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IN MEMORY OF P. ANTON DEIMEL S. J.

Fifty years have elapsed since Father Anton Deimel
S.J. began the systematization of the Sumerian grammar
and vocabulary, and the publication of his desciphering of
the Sumerian cuneiform script.

As a disciple of Deimel, and as professor at a Jesuit
University, I dedicate this work to the memory of Father
Deimel.

I do this partly to help continue his method, and partly
to fulfil his wish, as expressed, often and specially in an
posthumus article that appeared in the 1954 jubileum issue
of the Cincinatti Hebrew College publication:

.- - -die Sumerologen, deren Mutterschprache ein agglu-

tinierendes Idiom ist, diirften an erster Stelle berufen

sein, das Geheimnis des Sumerischen Verbums, bzw. in
seinem spdteren komplizierten Formen aufzuhellen.”

F. Deimel refers to problems, and since then, Professors
René Labat and Raymond Jestin have declared that:

»these problems of the Sumerian language cannot be

solved with the aid of either semitic or indo-european

languages.” (1)

THE PROBLEM

Now, what are these problems of the Sumerian language...?

Father Deimel mentions the solving of the problem of
the Sumerian verbs. Before entering into this, though, we
must first find an answer to the following:

Is it possible to use as a spoken language the vocabu-
lary that the assyr-babilonian writers have left us, in their
transcriptions, and that is known to us as Sumerian...?

Could the Sumerians have used the so-registered homo-
phonic lexical material, . .?

And further — is the grammar that we descipher from
these scripts, really that of the living Sumerian of the
time...?



Because if we see the immense amount of homophonic

words., we must declare the impossibility of their being used
in a living language.
' These homophonic values should be done away with,
in order to make it possible to use the Sumerian vocabu-
lary as a language. It would be necessary to find the vocallic
alternatives to the root words, or else the corresponding
consonants for the vowels, and thus eliminate the homopho-
nic concept. Just because we cannot always use the indo-euro-
pean and semitic languages as a frame of reference, we can-
not declare that those forms that are puzzling, are non-exis-
tent. (2) Therefore we must find an agglutinative language
that we can use in the clarification of the problems we now
find in Sumerian.

An agglutinative language that:

1.) we should be able to use for the liquidation of the

homophonic values, and
. 2) that has a similar syntax and grammar, that is to
say a same agglutination.

THE PROPOSAL

Father Deimel wrote in a personal letter:
,Roma, January 5, 1953.

“I haven’t the slightest difficulty in accepting the fact
that Hungarian and Sumerian are related languages.”

~ On the basis of this opinion, I have studied the simi-

larity of this two languages for the past 20 years, and I
state today, very categorically, that the ‘ )

Sul.nerian living language has remained alive in the
Hungarian language as found in 1000 A.D.

Comparing Sumerian to the present day Hugari
find the following situation: P v Hugavian, we

a.) We can find 60 % of the Sumerian monosyllabic
words in the present day Hungarian, with similar
sound and meaning,

b.) th.e present day Hungarian has an identical agglu-

tinative structure as the Sumerian,

¢.) those linguistic idiosyncracies found in Hungarian
as well.

Therefore, I would strongly advise that the Hungarian
language be used to restore the Sumerian living language,
and also to help clarify the problems otherwise posed in
the Sumerian. The same is done with Akkadian and Hebrew.

So far, the Sumerian language has been studied within
the context of Assyriology. Emphasis has been mostly on
the Akkadian language. The study of Sumerian is neverthe-
less of great importance, because:

1.) the Akkadian script is copied from the Sumerian ,,cu-

neiform” (3)

2.) the Akkadian texts contain a great deal of Sumerian
expressions, which are indispensable as ‘‘sumero-
gramms”’, and the majority of them is not to be found

in the Akkadian language, using therefore Sumerian
sound and meaning-values by the Akkadians.

Lehmann must have come to the same conclusion when he
said: ,semitic Babylon uses a great many Sumerian words
—_ as the same is true for the Sumerian using Semitic.” (4)

However ‘Sumerian being unique amongst the langua-
ges of the Ancient Middle East in being agglutinative’ ...(5)
it is exclusively the not agglutinative Hebrew which is used
by scholars of comparative analysis as a base in their stu-
dies of the Sumerian language. That system might be cor-
rectly concerning the akkadian — which is a Semitic lan-
guage and also not agglutinative — but can’t be applied to
Sumerian. By linguistic statue any agglutinative language
may be analized by the same one system, and not by the
proof of afinity and similarity of inflectious.

Perhaps Kramer feels the same thing when he says
the following: (6) ‘Sumerian has many similarities with such
agglutinative languages such as Turkish, Hungarian and
some of the Caucasian languages. .. .

Sir Wolley and Hawkes concurr with this statement. (7)
All three of these scholars came to such a belief through
reaching the previous studies. (8)

(see: Bezold, Oppert, Lenormant. Poebel, P. Deimel S. J.
Sayce.)

Quoting Kramer’s statement: ‘The Sumerian language
is an agglutinative tongue, reminiscent to some extent of
the Uralic-Altaic languages (KSHC. p. 42)... In vocabu-
lary, grammar and syntax howeever, Sumerian still stands
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alone and seems to be unrelated to any other lan ’

C guage
(KSHC. p. 306)... it seems to be a linguistic contradiction.
~ ‘Agglutination — linguistic expression — a gramma-
tical system — means that the verb and the noun can be
developped adding determinatives and phonetical comple-
ments, or _verbal radicals, modified or interconnected by
the apposition of grammatical particles.” (9)

By this agglutinative system the meaning of the whole
sentence can be expressed in a single word added with
complements or particles.

I.w1sh to take issue with this, and say that a language
that is defined as agglutinative, cannot stand alone from’
other languages that function is the same way.

_ I.dentical agglutination means identical grammar and
identical syntax. |

Grammar is the backbone of every language — so if
two le}nguages have a similar grammatical structure, the
necessity of a comparative study is obvious,

Prof. Jestin seems to have the same opini i i
i 1 52 . pinion in usin
the Alta{c Turkish in his studies of Sumerian grammar (10%’
— especially solving sound-harmonical difficulties.

I agree with Kramer’s opinion about the H i
' ungarian
lagguage, and this language seems to me the most gppro-
priate for a comparative linguistic study to resolve the Su-
merian linguistic problems. )

HISTORICAL AND ARCHEOLOGICAL EVIDENCES

Gordon Childe has found that:
“in the third millenium B.C. the Sumerian culture reached
the Karpathian basin.” (11)

Historical and chronological connections resulting from
the latest archeological finds lead me to state the same. I
will mention some of these fact: (12)

1.) All cultures which show Sumerian characteristics
are contemporary with every single cultural period of Me-
sopotamia.

So: Eridu XVII is contemporary with: Samarra, Tepe
Gawra XXV-XV. Tepe-Hissar, Tepe-Gyan V., Bakun
B.I. y B.II. y Annau L. a.

Eridu V-I., Jedmet-Nashr y Uruk V-IIL are contempo-
rary with: Tepe-Gawra VIII., Ninive II.-V., Nuzi XII-
VII., Tepe-Hissar I. C., Bakun A. I, Mohenjo Daro-
Harappa y Annau IIL

2.) Considering the latest Russian excavations, the ar-
cheological finds of the North-Caucasian territories shows
identity with the Sumerian culture.

I quote:

“The mount of Annau reveales traces of mud-houses
with geometrically patterned painting; also grains of wheat
and barley and grinding stones. Pottery too shows gene-
rally geometrical decorations, which are similar to those
of neighbourly Iran (Susa 1) and Sumer (Tel Halaf, Al-
Ubaid, Jedmet Nashr.) The mounts of Kejakent and Dere-
bent — chronologized to 3000 B.C. — show the same simi-
larities, and this in turn resemble the archeological finds
of Maikop, considerable more to the North. Here too we
are able to identify the Sumerian culture of the Lagash
and Ur I. dinastic periods. The necklaces and the shape of
the bludgeon — found in Novoszobodja — are astonishingly
similar to those excavated in Sumerian Kish. — Axes, tools,
knives, spears, bows and forks are alike the products of
Mesopotamian culture between 2600 und 2300 B.C.’ (13)

‘We must consider the finds of Maikop as the most an-
cient ones. The neolithic life doesn’t give the impression of
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producing ‘primitive’ pottery. On the contrary, i
‘ g y, it seems to
bel‘:ech?llcall;ylr developed and estetically belonging to a high
cultural level. Beads and jewels resemble the t
the ,?Royal Tomb of Ur.” (14) © treasures of

3.) Russian historians declare with abs i
that this Sumerian culture-influence spreadoingncgiaiﬁltz)’
north‘.v Pottery, arms, jewels and other items used in the
every day life are similar to the Sumerian ones being the pro-
ductg of a mongoloid (braquicephalic) ethnic group. They re-
cognize ,,the appearance of a certain spirit akin to the spirit
of mongoloid characteristics” — “reconstructed by Geraszi-
now — an extending in neolithic periods from the South
into the Inner-Asian basin. Of this spirit no evidence has
ever ]ga.en unearthed among the earlier — dolichocephalic
gioni?” (elrg)ents, nor among the other finds in these re-

Reflecting upon the fact that in those itori
pajle‘ohthic period lasted well into 1500 B. C. (1?3?%32&3&
loid movement — carrying the Sumerian cultu7re from the
Sputh_ to the Northern regions — must have continued du-
ring and after the Babylonian Dinastic periods too. This
continual expansion to the North has been the naturai con-
sequence of the constant, relentless war between the
Sumerian and Semitic peoples. Bacause: ‘the history of early
Mesopotamia was viewed as a bitter, deadly strﬁggle bet-
WeEl”lr ;clhe two racial groups’. (17) )

e starting point of this movement to the No:
ha}ve been SUBIR-Ki — the territory spr‘eadinch())\I;z}; rIII]II:'liSI'E
Ki or A.GADE‘. We are able to recognize that region in the
Royal Title of the kings of “Sumer and Akkad” — ;‘Kings
of the Four Quarters”, which was owned already by Lu-
galannemunduy, king of Adab (2.600 B.C.). It sufges; from
the corresjpondence between Aradmu and Shulgi (18), the
letter having sent an expedition to the North, that the name

£ th ‘ X : .
]c; y e péople and territory in mention was SUBAR or SU-

JHurrian has genetic and linguisti initi i
! guistic affinities only with
Uratian (the language of ancient Armenia), it’s onlyylikely

8.
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that modern relatives would have to be sought among the
Caucasian family, with which Hurrian shares certain struc-
tural features.’

‘“The Hurrians flourished from the middle of the third
to the end of second millenium B. C. Their greatest political
accomplishment was the Mitani Empire. .. Mitani domina-
te Assyria and Nuzi... NUZI... prior to the mass Hurrian
settlement, the place was occupied by different Subarean
ethnic groups.” (20)

The identity of the Subarean people with the Hurrians
prove by Oppenheim and Ungnad, but semitic linguists
(Speiser and Gelb) say otherwise.

