(44) TeTers ‘Litter (vehicle)’ (Reinhart 1995, 135-142).

(45) xpw3ans “Whip, scourge, goayédhn’ was borrowed in Hunno-Bulgarian from
some Iranian language and has been registered even in Greek yaCdviov ‘scourge’
(Granberg 1997a, 117, Vasmer 1986 1V, 277).

(46) vau ‘Brew, tea’ was discovered in the text of Bpaviba koy3smuna “The treatment
of Cosma’ (Dobrev 1989-90, 168—171, Granberg 1997a, 118).

(47) vpsrov(sman), vpsrwia ‘Crigu Boyla’ was the title of the second boyla at the Bul-
garian khan’s court. He was in command of 455 coats of mail, 540 helmets of one
and 854 of another type, and 427 breastplates, i.e. five regiments of heavy and light
cavalry (Besevliev 1979, 63, inscription 53, Granberg 1997a, 120).

(48) mrugovasnuua ‘Hospice, Eevodoyia’ (Clauson 1972, 882, Granberg 1997a,
122).
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4.1.3 Discussion

It is difficult to establish whether the loan-words from the second group — (13—
22) and especially (23—-38) — were borrowed directly, through oral contact with
the Hunno-Bulgarian language, or if they were borrowed only by the Southern
Slavs and then used in the first texts in written Slavonic. The Hunno-Bulgarian
loan-words could then have been distributed to other Slavic groups by way of the
books written in Slavonic. It is quite plausible that loan-words known only from
written sources could have been borrowed via the script while others, registered
in different Slavic dialects, could have been borrowed directly.

The end of the 4th century and the beginning of the 5th century saw the Huns
move towards the lower stream zone of the Danube River, while part of the Slavs
began to move to Pannonia and Dacia. The so called Pannonian Slavs became part
of a political union, under Hunnic leadership, also including the Pannonian Bul-
gars (Angelov 1981, 92). The death of Attila and the following collapse of the Hun-
nic political union in the late 5th century meant that the Slavs could establish their
own society on the territories south of the Carpathian Mountains, and even south
of the Danube River. The Slavs, together with the Bulgars, started their attacks on
the Balkans, from the first decennia of the 6th century. Several Byzantine histori-
ans mention the joint attacks of the Slavs and the Bulgars (Tapkova-Zaimova 1966,
58 ff.) e.g. the attack of 558, when the Bulgars called Kutriguri, together with the
Slavs advanced as far as the walls of Constantinople.

The wars between the Slavs and the Avars started at the middle of the 6th cen-
tury. This conflict affected mostly the Pannonian Slavs, but most important is
that both the Slavs and the Bulgars became a part of the khaganate of the Avars
(T&pkova-Zaimova 1966, 5-60). Byzantium tried to turn the Slavs against the Av-
ars, but the two became instead allies against Byzantium in the last decennia of the
6th century. The joint attacks of the Avars, Slavs and Bulgars against Byzantium
continued during the 7th century as well. A combined Avar, Slav and Bulgar army,
under Avar leadership, attacked Thessalonica in 618 and in 626 besieged Con-
stantinople. A Bulgar group (Khuber’s people), together with some Slavs (Drag-
oviti and others), crossed the Danube river in the late 680s and settled in the ter-
ritory near Bitola.

It is obvious that the Eastern Slavs, but still more the Southern Slavs, had ac-
tive contacts with Avars, Huns and Bulgars for a rather long period, stretching
from the 5th century up until the 7th century. These contacts resulted in words
borrowed from at least one, but most probably several languages of the Hunnic
group.
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4.2 Classification according to the adaptation and usage of the bor-
rowings into Slavonic

The main criteria for the classification of the borrowings are their phonetic, mor-
phological and different semantic changes. All these changes are due to the ‘slavi-
cisation’ of the borrowings. Only the development of new semantics of borrowed
words from Hunno-Bulgarian will be discussed below.

4.2.1 Loan-words with low level of adaptation and low frequency
Part of the borrowings was only occasionally used and did never become part of
the active vocabulary in Slavonic. These loan-words did not build derivates or com-
pounds. They usually only have one meaning and they are, as a rule, not preserved
in modern Slavic languages and dialects. Representatives of this kind of borrow-
ings are: poxwroph (27), koyphankn (29), khatirs (30), xpu3ant (45), mThyoyasHuLA
(48). These words are most related to the political elite, the matter of religion, the
organization of the army and the society, as well as to different armor. It is there-
fore quite common that these loan-words were later replaced by others when texts
were copied and redacted (Tichova 1987, 307).