We observe therefore, that — from ancient times —
we are able to identify Armenia — in the “Northern Quar-
ter of the Sumerian Royal Title” — the subarean-subir-sa-

bir people, which must have played an important role in
Mesopotamian political life, and so they settled too in NUZL

We know already that Assyrian cruelty and the conti-
nual growth of Semitic power in Mesopotamia forced them
to wander Northward. They founded “Sabiria” in the neigh-
bourhood of Armenia and finally crossed the Caucasus. We
deduce from the cronicles of the Assyrian Kings and the
pronze relievs of the Gates of Balavat — how the Assyrian
destroyed the northern Subirki-Peoples and occupied Ura-

tu.

5.) The famous Russian historian — Patkanow — be-
lieves already in 1900 A.D. that the Subar-Sabir people is
identical to one of the Hungarian tribes. (21)

The basic knowledge of all these studies reaches us
through the historian Konstantinos Porphyrogenitos. He
called the Hungarians “Sabartoasphaloi” (22). Macartney
studying that word, comes nearest to the thruth in ascer-
taing: that “Sabartoi” is identical with the North-Mesopo-
tamian SUBARTU (Subir-ki) and “ASPHALOI” is only the
usual greek epitheton ornans. (23)

6.) Here I mention one of my fellow-scholars letters:
(24)

‘Russian expedition -— under the leadership of prof.
S. T. Tolstov — carrying out excavations in Inner-Asia,

the sandy desert of Ancient-Chorezm. Tolstov narrates in
his book (25) the surprising results of his researches. As I'm

9



an expert of the Sumerian language and its sound-history,
I'm able to ascertain, that it was not only the Subarean
people (en Sumerian: Subir-Subar) to which Tolstov refers
in his book — but also the ancient people of Sumer. So he
fund Subarian as well as Sumerian remains.

I have already achieved that the Russian experts be
seriously aware of the presence of Sumerians in Ancient-
Inner Asia. The latest Russian archeolcgical expedition into
the region of Turkmania (Kara-Kum desert) has discove-
red about 20 cuneiform signs, which are identical with Su-
merian writings. Should future excavations unearth Su-
merian finds, dating back into the 4th milenium B. C. —
it will be proved without a doubt, that the Sumerian spread
from these territories, to the West and South-West — into
Mesopotamia — and later, after the desintegration of the
Sumerian nation — during the 2-nd century B.C — turned
back into their original homeland.

The name of this terrritory is: CHOREZM.

By Akkadian phonetics KU-MA-AR-IZ-MA is identical with
CHOREZM, and perhaps this is also the origin of the Old-
Persian, or Iranian UWARIZM (UWARAZMIS).

But in ancient Sumerian it reads:

KUN-MAH-GAR-RIA-A, which is identical with

KUN-MA-GYAR-RI-I, mentioned by the Armenian his-
torian Korenatzi (Moses of Korem) (26) — as a geographical
name,

The poliphony of the cuneiform sign KU expresses the
meaning of SU and HUN as well, so I came to the conclu-
sion that by applying sound-harmonical changes — KU-MA-
AR is equal to SU-MU-AR and SU-M-ER. This is the basis of
the name SUMER introduced by Oppert.” (27)

7.) So, Chorezm — Chorasmia semms to be an extremly
interesting territory. It is the most ancient city state closely
connected with Sumer identified as “ARATTA” in the old
Sumerian scripts.

Kramer supposes that ARATTA is to found in the area
of the Caspian Sea — which would mean: in SUBARTU
or Chorasmia. (28)

10

i i tched above

“the contents of the Sumerian epic tales, sca ,

are of unusual significance because of th<::~ light t}.xey shed
on the otherwise practically unknown ancient Iranian city-
state of Aratta: they provide us with a number of revealing

ils regarding Aratta’s political o‘rg‘anizatic_)n, economy,
git(;lliseligi%n, allg quite unexpected. Thus we find, that tlr;e
political head of Aratta, just as in the Sumerian c1ty-st“ae,
Erech, was a military and religious leader kn.oyvn as the ‘en
bearing a Sumerian name. In regard to rehg.lon, we leaIrtn
that the Sumerian pantheon was worshipped in Aratta. ds
tutelary deity was the Sumerian goddes Inana, who, Jtltl -
ging from the epic poem ‘Emerkar and Fhe Lord of Ara a’,
was only later made ‘Queen of Eanna’ in Erech by Enmer-

kar.”

But what kind of people lived in Aratta...? '

Nobody yet was willing to find out, but it is quite evi-
dent from the texts themselves.

I have been in contact with professor KI:amer about
this, mentioning to him that the name “subur” used as a
denomination for a people and a race appears in the Uru-
kagina texts, in connection with labor division, ‘529) there-
fore, we must also find this name in the text of Er.xmerka:r
and Lugalbanda” (30), published by Kramer, beeing this

earlier as the Urukagina’s one.

Clay model of wagon, from Tepe Gawra, in Mesopota-
mia. (ca. 2500 B.C.) (Perhaps the only migration’s vehicle
of the Subur-People.)

Courtesy of the Ashmolean Museum of Oxford.
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pinion by his
Arattan ruler

g to the text —
since, it means, that:

S o
, eXcept for the ideo-

ame of the
ng to professor Labat —
(see: L. 144.)
eration of prof. Kramer is:
er is the Heaven’s Son”,

y show us — accordin
people of Aratta,

Here I can quote professor Kramer’

own manuscript, that reads the n
~— in the mentioned text — as:
This transliteration seems correct

gram “SIR”, which — accordi

to be read as “DUMU".
EN SUBUR DUMU ANNA

EN SUBUR SIR ANNA.

So modified translit
and this will clearl

“The SUBUR rul

the name given to the

Therefore we can suppose, that the City of Aratta was foun-
ded by the Subur People. This seems plausible, since the
subur-hurrian people were the same. Also, if the original
home of the Suburs was near the Caspian Sea, it is very
understandable that they fled North, towards their ancient
home — in the Caucasian-Mounts — when persecuted by
the cruel policies of Hammurapi dynasty and the Assyrians.

The result of this Subur migration to the North, was
the expansion of the Magic religion to the same area, to
such an extent, that: “in Persia only such a person could
be king, who had received his education from the Magi”
(31), and ‘“Cyros himself studied law from the Magi”. (32)

Until the birth of Christ, the ancient heritage of the
Magi-religion was kept by the Parthians, only enemies of
Rome, where the Arattan-Subur INANA Godess is worshi-
pped as ANAHITA, and the Sumerian-Subur-Babylonian
UTU-SHAMASH is very important — as the Major-Deity
in the Parthian religious practice — named MITRA (33). We
find the same rite in Khorezm, perhaps as a result of the
fact, that the true name of the Parthian Empire, according
to the old writings is: CHUSDI CHORASAN. (34)

If we acknowledge the history of Porphirogenitos, and
accept the aforementioned proofs that Patkanow offers, then
we can extend this standpoint to the Hungarians of the
Karpathian basin as well, with the intention of searching
there for such Sumerian data that would prove the migra-
tion there of the people of the SUBIR-KI territory. This
research gives the following results:

A)) In the 5th Century A.D. the AB-AR people, who
were from the Baktrian and Chusdi-Chorasan territories,
and who carried the Sumerian tradition, settle in the Kar-
pathian basin. The name of this people is also Sumerian:

AB... father (pater familias)... L. N?¢ 128.

AR... devastation... L. N° 306.

These words are still to be found in Hungarian — with iden-
tical meaning — “the flood of the ancient people”. Resear-
ches made by present day Hungarian scholars proves that
this people spoke a language that could be ancient Hunga-
rian, (35)
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B.) In the 8th Century A.D. there is another migration
to the Karpathian basin. The settlers are the SUBUR-SA-
BIR people, mentioned also by Constantinos Porphirogeni-
tos, and who called themselves, obviously because of their
Sumerian origin,

MAH-GAR... or .. MAGYAR.

They were called by others Hungarians, perhaps be-
cause they were thought to be the same people as Attila’s
Huns.

C.) But this people, before migrating to the Karpathian
basin, lived North of the Caucasus, in SABIRIA. They
called their country, in their language

DAN-TU-MAH-GA-RI-A (36).
This is also Sumerian:

DAN,;... free... DSL. 241.

TU... created, made... L. 58.

MAH-GAR-RI. . .as URI (from UR)... meaning “from
MAH-GAR”.

A. .. sumerian particle determinate.

Therefore the Sumerian meaning of DAN-TU-MAH-

GAR-RI-A is:

“THE FREES FROM THE MAH-GAR PEOPLE”

This data fully prove the continuity of the MAGYAR-
SUBUR-SUMER migrations, but it is still necessary to find
those element of the Sumerian heritage that refer to the
theocratic system and deities, to prove the connection that
the language suggests beyond any doubt.

To this effect we can say that the Magyars who arrived
to the Karpathian basin in 562 and in 896 A.D. worshipped
the “QUEEN OF HEAVEN”., The Magyars — beeing mo-
notheist (37) — they worshipped also the Queen of
Heaven. In this worship we can recognize the figure of the
Sumerian-Arattan INANA, or ANAHITA of the Parthians
with her seven images. The strength of their ancient religion
— with his traditional Sumerian belief — helped it to sur-
face even after the roman-christianization of the people. So,
among the roman-christian Magyars, we still find the “se-
ven” aspects of worship of the Mother Godess, in the wor-
shipping of Virgin Mary. The Sumer-Babylonian denomina-
tion:

14

BAU-DUG-ASAN

was used for the Virgin Mary as well. This has remained so
because, as Macartney says: (38) “this ancient creeds were
similar to the religion of the Magi”, and there too, like in
the Sumerian theocracy, military and religious power was
united in the ruling person. o

The power of the Magyar ruler — like in the Sume-
rian theocracy — received his authority from the Heaven.
This fact is expressed in the misterious elements of the Ru-
ler’s symbols, as I have demonsirated in a paper presented
at the 27th International Congress of Orientalists, at Ann
Arbor, Michigan. (39) o

This emblem of the Magyar Ruler — to aid in my de-

monstration — I have shown on the cover of mX, present
paper. This is the symbol of the Magyar “patesi” — 1‘;he
“priest-kling” — which has survived the christianization

of the Magyar people, in the same way that the Inana wor-
ship had. This emblem was painted on the Walls of the_ co-
ronation chapel, built in Hungary (Pannonia at the time)
around 1000 A.D. at Ister-Gam ((now Esztergom).

Since the Sumerian tradition shows itself Wit}} guch
force by the Magyars, even after their enforced chrlstlan}-
zation, we can’t be surprised at the fact that many of their
rulers had Sumer-Babylonian names: AR-PAD, SUBA,
HUBA, TAS, TAHADU, EL-UD, KUN-DU, SAR, BELU,
GAL-MAH-US etc. i

Their queens of Magyar origin had names such as: RI*;-
KA, IL-ANA, SAR-AL-DU, AN-NA- MAR-TU etc. But if
the king married a foreign princess, she was called not by
her name, but BELI-KINA, which is in Akkadian.

Even after becoming officially christian, the Magyars
retained many of their ancient rites, among others the a
fertility magic rite. (40) '

We also find many religious terms, in the present Hun-
rian, which denote Sumerian origin: .
& IS’TEN, EN-LIL, KI, ANU, EROS-KI-GAL, LU-GAL,
UR, SAR, NIMRUD, NAP, NIN, DINGIR (Tiindér), AN-

GAL etc.
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WRITTEN REMNANTS OF THE ANCIENT
MAGYAR LANGUAGE

Since we find such a great Sumerian heritage in the Ma-
gyar culture, we should be able tc present also a conside-
rable amount of linguistic remnant of the Sumerian langua-
ge at the Magyars.

Before going into detail about the linguistic similarity,
I would like to discuss two documents of the ancient Ma-
gyar language: ‘

I. The TIHANY ABBEY’s fundation record, dating from
1000 A.D.
II. Some roman-catholic prayers, dating from 1045. A.D.

TO 1.

In this text, written in Latin, there are many words
from the ancient Magyar language, transcribed with latin
phonetic values. The scribes were not Magyar priests, and
they did change the words they heard, partly due to poor
knowledge of the language, and perhaps also due to the
desire to obliterate as much as possible the “pagan” heritage
they encomiteed by the Magyars. The Roman church per-
secuted with inquisitorial zeal those Magyars who dared
use the forbidden Magyar runic writing.

Dr. Novotny Elemér, a colleague of mine, has succeeded
in desciphering these written remnants. I take two excepts
from his work, to illustrate my point:

KANGARES VIA

expression found in the latin text of the above mentioned
document.

K - N-G-R-S... are the consonant.
KA-AN - GAR-ES... with open vowels.
KI-EN - GIR-ES... with closed vowels.

If we interput KI-EN — in the same transmission as we do
in Sumerian — KI-EN = EN-KI. Then this means GOD
and the closed vowel addition would mean “Children of
God”. As the Sumerians did consider themselves the “Chil-
dren of God”, the presence of this expression in the Magyar
language, would denote here the continuation of the ancient
Sumerian concept,
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With mention of the Sumerian grammatical plural
particle “ES”... KANGARES VIA mean “the way of the

children of God”.

It is even more interesting to see that it seems German
phonetic values were used as well to transcribe some Magyar
words. In the same document we find:

GNIR UUEGE HOLMODIA.

Isolating the consonant we get:

G -N-R W -G- H-L-M - D-A;ading vowels we have:
GE-NI-IR MU-IGI GAL-MAH-DU-A

And this is a classic Sumerian text where:

GE, (EG)... first, beginning, lord,... L.N® 480. (Su-

merian numeral: “17)

NI-IR (NIGIR)... “intendant”, (ruler)... L.N? 348.
MU... verbal particle denoting completion of the ac-
tion. (L. 61.)

IGI... as a verb: “to behold”... L.N? 449.

MU-IGI — “beheld” (this verbal particle MU- is to be
find in modern Hungarian: “MEG”.)

GAL... (adj) “great”, ,powerfull”... L.N¢ 343.
MAH... (adj) “lofty”... L.N? 57, .
GAL-MAH... probably a high priestly title.

DU — DUMU. .. “child”... L.N? 114.

This Magyar-Text writing in 1000 A.D. can be traced back
to the Sumerian from the year 2000 B.C. It means:

FIRST RULER, LOFTY, BLESSED GREAT CHILD.
The text present us a classic Sumerian expressiqn written
with latin phonetical values and proves de identity of the
Sumerian-Subur-Magyar language.

B3 sfe %k
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TO II.:

I Present here the prayers written in the Magyar lan-
guage. The Sumerian words appear in italics. They are
composed too with the latin phonetical values.

MAGYAR PRAYERS FROM 1045 A.D.

I

O Jézus /és/ zent maria azzunu

hyweuc ysten rontha papa ur ellennch bodug leo papa urc
megwacyttuac nhelveun choncittiac uodalum wague

bacun futua hazuctul zeles feuldun zaranduglu zegh-

en nypec /és/ unudun zou pacul pagan ib gize ur eguhazuc
eul eghedun epyscuopcut /és/ prasbytrucut fuul var tur-
cuan fuithou couruc- grazdua lufuu: Wutu peccis lugha-

la toran munhi ni zobathaya heu gehnahabul Step lugha-

Iu ur fuogudaia zenthiel ur ysten odutt wola gymultstul zent
urzagnuc nagh pannona leun chinius certh paradisa munec
chu wan feldue yse — wiz foulua angheluc eurec wulu hotulmu-
al — horogtoul papa urunc — zent ieleus andoreas ur uthoya
hyweuc zolua amen /és/ amen. —

II.

O Jézus /és/ zent maria hyweuc zent ighus har-eus zent ielesuc og-
chuusuc — ne memuagguc barduos eseulwec er

tala azun nip colambuc papa uruc ugeuwel morouzzuc /és/ nizeu
uzi ultulmaul /és/ rezytelie meg tubi haznul munce uduezitutu-
ul /és/ urunc cuertaluan marteruc /és/ angole cur enecuel alelu-

ia /és/ hymnus partuasue zyzec aleluia /és/ cyasson alelu

ia aleluia in secula amen —

e W

Dr. Novotny would read personally his desciphering, but
an infarct stands in the way of his journey, therefore I
accomplish my paper with his complete documentation.
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ANTROPOLOGICAL EVIDENCES

There are several studies about the filiation of the garly
copper-age and of the bronze-age pegple in the Karpathians.
What interests us, is the relationship of the Magyars that
arrived there in the 6th and 9th centuries A.D. to the SU-

-People.

BARThe Izracial similarity of the Magyars to the Sub'ars
from the Parthian Empire, can be illustrated by comparing
the skull of Saint Ladislao, Magyar king 1."u1.1ng.1n the 12th
century, and the skull from Hatra. The similarity between

the two is striking.

The skull of Hatra

(Parthian Empire, 2nd. Cent. AD.
Courtesy of the Museum of Bag-
dad.)

Saint Ladislao (Gydr, Hungary.

We have other evidence about the filiation. of the Ma-
gyar kings. Arpad’s (first ruler of the Magyars in 896 A.D.)
grandmother was a Chorasmian princess, according to the
ancient Hungarian chronicles that say: “nam mater ejus de
Chorasminis orta erat”. (41)

19




However, in observing the Sumerian human figure
represented in the Chaldaic monuments and in particular
in those of Lagas — we have to confirm the results obtained b§;
Prof. E. T. HAMY »see Op. Cit in (8.)«, who groups the
Turanian, namely the KUSHITES. The figure and the skull
of GUDEA is identical with that of the BRAQUICEFALIC
people of the Valley of the Danube.

Even the texts mention the KUSHITES.
The Sumerian text, composed by archaic signs as shown
on the_ vase of LUGALZAGGISI (see: SAK 58.3.11)) pre-
sents, in lines 9 to 25, the ideographic sign of KUS. Deimel
reads }t U-KUS, Kramer — U-U. Both are mistaken since
according to Prof. Labat, this sign was given the pho;netical
valge of “U”, after being cuneiformized in the Babilonian
period. The value of the archaic sign is: KUS.

EES | x _F OB
T A = ¢RgeT
g@%%””f ¥ g o
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Thus, we receive the transliteration of line No. 9 as:
DUMU KUS-KUS.

The repetition of KUS forms the plural, and therefore we
have to translate and accept the fact that LUGALZAGGISI,
the last Sumerian king before the semitization of SARGON
I, was called:

“Son, of the KUS-KUS” (son of the KUSHITES). Line 25
strengthens its belonging to the KUSHITE, by giving us its
divine meaning:

Dingir Babbar KUS-A
namely: “The KUSH of the Sun God”.

The tradition of the Biblic Nimrud has its origins in the
Sumerian Miths, and my discovery —— that the Sumerian
king LUGALZAGGISI fortities that character by ualso
calling himself “SON OF THE KUSH” — as was NIMRUD
— helps to group the Sumerian race — on the grounds of
the written original documentation which is available —
within the etnia turanea-kushite.

The antropological relation between the Carpathian
river basin and the neighbouring Mesopotamia is considered
in the documentation presented by Miss Mary Brady (McGill
University, Montreal, Canada).

sk ¥ sk

CONCLUSION

All these facts led to my determination to compare the
Sumarian with the Magyar language, and the purpose of
this study is:

1.) to prove the affiliation between them,

2.) to justity my proposition:

a.) to use the Hungarian as a basis in the comparative

analysis of the Sumerian language,

b.) to re-value the desciphering of the Sumerian lan-
guage, and to restore it, with the aid of the Hun-
garian phonetics, to the state it may have been in
its actual existence.
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REMARKS
ON THE FILIATION OF HUNGARIAN TO
THE FINNO-UGRIC LINGUISTIC GROUP

I may be rebuffed by linguistic experts whose theory
still mantains that the Hungarian language “belongs” to
the Finno-Ugric group.

I should consequently like to call the attention of scho-
lars to the following facts:

1.) The Finno-Ugric “ancient language” never existed.
Linguists creating something similar by hypothetical means,
came to this result.

The well-known Hungarian linguist — Hajdu — (42)
tells us about this hypothetical “ancient idiom”-

“as there are no texts in basical Finno-Ugric idiom —

.. .the vocabulary of this language and its grammatical

structure in its entirety and its details remains unknown.

So the only thing we can do is to try to reconstruct a

Hypothetical Finno-Ugric Basical Idiom.”

2.) The different peoples, called “finno-ugric” have no
common history.

3.) During the last century the leading men controling
Hungarian cultural problems were Austrians and they
were naturally enemies of Hungarian national cultural in-
terests. So the Hungarian language was declared to belong
into the Finno-Ugric linguistic group, inspite of Hungarian
protests. The comparison of the Hungarian with any lan-
guages of “Southern Origin” was forbidden, thus paralizing
Hungarian researches for more than 100 years.

Now — in 1973 — the actual government of Hungary
also forbids the investigations of the Sumerian-Hungarian
identities.

So I invoke “the liberty of science’” and I demand that
this chauvinistic linguistic dogma be disregarded!

I request the collaboration of two scholars:

a.) the well known Hungarian Finno-Ugric specialist
— Bernat Munkacsi, who acknowledges the complete lack
of proof of Finno-Ugric-Hungarian relations by saying: (43)

“The eastern branch of the Ural-Altaic People had
a|pparently the Sumerians as their first master in ancient
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culture and traditions. It is the Sumerian cuneiform script
which preserves the Ural-Altaic languages most ancient
documents.” . . .
b.) I mention the research of B_]orn. Collinder (44) with
the obvious reason that the Finno-Ugric sour}d ,Values are
lacking the following Hungarian phonemes: a, ¢, cs, gy, 1,
ly, ny, 6, 6, sz, ty, a, 4, zs. o
Y ri"his phonemes would not be missing were the Hunga-
rian language related only to the Finno-Ugric.
Does it not therefore seem reasonable to research for a
relation with another language...?

FOR SCIENCE AND KNOWLEDGE!. ..

I believe my arguments motives enough tq j}lstlfy my
proposition. Historical, archeological and llnguls"mc eviden-
ces as well as theological and folklore comparisons show
that Shubur-Shubar-Sabir elements havg been crossing the
Caucasian Mountains and settled down in the Norith.