4.2.2 Loan-words with a high level of adaptation and relatively high
frequency

The loan-words from this group were more frequent, they developed several
meanings and had derivates and compounds. These borrowings became an ac-
tive part of the vocabulary in Slavonic.

Ewnur (7) for example had at least nine different meanings: ‘alphabet, chap-
ter (of a book), The Bible, board for writing, incunabula, document, text, letter’
and ‘inscription’ (Granberg 1997a, 9497, 1997b, 31-40). There were also sev-
eral derivates from ksnurbi: KhNHKBEHK® ‘COPYiSt, kbnnknib adj., ksnuxnie ‘books;
kshuskuua ‘booklet)

Roymupn, koymups (20) also belongs to this group. It had at least eight derivates
and six compounds, e.g.: koymupshuua ‘pagan temple; the adjectives koymuphekn,
KOy mUpoBs and Koy mupsih, Koy mupocaoyxennic ‘idolatry; koymupocaoyxurean ‘idolater;
koymupomctu ‘eat the food of idolatry’

Barpn (23) had at least 16 derivates, including the verbs sarpuru - sarpogaTu

‘color’

4.2.3 Discussion
The semantic of the borrowings changed when they became part of the Church

Slavonic and the texts written or translated after the conversion to Christianity.
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The Hunno-Bulgarian loan-words became in some occasions synonyms to Slavic
words and in a few occasions even to Greek words in the Slavonic vocabulary. An
interesting example is the loan-word sasgans (1) which could mean ‘column’ and
‘statue’ Its synonym for the meaning ‘statue’ was another Hunno-Bulgarian word
kank (17) which could even mean ‘sheath, quiver, scabbard, box” and ‘(an image of
a) god: The derivate kanuwrre could also mean ‘statue’ and ‘pagan temple’ and func-
tioned as synonym of sangant and kans in the meaning ‘statue’ One more Hun-
no-Bulgarian loan-word, keymupn (20) ‘pagan god’ and ‘statue’ was used as syno-
nym of sasBans, kank and kannwre in the meaning ‘statue’ All these words, sasBans,
Kkank, kanuwre and koymups, functioned as synonyms of the Slavic words ospasw and
nopokkk and to the Slavonic loan-word from Greek naoam.

5 Conclusions and discussion

A more precise periodization of Slavic-Altaic contacts is important for historical
studies. The study concerns the early borrowings from Altaic into Slavic, which
means that their dating can be hardly more than relative in the widest possible
sense. The introduction of literacy among the Slavs coincides with the lower limit
of Slavic-Altaic contacts; the attestation of borrowings in texts written in Slavonic
from the late 9th century onward is no more than an attestation after the fact.

According to the chronological criteria the Hunno-Bulgarian loan-words in Sla-
vonic could be divided in two groups, early borrowed loan-words (4.1.1), common
for all Slavic languages (1-12) and later borrowed loan-words (4.1.2) with more
restricted distribution in the Slavic languages (13-48).

There are of course significant differences in the diffusion of Altaic loan-words
in the Slavic languages. The attestation of such words in all, or almost all, Slavic
languages has been used in order to argue for their greater antiquity (Gotab 1992,
400-409). But the analysis of such borrowings yields reliable chronological indica-
tions only in few cases. In most cases it remains uncertain whether these are true
pre-literary borrowings, or whether their diffusion belongs to a later inter-Slavic
interaction, including the diffusion of texts (Granberg 1996b, 2000).

According to the results of the adaptation of the Hunno-Bulgarian loan-words
in Slavonic two distinct groups could be established. The first group (4.2.1) con-
sists of borrowings with low level of adaptation and low frequency in the Slavon-
ic texts. These loan-words did not build any derivates or compounds and did not
develop new semantic. To the second group (4.2.2) belong loan-words with high-
er level of adaptation and relatively high frequency in Slavonic. The borrowings
became part of the active Slavonic vocabulary and they developed new meanings
and built derivatives and compounds.
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It might be more productive to take a step back from the dating features of the
Altaic loan-words in general in Slavic and give more consideration to their se-
mantics. We of course find terms from the sphere of culture and religion (sasgann
‘[ritual] column, idol, tombstone, knnursi ‘book; Tawmavk ‘interpreter, translator,
xoparn ‘[cavalry] standard’), warfare and social organization (skeynan title, casam
‘sabre, Temml ‘ten thousand, countless, vekanns ‘mace, hammer’), architecture and
transport (koanmors ‘tent, warwpn ‘tent, pavilion, rerers ‘litter’), household objects
(vawa ‘mug; vseans ‘vessel, jug’). Most of them would seem to designate phenom-
ena unknown in Slavic culture.
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