11 these people have spoken an agglutinative anguage,
Whicﬁ istil/ery %?ff%cult to ggt familiar with, but also just as
difficult to forget. o -

I prove that the Sumerian agglutinative grammatica
system and syntax is preserved in the language of the Shu-
pur-Shubar-Sabir-Mahgar people, and that the same lan-
guage survives in the Hungarian. .

Perhaps one single argument would .h_ave been‘ suffi-
cient to demonstrate this fact... The_ Sem}t1c la.nguages are
supposed to derive from a prehistorical smgle-ldlom: a so;
called “Semitic Lingua Mater”. But no written documerll
is available to prove that hypothesis. We have not a single
reference. — And still that hypothesis is a}c_cepted by every
semitic linguist as “fundamental” in semitic language-affi-
S f Agglutinative Lingua

ms the supposition of an “Agglutinativ
Matellf”s—e—e embracingpfhe Sumerian, Aratta, Sh‘ubur‘-Shu.bar;
Sabir — peoples language would be a sumlsiu' hypothesis...”
With the only difference: we do have wmttewr,l, referenf:es
concerning the “Agglutinative Lingua Mater”. We fll;ld
them in an epic poem, — its origin dating back into the
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first hum ivilisatio: i
- an civilisation, round about five thousand years

It says: “All the people adored EN-LIL, using the same
the s‘lngle language”... and it mentions all the names of
thes‘e. dlffe?ent people. And these people all talked an agglu-
tinative idiom, as we can note in Kramer’s translation: (45)

;\‘/[. . .onfe upon a time the land Shubur and Hamazi
any tongued Sumer, the great Land i ip’

v s g of princeship’s
Uri, the land having all that is a i

; . appropiate,

The land Martu, resting in Security, P
The whole universe, the people in unison,
to EN-LIL in one tongue give praise.”

Taking into account. that the above mentioned -
ments related the Mah-Gar — Magyar (Hungarian) tgrf}llle
langugge spoken by these people of “the Land of SHUBUR”
— which are one of the Sumerian epic poem’s “one tongue”
and considering at the same time that Sumerian is an
apknowledged relation of that “one Tongue” — the compa-
rison of these two idioms — the Sumerian to Hungarianp——

NOW SEEMS TO BE A DUTY FOR THE S
CE AND KNOWLEDGE. E SAKE OF SCIEN-

Remark:

I can’t understand in Kramer’s i i ce:
mentioped text 7th line) how he tr;nslzzizgs}cﬁgratlon (see:
Sumerlan:‘EME NAM LU KI EN GI mat KAL DA ME to
an expression as: many Tongued Sumer, the Great Land...?
because the text correctly says: KI EN GI and KAL-IS:A.

showing the existence of the ‘‘cal T
forth millenium B.C. e ‘“caldean people” since the

I present the original cuneiform text in Appendix 1.
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MY METHOD
(Recomended to professor Djakanow)

My starting basic point is: the Babylonian bilingual
cuneiform script.

The Sumerian: which is composed according to the
Sumerian agglutinative system, and

the Akkadian: which shows the ancient semitic gramma-
tical elements in the language.

However, in those Akkadian scripts we find an enor-
mous amount of Sumerian words — the so called — “Su-
merograms”. — They prove that the Semitic language,
introduced in the great Hammurabi’s kingdom as the ofi-
cial language — now called Akkadian — lacked expressions
for a great many terms, forcing them to chose from the
Sumerian language and its cuneiform system whatever de-
finitions were needed.

The Sumerian and Akkadian speaches — transmitted
to us in their scripts — certainly demonstrate that both
kept to their original language-system and syntax. Each
person expressed whatever he wanted to say or write.
Vocabulary was shared by both. The Akkadian adopted Su-
merian words and the Sumerian people learned by the
compound words which survived to this day. — They were
formed by two parts: a Sumerian word joinded to an Akka-
dian — having both the same meaning. Therefore it looks
reasonable that the Babylonian people (mixed by Sumerian
and by Akkadian) used these words to keep easier in touch
with each other. These words came to North with the Su-
bar-peogle from Subir-ki and so we can find them in the
Hungarian language.

A few of these are:

“entrance, mouth”... in Sumerian is “KA. In Akkadian:
“pU” (L. 14) The compound of the two words is: “KA-
PU”... a word which is still in use in the Hungarian lan-

guage, and means the same.

Another examples:
“puilding” ...in Sumerian is: “E” ...in Akkadian .. VHPIT™,
The compound of the two words is: “E-PIT”... which in
Hungarian means to build. (L. 324.)
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“Assembly. .. in Sumerian is: “UKKIN” i i
) 3 S : ... in Akkadian:
Wl;lllclﬁfjg . (}II, 40) .UKKéN—PUHRU” is the compond word
in Hungarian “UKKIN-POHAR” i “feast
b the sl OHAR” mening the “feast
Examining the vocabulary of the Bab i ili
. A ylonian bil al
;Zlggt? one has the clear impression that the com;r?gglay
anguage in Babyl i
elementsig ge in ylon was composed of the following
a.}) Sumerian words,
b). Semitic Akkadian words, and
c.) Compound words, — formed by Sumerian and
Akkadian words both of identical meaning.

I compared the three to the Hungari .
a E
the following results: garian equivalents and got

I find in the Hungarian language:
a.) cire. 300 original Sumerian rootword,

b.) a great1 amount of expressions adopted from the
commonly used Akkadian langua i’
Rt s guage of Hammurabi’s

- c.) the Sumerian—Akk‘adian compound-words.
roceding with my studies — I compared the elemental
syntax of sentences and came to the conclusion, that:
these three kinds of words were used b ’H axi
‘ ' : s y Hungarians
according to SUMERIAN AGGLUTINA';"I
MAR AND SYNTAX VE GRAM

}A;]ﬁg V:]ianeg:methodlcal linguistic comparison I realized by the
I) I compared the Hungarian grammar with the Sume-
rian one and disregarded the Akkadian language
which is not of agglutinativ grammatical structure.
IT.) T Examined the connection between the Hungarian
vocabulary and those of both languages of the bilin-

gual cuneiform texts: Sumerian and Akkadian.

II1.) Concerning sound-history and language-developement
I kept the peculiar fact in view, that the Babylonian
p‘eople,.spreading from SUBARTU to the North into
Caucasian territory, were everywhere settling down
among people talking agglutinative idioms. So the back-
bone of the language — the grammar — coundn’t
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have undergone considerable changes and so we can’t
talk of:
“language-changes”, only of “sound-changes”.

IV.) Consequently, the 300 Sumerian root-words alone-
present in the Hungarian language in their unchan-
ged form — are sufficient to justify the purpose of
this study and to prove the “grammatical identity” of
the Sumerian and Hungarian languages.

V.) The sound-changes occuring in Hungarian words —
derived from the Sumerian — according to sound-rules
—are only auxiliary details in the affiliation of the
two languages.

VI.) The auxiliary sciences — especially the ethnographic
and comparative theological researches demonstrate
the presence of Babylonian traditions and habits in
the history of the Hungarian people who have adopted
the roman-catholic religion about 1000 A.D.

Theese methodical examinations prove that:

The Sumer-Babylonian elements must have been intro-
duced into the Hungarian language by a people of Sume-
rian origin, which have also taken advantage of the enor-
mous cultural developement of Hammurabi’s Babylon. This
must be the Subar-Sabar-Sabir people spreaded to the North,
and arriving with only one tribe to the Danube.

In consequence of the above mentioned, my research
is detailed in the following studies:

A .} Grammatical Comparisons the Sumerian and the Hun-
garian Languages.

13.) List of the Identical Root-Words.

C.) Glossary of the derived Sumerian and Akkadian Words
Used by the Hungarians.

).) Historical, Cultural, Ethnographical and Theological
Facts of Babylonian and Subarean Sources at the Hun-
garians.
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REVALUATION OF THE SUMERIAN LANGUAGE

I. REVALUATION OF THE PHONETICS:

Collinder says: “Les structuralistes distinguent rigou-
reusement la synchronie et la diachronie...” (46)

My revaluations are diachronical also.

A.) VOWELS:

Jestin’s Sumerian vowels are: (47)

OPEN: a, &, o... Closed: e, i, u, i, 6. ..
and he says: “les voyelles “o, {i, 6” ne sont pas livrés par
les textes, mais “o” parait certain... “ii” tres vraisemblable
...“0” possible, and he tells us'quite clearly: “that we learned
to pronounce the Sumerian words with the help of the
syllables of Assyrian-Babilonian translations... — Never-
thless, it is extremely difficult to reconstruct the Sumerian
vowels and consonants by this method —, as the sound-
structure (system of resonance) of the Akkadian language
is a different one from the Sumerian.” (48)

I quote: the presence of the vowels “6” and “i” in the
Sumerian is ascertained by Langdon (49) and Delitzsch (50)
as well as by the Sumerian-Greek bilingual texts (51)

Also the sound-structure of the Hungarian language
seems the most appropriate, because

it contains all the Sumerian vowels, and

it offers the possibilities of identifying sound-changes.
With the Hungarian vowels we are able to reconstruct the
original phonetic system.

The vowels of the Hungarian language are:

Open: a, e, 0... Closed: e, i, u, il, ... and each one has its
corresponding long-sound. .. as:
a,é 6... ¢ 1,0, 14,6

2

According to the theory that one of the stratums of
the Hungarian language originates in Babylon.. also the
Sumerian, as well the Akkadian variations must be presen-
ted in the Hungarian language.

Only a single example:

The meaning of the Hungarian word “kéz. . . (hand) occurs
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in the Babylonian bilingual texts. According to the Sume-
rinn-Akkadian glossaries: '

Sumerian... SU (1. 354)... in Akkadian: KAT KATU,
{Quatu). But the . .

Sumerian. .. GIS (DSL. 296/8.) in Akkadian is also KATU,
and the

SUMERIAN. .. SILIG (DSL. 126. D)) is reconstructed frg)ng
lhe Akkadian RITTUM-KATTUM. .. also translated ,kéz

(hand ' |
(lT melln — RITTUM itself therefore not have as its _only
issuce the “hand” (Hungarian “kéz”) — because this is al-

ready expressed in the word “KATUM”. This must have
any other meaning. The Hungarian resolves this problem).

All these words — Sumerian and Akkadian as well —
are in the Hungarian language.
Sumerian: $U... in Hungarian SU (k)... means

“thumb”’, and the same measure, what is mentioned bX

prof. Labat: L. 354. “mesure de longeur {ampan) — 1/6

de la coudé.” o

Sumerian: SILIG... is in Hungarian “CSULiE)--IS”'" ar}d
might explain the use of the Su_me_;‘iari “a” ’a,m.d 0” and i‘n
lhe meaning explains that “CSUL()K-SII'JIG is not simply
“ITAND” (kéz) — but “CSULOK”, which means: hand
wilhout thumbs, or leg of an animal. )

The Akkadian “KAT” = in Hungarian... “KEZ” and

“KATU” = in Hungarian... “KEZU”
(archaic form).

(About the identity of the Akkadian “KAT” and the
Hungarian “KEZ”: NEMETH Gyula has already pub,l,l-
shed his work, “Hungarian Glotto-Genetic Researches”.)
We say also, that with this method we are ablg :to
{race the vowels “4” and “8” back to the Sumerl.an origin.
That tracing back is justified by the fact th'at_Dehtzsch (5%)
even without any knowledge of the Sumerian-Hungarian
relations — deduces the presence of these vowels by taking
inlo account that the glossaries, composed by the Bfibylo—
nian scribes, in order to ascertain the cor'rect pronounglatlor},
often placed an “e” sound in such Sumerian word, which ori-
pinally were written with “u”, such as:
ubi-ebi, (heavenly landscape)... tu-te... (dove).
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In the same way “u” is also changed... “i”. Like:
umun — imin (four)... sum-sim (give).
The ::u — g” changes point to the vowel “6”, and
the “u — i” changes indicates the vowel “ii”.

Also Langdon (53) confirmed that theory when he no-
ticed in the texts from post “Ur-Dynasties”, that the vowel
“0” is written “a-e” and ‘“i” changed into “u-e”.

But “6” might be existed after the vowel “o”.

Sumerian phonetics at the present and in the manner
of which its language was deciphered and its lexicon re-
gistered in the glossaries is not using the vowel “0”. This
is a linguistic impossibility.

In the majority of Sumerian words — ending with “U”
— must be pronounced “O” according to the first opinion of
Poebel concerning the pronounciation of the “U” vowel.
This fact can be proved phonetically.

Let us examine how the “O” sound is produced. ..”

The tongue lifts backwards in central position, and the
lips push forwards: it’s “0” — a short sound.

The same occurs with two other vowels: “u” and “a”,
only without the tongue’s central position. Therefore “u”
and “a” are relations of “o”. The third relation is “6” —
the long equivalent of the short “o”.

There is a fourth one: “6”’, which is formed in the same
way, only in front, not at the back-side of the mouth.

Consequently we can say that all these vowels belong
phonetically to the same family: the “O” family.

The vowel “u”, as one of its members can be conside-
red as a variation of “o’.

Where there is a “U”, there must have been an “QO”
before.

Also the Sumerian language must have the vowel “O”.

The formula of the “O” family is:

u

) 0] )
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lixpert literature considers the relations of the vowel “4”
in the same way as those of “0”.

Its presence is also mentioned by Labat refering to
the cuneiform sign L. 211, — which he produces by joining
the sound “u” with different sibilant consonants.

One of his solutions to make the pronounciation “U”
probable (it has not been used as yet)... is: “(w)S”. Also —
he notes that he does not mention the vowel “u”. —

The only answer to all of these problems is given with the
[lungarian: “(iz”, the most similar to the Sumerian origi-
nal sound. And what is more, the Hungarian verb ‘“Gz”
represents all the meanings given by Labat to the cueni-
form sign L. 211.

Scheil’s translation of the Sarumkin texts (Rev. 1. in
Revue d’Assyriologie et d’Archéologie Orientale. T. 13. pa-
pes 177-179.) can’t be properly understood without the help
oft the Hungarian verb “0iz”.

We note the same sound-doctrinal doubts concerning
j.abat’s cuneiform sign L. 494.

Generally it is considered to be the 8th case of the vo-
wel “U” (Ug). But Prof. Labat rightly feels uncertain no-
ling: U and U’ — which means to say that to achieve the
right pronunciation he also misses a consonant at the be-
pinning of the word and at the end too.

It is again the Hungarian word “CSUR”, which gives
the only solution, in its exact meaning as well: shed, barn.

I do not agree with prof. Labat, who believes it might
also mean “sheep” or another animal. The Sumerian lan-
puage possesses a logical expression (according to present
iransliteration) for “sheep”: UDU (L. 536).

“Ug-udu-hd”’, which is translated by prof. Labat as:

“petit bétail” contains also “‘sheep” — UDU.

Analyzing this composed cuneiform sign — with the
help of the Hungarian language — we come to the following
conclusion:

L. 404... H4. .. the determinative particle of the plural

in the case of collective nouns.

L. 536... UDU... “mouton”, in Hungarian JUH (ewe).

UDU-Ha. .. is consequently is the plural of ewe —
sheep.
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The sound-harmonical development form of the Sume-
rian word UDU-HA. .. is the Hungarian word... JUH.
The end-vowel “a” -— following the semi-consonant “h” is
left silent, because UDUH may be pronunced with the same
sound-harmonical effort and timing as a one-syllabled word.
UDU-Ha is a sound-harmonical complication (as you can
see for yourself in traying to pronounce it).

As an idiom develops always trying to find the simplest,
easiest way to perfection, “UDUH” seems to be more likely
the perfect form than its pronounciation as “UDUHA&”, more
so since the use of mono-syllabled words are a peculiarity
of the Sumerian language.

The Sumerian “UDUH” is completely identical sound-
harmonically with the Hungarian word “JUH” (sheep).
(The “J” beeing pronunced in the same way as in the french
word “voYage” or the english “Yes”.)

Pronouncing the Sumerian word “UDUH” the emphasis
is on the first syllable, on the consonant “D”. Consequently
the inicial “U” is omitted and what remains is: “DUH”. ..
the Hungarian “JUH”.

Taking into account my phonetical deduction proposed
above, we come to the conclusion that the pronounciation
of the Sumerian

"U-UDU-Ha developed into

CSUR -JU-H

which means a shed or barn, where sheep are kept and fed.

Ed Ed

Using Hungarian, and completing Langdon’s and
Jestin’s statements, we are able to identify the different

pronunciations of the vowel “0”, which — in the Sumerian
Glossaries — is emphazised with the sound-value as “U”
or “A”.

At the same time we learn to find the authentical Su-
merian pronunciation, the real Sumerian phonetical sound-
value of the different cuneiform signs, which until the pre-
sent have been identified as homophony.

I am mentioning here the “seven” different ways of
pronocuncing the Sumerian word “UR”, “two” of the “seven”

refer to the use of the vowel “0”, as I am demonstrating
hereafter:
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Here, taking the value of UR; — in which case it is
also pronounced as “AR” — we can already see how unstable
the way of pronouncing is. Because it is evident that the
present scholars are trying to emphasise the urgent need of
some kind of sound-harmonical change in achieving the exact
pronunciation.

Consequently, the value: “OR” eliminates “UR;” and
the homophonical cases refering to “AR,”. Taking this into
account, there are only “five” cases of the homophonical
values of “UR” left, and refering to “AR” there are only
“two” changes waiting to be solved.

Repeating the proposed revaluations we can see that
the magnificence of the Sumerian language presented in
using the Hungarian phonetic and is displaid examining the
following rules:

1.) L. 575.

,»OR” and “OR”... always used as a NOUN.
2.) L. 401.

The eliminated value “UR;’ and “AR,” must be pro-
nounced: “OR” also. However,

a.) if it appears as the predicate of a sentence, then

its meaning is:

“OR”... (verb)... to grind.

b.) If it appears as the subject — and not as a predicate

— then it is identical with the original sense of the
noun “OR”, (protector, guardian)

c.) If we consider those nouns formed out of “verbal

meaning”, the newly shaped word will; always appear

with a determinant (lu, 8).

* E *

The Sumerian “GIRs” and “GUR.” are both written
with the identical cuneiform sign. ((See: L. 483.)
By doubling it we get:

GIRGIR.. GURGUR, which makes: GIGIR/GUGUR.
(L. 486.)
I mean, the correct pronunciation is coming from the origi-
nal phonetic form — GIRGIR or GURGUR, because the
index GRGR gives us the opportunity to identify the long

vowel form by omitting the final consonant as familiar in
the Sumerian.
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I propose for “GIRs” and “GUR,” a new phonetic value:
“(:OR”.

By doubling it — we get: “GORGOR”. . .

Bgr’ omittingg the final consonant — we get: “GORG? .

Since it is a rule in the Sumerian language .that “by
loosing the final consonant of the term preceeding short
vowel’s sound will be elongated”, as a consequence we
have obtained the term “GORGO”, which at the same time
will substitute the L. 486. value of “GIGIR” alsq.
Similarities are presented in the following Sumerian words:

Sumerian |By omitting thejActual Meaning
Original last consonant[Hungarianjin Sume-
form: appears the form: rian apd
long vowel: Hungarian

MURUB | L. 337. MUR-U MUR-A qentr‘al

SAG L. 384. S-A SZ-1(v) heart
D L. 579. 1 (Ugy) I- | flowing
I-poly, jwater ac-

I-tat tion

NAD L. 430. Na Na(sz) wedding

13.) CONSONANTS:

I present here the Sumerian and Akkadian. consonants
from Prof. Labat’s Manuel D’Epigraphie Akkadiane compa-
red with the Hungarian.

We can gee that the Hungarian consonants are:
Group L) b, d, z, h kI, mmn, p, rsszt, Z,

e . f, g j, 1 ny, q, ty,v, zs.
Grow IS 2 8 ¢ 0 s 9 10 11

The Group 1) is present in the Sumerian language.

The Group II.) the Sumerian and Akkadian consonant

relations of this group are treated according to the

numbers above.

Comparing these Hungarian consonants with the Su-
merian and Akkadian ones, we can see that the Hungarian
language uses and unites the Sumerian copsonants, being
the same language that shows those outflowing sound-sequ-
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ences established in their correct and regular transition into
the Akkadian language.

Most important is the role of the sound-value “C” —
“CS”, Furthermore, those series of certain sound changes,
which by developing finally end with a semi-consonant or
vowel like: K-H-J-V- and K-H-V U,

1.) “C” (must be pronounced as “C” in “CeCilia”.)

2.) “CS” (must be pronounced as the “CH” in the

English language.)

“C” and “CS” is the value, which represents the turn-
ing-point in the soundhistory of consonants. They finally
form the so-called affricates, which are shaped through
dental and guttural sounds — (D-T-C-CS-TS-DS-DZS- series)
— as well as the sibilants in which variation they also play
a mediating role. (S-C-SZ-CS-Z-ZS).

The most complicated problem in the Sumerian-Akka-
dian linguistic research is the question of the sibilants. An-
gelo Lancelotti (54) called it: “the heavy cross of the semito-
logists”. Now we know that we are able to solve it with the
help of the Hungarian language. The sibilants were presen-
ted — until the present as the greatest deficiency of the
Akkadian idiom. Through the Hungarian language we are
able to eliminate this complicated problem.

First: by verifying the exact use of the sibilants in the
Sumerian language, than passing over to the Akkadian,
which has adopted the Sumerian cuneiform script. By doing
this its consonants have logically also gone through a certain
change. The best example is the fact that the Sumerian
“velar-palatale sonor” “G” adopted by the Akkadians, seems
to be the only one which is opposed to the 5 or 7 guttural
sounds used by other Semitic languages.

With the help of the Hungarian language and the sound-
developing sequenecs S-C-SZ-CS... we are able to identify:

the connection between the Sumerian “S” and “87;

the Babylonian “S” and their correct phonetics, at the
same time we prove that the Babylonian consonant “8”
survived in the Hungarian “CS”.

Let us see one example:

L. 231. “SAL” have its variations in Akkadian

DSL. 231/6. UH-HU-RU (riickstindig bleiben)
36

DSL,. 231/44. NA-HAR-MUT (schrecklich) .
(Nole: NA-HAR-MUT is the philosophical meaning of UH-

i1U-RU.) o §
They are also the variations of the Babylonian “SAL”,

which — until the present — was known as a single pho-
netical root with different meanings. .

I say — it corresponds in sound and meaning to the
Hungarién

und-change
“CSAL” (UH-HU-RU) gnd through soun
the Hungarian. .. “CSEL” gives NA—HAR-MI{T. . .
The Hungarian “CSEL” is the philosophical meaning o

13 LH' . . .
Csél‘o retrace the different Akkadian meanings mentioned

above to the Sumerian phonetic ch?,nge?s‘ of “SAL”t ﬁ)va;l 3;):

Jossible in the past. The only solution is grven in te Hun-

;:{arian language. The Hungarian language demonstrates

Sumerian linguistic rule: .
the change of vowels between tw? consonants — a
changes the meaning of the word”. )

But Cw: fgfnd more Akkadian words belonging to this group.

T completely different meaning: .
lhe}”rﬁg‘;zéon vfhv the Sumerian Glossaries mention them

also i unchanged form such as: “SAL” — SA.—AL is,
dvx}iutohcjlrllt aa do‘ubt,g’che fact that the cor'rect _Surﬁer]ga}ilinpﬁgi
netics of these different Akkadian meanings in the biling
cuneiform texts are simply could not be stated.

The following Akkadian words:

DSL. 231/49. NA-PAR-DU-U

DSL. 231/49. NI-PAR-MU-U

DSL. 231/56. PAR-SU-U .
mean ‘‘rein”, “gl'einzend’l’ andvaAreA EiesentngaIl;o with the
3 i ) ical value: “SA- o U8 . .
5um'e[‘r}ll?sn sg}ri?en e]‘;labylonian werd “SALI’{’ler’l,ow has a third

i : ine”, “Glitter”, ‘“spar .

mearfli?fvizlesg . t’}’i?tlr{uié Slcl;rilltetreian, 1ar};1)guage §urvived in 13he.
Hungarian, t},len in this case the ab.ove mentlone;i gu;niﬁliig
linguistic rule is also Yalid, that is we r,l,nust 1‘?1,” s
vowel and by placing it between the :q‘ _and” L7 1 o
provide us with the meaning pf “shine”, “glitter”, “spar .
The same is true in Babylonian.
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This vowel is present in th i
; ¢ Hungarian langua
;}ﬁivghcr):;t&gal xaalzek k“CSIL” contains the rneanigng %ef a’151}11(::

‘ ione adian words and forms th

. e
Sgleixgerﬁlufgarli? w(ord connected with the meanfr?g; (c))ﬁ
> "'sparkle” (verb or noun) — i

way as its Sumerian equivalent, ) 1 exactly the same

% B %

. ﬁ%ost}’}erN example to prove the sound-identity of

de'rivaytions' fo};;‘}/l I looked for one case that the meaning

vat o) e sign we chose have been back from the
adian language of the bilingual cuneiform texts it is:
L. 172. “BIL”, “1Z1”, “SIH”. o

They are all present wit ic i

meaning in the Hunga,rialr{1 liig;;il. phonetical-value and

Sumerian “BIL” = Hungarian “VIL” = flash sparkle

(or fire)
Sumerian “IZI1° = Hun . ‘ .
; . garian “IZI” =
glowing with white heat, chining. ineandescent,
Sumerian “SIH” = Hunsarian ©
= Hungarian “CHIH” = ; .

rK{:r]oal or nominal root. excite a fire.

e derivation of “SIH” is “SIK” . '
“SZIK” . " ... 1n .Hungarlan
(szikra). root of all the words connected with “spark”

* ES E

Taking these two exam i
amples into account we can c
32?0(;1“5,’31?25(% t‘;lhaii) thl(j Sumerian — Hungarian cgmpgﬁggz
_ : e the backbone of the word the
! : — cons —
31_1 its real vg,lue, just as convincingly as the Hebreonﬁl‘lik
ian comparisons, v "
In the case of the words:

SAL = CSaL... SL = CS
SAL = CSeL... ST - cor
SAL = CSiL... SL = CSL
SIH = CHiH... SH = CSH
SIK = SZiK... SK = SZK

a e)'g‘;llznlsfitgzg f—— theh CSH = SZK”_derivation serves as
b (1):1" a phonetical connection, or change, which
W R present moment seems to be unreasonable. Howe-

» It proves again that the explanation of the Sumerian-
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Akkadian phonetical connection lies in the sound-changes
of the Hungarian language.
Quoting Jestin:
“lorsque les Akkadians transcrivent des mots Sume-
riens en y mettant des emphatiques, il s’agit ou d'un
abus de leur part ou d’'un apparence, car les valeurs
syllabiques qui contiennent une emphatique en akka-
dienne proviennent d’une adaptation des valeurs sume-
riennes ou d’une sonore correspondant a ’emphatique:
ainsi la valeur sémitique fréquente ‘si’ a lire ‘ze’ en
sumerien” ...
referring to which he demonstrates the phone
cuneiforms which we can find in Labat. ..

“ZIB” ... “SIB”.
Well, both exists in the Hungarian language and there is
proof again of the “Z = §” ... “S7Z = CS” phonetical chan-

ge.

tics of those
L. 190.:

Sumerian. .. ZIB. .. quoting Labat means “prostituée”.
Hungarian. .. SZIP (szép). .. means “beautiful” (Prosti-

tuée is so).

Sumerian... SIB... is present in Hungarian as CSIN...
meaning ‘“nice”.
Consonants index: Sumerian: ZB ... SB Babylonian;

Hungarian: SZP ... CSN.
The previously mentioned SLG = CSLG, SiLiG = CSii-
L6K can also be noted here. :
Considering all these examples, we notice the following
sound-revaluations:
Sumerian “Z” is often pronounced as “SZ” (s).
Sumerian “Z” in Akkadian is often changing to the
consonant “S”, which tracing it back from the Hun-
garian language represents the phonetical value of

“CSH‘
. The real value of the Akkadian consonant “$” is
H‘CH”‘
This “CH” (S) sound may change — according to
sound-harmonical rules — to other sibilant sounds
(S, S7Z).
, The H = K sound-change is regular and very fre-
quent.
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_ Studying the above mentioned “S = CS” sound’s iden-
tity and giving the word SL/CSL the value of CSAL-CSEL-
CSIL by applying different vowels — and taking into account
the variation which is present in the Hungarian language
I am“compelled to agree with Fossey’s opinion (55): ,

One should always keep in mind that there is a diffe-
rence between the spoken and the written language
For instance the Arab idiom only writes three vowels,
but pronouncing them observes the distinction between
the sounds “E” and “O”. The Turkish uses more vowels
in its imperfect writing (adopted from the Semitic
people) than the Semites themselves. The Turkish “ol-
doun” and “EULDUM?” is written identically but pro-
nounced differently. Writing doesn’t always reflects the
1s:}(?lung-modi.fica(t}iron of spoken language, as prove(i by

e Sumerian-Greek table li : .
Picher g ts published by Sayce and

3.) The consonant “F”,
I quote Pinches (57):

“In their own pronounciation the Greeks were careful
to mal.{e a difference between the Sumerian and its Akka-
dian dialect, through they distinguished the vowel “O” from
“U” — and the consonant

“PH” (f) ... from “P”.

‘ Also the consonant “F” — in its “B” variation (accord-
ing to the B-P-V-F labial sound-sequence) must have been
present in the Sumerian language, due to the fact that “B”
appears as “F” variation in the already mentioned Sume-
ila‘r;—Greek, classical, bilingual tablets — like the “dil-bad”
exts.

Quoting Pinches, the consonant “P” is also presented
as “‘F"’ in a Sumerian-Greek tablet in the British Museum
as “PH”, which is a practice in the Greek version of the con-
sonant “F” — like Sumerian “lipis” in Greek is “lephes”.
Sumerian “PA” in Greek is “PHA” and so gives mention to
the Hunga?ian value of “FO” which is also “head”.

So, it is again the Hungarian language, which correctly
selects the ancient contingency of consonants.

The importance of the Greek-Sumerian cuneiform texts
— especially in identifying the original Sumerian series of
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consonants — is best emphasised by Sayce, who states (58):

“The tablets published by Pinches shows that at the
beginning of the first Century B.C. historians and writers
still possessed the knowledge of the cuneiform texts and
mastered the Greek language. Berossus’ and his contempo-
rary scholar’s translations must have been fairly accurate
and these sound-historical facts enlighten the pronouncia-
tion fashionable at that time in Babylon as well as in
Greece.”

The existence of the consonant “F” — according to the
Sumerian-Greek cuneiforms, is therefore quite established.

Let us see some examples:

L. 11. “Bul,” ... “BuR ... is present in the Hungarian
as... “FGR”, which points to the Sumerian “B” = “F”
possibility.

In the same group we find DSL. 11/39. Bu-LuG. =
holzspalten (chop wood). In the Hungarian. .. Fa-RaG points
again to the Sumerian “B” = “F” possibility, because in
BLG/FRG word-character it is only the “G” which is cons-
tant as guttural-velar-sonor. The two linguo-liquid tremo-
lous sounds “R” — “L” change regularly and in the same
manner in the Sumerian language as in the Hungarian
language.

1.. 515 ... BuL...and BuRi,
Hungarian Fu (or F4J)
Both of identical meaning, changing their initial “B”
to an “F” sound, according to the B-P-V-F outflowing sound-

sequence.
£ % b

After these examples we can establish the Sumerian
phonetics, rules which corresponds to the consonant “F” in
the following:

1.) The “B” — “F” simple labial variation represents

the original Sumerian sound-condition;

2.) The “R” — “L” interchange in many Sumerian

words always when forming the end of a word;

3.) The “R” — “L” interchange could be a lability of

phonetics, which could receive equalization in the

«J” sound (see the consonant “J”).
* £ %




4.) The consonant “GY”.

The consonant “GY” is sonorous in Hungarian and the
retracing into the Sumerian and to its sound-sequences are
very complicated. '

Prof. Jestin feels the same way by saying that (59):

“un troisi{eme “G”, de nature difficilment determinable,

est attasté par les correspondences entre “eme-ku” and

“eme-sal”.

So, we have to search for those Sufnerian words where the
consonant “G’” must pronounced as “GY”.

. Again, we can best identify these words in the Hunga-
rian idom, as some of the invariably persisting root-words
simply do need that same “GY” consonant.

We find them in L. 67. “GIL” (to ruin, to kill)
Hungarian “GYIL” (with the same meaning)
L. 206. “GIN” (to go)
Hungarian “GYIN”, (GY6N) (to go, to come)
DSL. 265/2. “GAGIG” (jammer)
Hungarian “GaGYoG” (speak incoherently).
£ am sure tha}‘t each of the 16 values of “GUR” — like

GUR;” — might have been also pronounced... “GYuR”
(in Hungarlan: break, separate), a perfect equivalent in
meaning as well as in phonetics,

However, we have another possibility to retrace the
consonant “GY” in Sumerian.

. ’z}s the short, sonorous twin of “GY” is the consonant

TY” (also sourde), and that in this interchange — according
to the rules of assimilation — the consonant “TY” represents
the “T” variation in a softened form of the dental “D” —

we can safely suppose that the “D” — “TY” ch i -
e oa change is pro

:I“‘he Sum’er.ian “AD-DA” (L. 145.) is pronounced:
A-TY-A” in every Altaic language, Hungarian as well

Co‘nsgquently, we might consider that the “D-TY-GY”
sequence is probably too, for instances:

L. 467. Sumerian: “DUN” (DSL. 467.)
Hungarian: “GYoM?”.

There is a possibility that some of the 23 homophon Sume-
rian sound-values “DU” were also pronounced with “GY”.
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I propose, therefore, the following values with identical
meaning: ,
Sumerian: L. 206. “DU”, L. 230. “DU,";
Hungarian: “GYi”, .... “GYuL’”.

The reason why the Sumerian Glossaries mention all
the different forms of the “D-T-TY-GY” sound-variation
simply as to be pronounced as ‘“D”, might be that they were
built up according to the provision of consonants present in
the Indo-Aryan languages.

In regard to the consonant “GY”, however, there exists
a quite special possibility of suffixing in the Sumerian lan-
guage. This special possibility of suffixing is the fusion of
the H-G sounds, which are difficult to pronounce in the fa-
sion of following each other. According to Prof. Murtonnen’s
opinion, the “GY” sound is born prior to the “G” sound.
For example: the pronounciation of the Sumerian compound
term “MAH-GAR” was possible exclusively with the aid
of the consonant “GY”.

With all the above mentioned arguments we are bound
to accept Prof. Jestin’s hypothesis of a ‘“third” consonant
“G” being present in the Sumerian language, which has to
be pronounced as “GY”, simply because that sound is used
and generally known in all the agglutinative idioms.

e kS LS

5.) The consonant “J’”: (English: “Y”... as in “York”).

P. Deimel counts with this existence, noting it as the
Sumerian sound-value “Ja-Ju-Ji” (DSL. 383.).

Under the “F” consonant we were engaged with the
cuneiform of L. 515. and we introduced the possibitily of
the “B = F”. The Hungarian value which corresponds with
it however, is the “FaJ” term, which makes it probable
that the “J” consonant existed in the Sumerian language.
We could stipulate that the consonant “J” in the contempo-
rary transliteration is pronounced as “L”, particularly when
the consonant “L” is situated at the end of the word, when
the “R-L” modification occurs. A few examples to demonstra-
te that the consonant “J” occurs in the contemporary Sumer
words and is written in the form of “L’:

DSL. 144/37. Sumerian: iBiLu... (young boy like in
Hungarian: iFiJu... (Young boy);
(B=TFandL = J).
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We encounter it in similar circunstances in:
DSL. 3_73/42. Sumerian: alala... Akkadian: al.alLu
and with the same meaning in Hungarian: alalJa.
Finally, I quote Jensen who states (60.):
“the Sumerian sound “aa” is to be pronounced as “aja”.

S ES ES

.6) The consonant “LY”,

The “LY” is also a peculiar consonant, and the question
when to apply it is also a problem of the agglutinative lan-
guages. Today — in the time of the alphabet -~ when pho-
netics are controlled according to the rules of writing, it is
certainly difficult to imagine that in those far away days
of syllabication and ideographical scripts, there had to exist
some kind of rule referring to the use of consonants.

) It is the genius of Prof. Jestin, who perceives the “LY”
in the Sumerian language. He states (61):
“Un deuxiéme ‘L’ existait aussi, indiqué graphique-
ment dans les cas ot il est suivi d’une particule ‘@’
par 'emploi du sign ‘14’ au lieu de ‘1a’: ‘lil-18’, ‘dul;-1&’
ete.”
_ Though the double “1” (“1’) was pronounced as “ly”,
identically as in the Hungarian language, for example:

“fol -16” ... “gol-16”, which makes

“fo-LY6” ... “go-LY6".

(We will come back to this problem treating the R-L
variation. See: page 47.)

Studying the Hungarian words containing the conso-
nant “LY”, we come to the conclusion that these words do
not necessarily need the use of “LY”, as the word is also
perfectly intelligible pronouncing it with “L”, just as in
the Sumerian language. Consequently, we have to consider
the consonant “LY” only as a refined form, born in the
course of development of the idiom and its lack does not
effect the meaning of the word.

“In ?ertain cases of vowel-harmony, nevertheless, the use
of. LY” regularly occurs and this fact just might be its
original reason.

E I
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7.)The consonant “NY:

The consonant “NY” is the modified phonetic of the
dento-nasal-sonor “N” sound, most likely present in the Su-
merian language.

Sumerian “aMa’” (mother)... in Hungarian “aNYa”,
the latter’s softer and warmer pronounciation making us
surmize its use.

For instance the Akkadian “aNu” (the God of Heaven)

in Hungarian “aNYu”.

This sound-variation persisted in an identical manner
in the Hungarian language and many of those words (noted
in Sumerian Glossaries) which are writen with the dotted
below “T” sound -— such as “T” — were pronounced “NY”.
For instance:

Labat L. 12. “tir” (to cut) remains phonetically unchan-

ged in the Hungarian as “NYiR”, and

L. 335. sign “Ta’’/“Da” also appears as “Ta” — in a

third variation, which undoubtedly must have been

pronounced differently and not like the consonant “T”

OI‘ LKD’?.

With the help of the Hungarian language we reach the
following conclusions:

,in Sumerian as well as in Hungarian the ‘locativus’
is formed with the suffixes ‘TA/DA’, which in the course
of time often lose their final vowel and the ‘locativus’ is
only expressed by joining the remainig consonant — espe-
cially in the case of geographical names such as: Eros-D,
Seges-D, Lepén-D, Varas-D, — (sites in Hungary).

Nevertheless, it is surprising that examining the Hun-
garian geographical denominations — especially those of
very ancient settlements — we mnotice the suffix
“DA” being changed into “NYA” (with identical meaning.)
And there is no linguistic explanation yet for this fact...

So we found the identical polyphony of the Sumerian
sign: “TA — DA —NYA”.

Such as the Hungarian names: “Bato-NYA” — through
vowel variationg for instance: “Lete-NYE”.

Consequently, the phonetical values of the cuneiform
sign: L. 335:; are: “TA-DA-NYA” and not: “TA-DA-TA”.

* B £
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8.) The Akkadian consonant “Q”:

as a Babylonian inheritance.

It may have been this guttural consonant, which carried
the Sumgrian “G” and “K” over into a Semitic idiom: so

“Q” is also present in the Hungarian language, possibly
that no other guttural sound was needed.

Otherwise we would not be able to explain why the

Sem@t@c Hebrew uses “seven” guttural sounds...? — The
Semitic Arab: “five”...? and the Semitic Akkadian only
one — the “G”...? (evidently through the Sumerian in-
fluence.)

S

9.) The consonant “TY’:

The “TY” sound has been treated already above. (See:
page 40.)

Ed £ ES
10.) The consonant “V”:

The existence of the consonant “F” in the Sumerian
language is established. (See: pages 38-39.)

This in itself is ample proof for the presence of the
consonant “V” also for the simple reason that:

in the “B-P-V-F” outflowing sound-sequence the con-
scnant “F” can’t be reached by any chance without the
existence of “V”,

Its presence is also proved by the fact that the Semitic
f‘)abylomans did not invent a special sign to represent the
V” sound, probably, because it already existed in their
stock of sounds, but because they used the Sumerian cunei-
form, which had the characteristics of “P” to express it.
E’erhaps they practiced this, because these cuneiforms of
P".’ 'characteristics in the actual variations of the Sumerian
writing were already provided with the “V-F» variety of
sound.

ES & *

11.) The comsonant “ZS”:

The Hungarian “ZS” is identical with the “sifflant-pa-
latale-sonore”’which is mentioned by Prof. Jestin as (62):
»,Tres probable in Sumerian”... and designed: “Z”.

B ES *
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CONCLUSIONS:

1.) All the vowels and consonants identified in the Su-
merian language — as well the so-called “probable”
ones — are present in the Hungarian idiom.

2.) The original Sumerian sounds can be reconstructed
with the aid of the Hungarian phonetics, also those
consonants which to the present time have not becn
detected by retracing them from the Akkadian lan-
guage. '

In this way (with the help of the reconstructed Su-
merian sounds) we found the original phonetical
values of those Sumerian words, which are written

w

with different cuneiform signs — but of identical
phonetics.Also, we have put an end to the homo-
phony.

£ £ Ed

II. COMMON LINGUISTIC IDIOSYNCRACIES
AS GROUNDS OF THE REVALUATION:

All those linguistic idiosyncracies that exist in the Su-
merian language are not to be found in any language except
the Hungarian. I mention here the following:

1.) VOWELHARMONY’S IDENTITY:

The Sumerian vowelharmony is present in the Hunga-
rian language in the same manner.

Poebel points to the Ural-Altaic relations of the Sume-
rian language, specially in the case of vowelharmony. (63)

Hommel ascertains: (64)... “we have to consider sound-
harmony as the strongest proof of connections between Su-
merian and Ural-Altaic idioms”.

Prof. Jestin confesses the same opinion amplifying his
short exposition of the Sumerian vowelharmony with com-
parisons drawn from the Ural-Altaic Turkish.” (65)

The fact of this peculiarity being present identically
in both languages — Sumerian and Hungarian — not only
points to the Ural-Altaic idioms, but is without doubt the
chief argument to use the Hungarian language in the re-
valuation and reconstruction of the Sumerian. Let us con-
sider the details of this argument!
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The most important identities comparing Sumerian and

Hungarian vowelharmony are:

a.).Th.e pronounciation of vowels in two-syllabled root-
words is either high or low, which means to say: that the
sounds formed trough different movements of the mouth
conform to each other:

Sumerian: UgAr..AgAr (meadow)... Asig, AzAg... (illness)
Hungarian: UgAr..AgAr ( 7 ) .. Aszlk, AszAk... (7 )
Sumerian and Hungarian forms and pronounces its words
according to rules mentioned above, like:

Sumerian: UdU, ArA, AgA, EmE, dAgdAg, EdIn, IdE, IbIU,
Hungarian: 1dO, ArA, AgA, EmE, dAgAd, EdéNY, IdE, IfIjU,

These words are not interesting only for the vowel-
harmony they used, but their meaning is as well identical.
b). The vowel-supplements added to the nouns always
conform to the original vowel-sound of the root-word. Like:

Sumer?an: gab/ gaba, ab/aba, gad /gada.

Hungarian: keb/kebel, ap/apa, gaty/gatya.

c.) The suffixes conform also to the vowel of the root-
word in the same way.

d.) Both larg‘guages form the adverb with the help
Sf the suffix “SU,”, which may appear as “ES” and

AS” variations — according to the rules of the sound-
harmony in Hungarian as well as Sumerian.

ZID-DE-ES (Gudea cyl.A.XXIV.8.) Hungarian: “sziv-ve-es”
(faithfully);

UD-DA-AS (SAK. 214.d.R.7.) Hungarian: “id-dé-6s” (old);
UR-AS ... Hungarian: “ur-as”.

) Vowel-harmony occurs also in cases of certain varia-
tions of root-syllables, which develop by vowel-contraction
or by the elision of the second vowel. Like:

Sumerian: UD-BI-A ... changes to ... UD-BA...
Hungarian: IDO-BE (in time).
Sumerian: AL-DU-ENA ... changes to ... ALDUNNA...
Hungarian: ALDUNNA (going).
1.) The occurence of the vowel-harmony can be acknow-
ledged and explained in both languages by the fact:
that the suffixes and particles posses a value of their
own and may be used also separately, and: that in spite of
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that they change their vowel (agglutinating) conforming to
the root-word.

2.) SIMILARITY OF THE ASSIMILATION
OF CONSONANTS:

It is the most perfect accomplishment of the vowel-
harmony. Its most frequent examples are:

a.) Prof. Jestin’s “assimilation regressive” with his R-L
variation is present in both languages

But the Hungarian R-L assimilation explains also other
soundchanges, which occur in the Sumerian language:

Hungarian: GUR .... is identical with the GOL.

GUR+LO is identical with ... GOL+LG

(something which rolls)

These word formations differ from each other in the
following way: in GOL+LO ... the double consonant
“LL”=LY. Consequently we get: GOLYO (bullet, ball).

Whereas in the word GUR-LO the consonants R-L can
be aggreed only with the help of an inserted vowel, and we
get: gur-U-16, which is identical to Jestin’s inserted “U” in
the Sumerian word-formation gamb-U-ruda. But in Sume-
rian we are able to realize a case of an inserted “U” in the
same way as the Hungarian gur-U-16. The Sumerian “TUR”
dobled = TUR-TUR, and just like ENLIL-LA... is TUR-
TUR-LA. Here the ideogram of “TUR” has been doubled
and the “LA” syllable added.

It may possible that this was pronounced as: tur-tur-U-
14 in Sumerian, and through phonetical rules it may be
retraced from the Hungarian language.

b.) The doubling of a consonant occurs in both langua-
ges. In the middle of a word — in case of determination —
is a fairly frequent occurence.

But it seems extraordinary that — in Sumerian as well
as in Hungarian — two consonants never appear at the
begginning of the word.

c.) In the two-syllables words: it is frequently the
disappearance of the consonant in the middle or at the end
of the word.

Hungarian: okos - ész, Ugy-i, vil-vi, rag-ra, fia-fi
Sumerian: umus-us, id-1i, bil-bi, rag-ra, dumu-du
The meaning of the mentioned word is identical.
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d.) The following examples show the changes of con-
sonants formed by the same organs:
Sumerian: ugu-uku, ug-kin - ukkin, ag - aka, kug - kuku
Hungarian: ag - ik, ...ukkin ..., ..akar.., .. .kuka...
e.) Both languages express the relations of those ideas
which. are naturally opposed to each other by certain re-
ciprocal assimilation. The consonants of the respective re-
lated words remain unchanged. The vowels only variate
from the high sound into the low ones. Like:
Sumerian: ama- eme, sag-sig, igi-aga, gur;- gur,
Hungarian: atya-anya, szag - seg, ide - oda, gyur - gyir.
The meaning of the mentioned words is also identical.
f). Concerning the explosive consonants — both
languages prefer the sonorious ones, and not the sourds.
Examples:

Sumerian: “aka”...instead of “ag”...Hungarian: “aka(r)”.

“uku” ) b “ug)S' . (‘ﬁke,7
’(‘kuku77 » 3y (‘kug7’ . ((kuka77'

3. OTHER IDENTICAL PECULIARITIES:

The opinions concerning Sumerian dialects and their
respective sound-changes are far from unanimous.

Poebel (66) considers the “EME-KU” dialect as the ge-
nerally spoken Sumerian language. He does not specify
“EME-SAL” clearly.

Haupt and Delitzsch (67) represent the point of view of
“EME-SAL” being the most ancient one, or at least simul-
tanously spoken with “EME-KU”; anyway not of later ori-
gin. In “Inana’s Descent to the Netherworld” (Sumerian
Myths of Origin) (68)... “the Sumerian poets uses two dia-
lects in his epic and mythic composition. EME-SAL dialect,
in regarding the direct speech of a female, not male deity...
a speach of the Godess Inana in which she repeats in EME-
SAL dialect all that the poet had previously described in
narrative form in the main dialect.” According to this —
EME-SAL and EME-KU have been used simultanously.

The average position of sound-variations ocecuring
through the changing of one Sumerian language into another,
is remarcably shown in the Hungarian idiom, which justi-
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fies the hypothesis, that in ancient times of one single lan-
guage being spoken. See page 22.) I mean that the ancient
form of the so called MAH-GAR language already existed
as one of the seven Sumerian dialects mentioned by B. Reiss-
ner (69). We can find the Hungarian language as interme-
diary between the EME-KU and EME-SAL dialects as the
following examples have to be considered with great care:

, EME-KU HUNGARIAN EME-SAL
L. 13. DINGIR ........... TUNDER .......... DIMER
DNGR TNDR DMR

L.190. ZIB ............. SZEP

CSIN ..., SIP
L. 49. GALs;-LU ........ KELO .............. KALU
L.296. GIS ............. GESZ{t) ............. MUS
L.449. IGI ............. IDE ........ ... .. ... INE
L. 384. BSAG, ............ SZIV ... SAB;
L. 500, AGAR ........... UGAR ............. ADAR
L. 325, NIR (verb) ....... SER(ul) ............. SER
L.129. NAB ............ NAP ............... .. NAP
L. 556, NIN ............. NEN

ASSZONY ........ GASAN
L.597. GAR ............ GAR

MAR(ad) ............. MAR

ks b ¥

Another identical quality of the both languages is:
The determinative element at the end of the word, which
causes the double elongation of the end consonant of the
previous word. '

The Sumerian determinative particle is called in Hun-
garian (according to modern linguists): Particle relative of
the subject (fénévi viszonyrag). Its grammatical function
is”identical in both languages. Examples:

EN-Lil-L+a ...... En-Lil-L+é
GAL-L+4 ........ Kal-L+a
Tag-G+a ........ Tag-G+a

This last root-word “TAG” is a wonderfull example of
the Sumerian-Hungarian identity, so much so that it is
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worthwhile to examin it in detail. It is again one of the
roots, which are present in Sumerian as well as in the Hun-
garian language — retracing it through the Akkadian idiom
— in all the forms of its meaning. Just as in Sumerian, the
Hungarian root always remains: “TAG”.
L. 126. TAG DSL. 126/12: za-ka-pu .. errichten TAG-(ol)

TAG DSL. 126/16: hu-ur-tu-tu zerstoren TAG-(16z)

TAG DSL. 126/22: ma-ha-su schlagen TAG-(16)

TAG DSIL. 126/21: la-pa-tu ... anfassen (see below)

The Hungarian language doesn’t express the meaning
of the Akkadian la-pa-tu with the help of the Sumerian
variation of “TAG”; but simply uses the Akkadian word
in its identical phonetical form to express the instrument
of the idea “anfassen”... so: LA-PAT (in English: “shovel”.)
This proves the existence of the Babilonian stratum in the
Hungarian Language.
ES £ *

MENTION OF THE “GENUS”:

- Neither Sumerian, nor Hungarian use any grammatical
indication concerning the different “genus”. Both languages
lack the grammatical rule of Indo-European and Semitic
idioms according to which nouns are masculine, femenine
or neuter.

The society of both languages accept the great order of
Creation, that living beings are either masculine or femenine.
Consequently living beings have a common denomination
for both sexes, but a determinative (differenciating word)
is put in front, or inmediatly following the word in order
to indicate the gender.

This peculiarity is identical in Sumerian and Hunga-
rian. The Sumerian language indicates the “femalle” with
the determinative: ‘“‘geme”. The same occurs in Hungarian.
Its variation is: ‘“gim” is still used to day for the
femenine stag, the hind.

Refering to masculine mention: L. 211.sign: “NIT-AG”
is usual. “GIS” is unstable. Probably correct is: “US”, which
pronounced in Hungarian: “UZ”. I propose to pronounce
Sumerian “US-DAM” ... as “UZ-DAM”, because this Hun-
garian verb “UZ” means the natural coupling of masculine
and femenine.

The idea of “virgin” is developed through similar logical
reason. The Sumerian “US-NU-ZU” (doest not know
mating)="“virgin”.
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Using the vowel-harmony, is modified as: “UZ—NQ-ZI}'}’,:,
with the elision of the second consonant we get: “1Z- U-Z0
which is the original form of the Hungarian

3 3 113 - "_. 1
word for “virgin®”: ..... ... oo SzZ- U-Z2”.
£ % &

HEAVEN AND GOD:

Comparing the two languages it is also interesting to
note that the ideas of “Heaven” and “God” are expressed
in the same way.

" Sumerian gses the same ideogramm for bo1_:h; and
Hungarian spirituality applies it in a similarj fashion: t}},e
Hungarian does not say: “God bye”, he says: “Heaven bye”.
(Heaven with you).

ES b3 £
DETERMINATIVES:

As all the exclusive peculiarities of the Sumerian
language can also be identified in Hungarian, it wi}l seem
natural that all those determinatives — enumerated in Prof.
Labat’s work (MEA) as graphical signs — in order to
facilitate the reading of Sumerian texts, — are also present
in the Hungarian language, and still in use at t‘he _present
time to complement the meaning of the \.;vor‘d, in just the
same way as in Sumerian. Their syntaxial order is very
often identical, but the to day Hungarian pospones the
determinatives.

53




II1. MORPHOLOGY

1.) Identical agglutination:

Agglutination is the basical characteristic of both
languages: Hungarian and Sumerian. Identical agglutina-
tion means identical grammatical structure and syntax,
and is extreemly important to prove the identity of
these languages. We can approve by the agglutination the

fact that the Hungarian language is only a developped form
of the Sumerian.

The agglutination occurs with the addition of pre- or
postponed particles. The use of these particles is identical
in both languages.

If the postponed particle does not change the meaning
of the word, we call it: “particle”.

But both languages use another kind of postponed
elements — which added to the words, alter their meaning,
form a new word out of the cld one. These elements we
call: “suffixes”.

In the Sumerian-Hungarian language several suffixes
can be added to the same root word. The resulting new word
can be further joined by “particles”, and we can still go
on developping them with the help of more “suffixes”. The
result is always first an agglutinated word developped by
particles and suffixes, and the product of all additions
remains always only “one” word.

Languages — without agglutination — need a whole
sentence, and sometimes several sentences to express the
meaning of that agglutinated single word.

It is just for that reason that I propose the Hungarian
language — with its identical agglutinative system — as
an instrument to realize the revaluation of the Sumerian
language, which to the present day has been deciphered only
with the help of the not agglutinative Indo-European and
the Semitic-Hebrew languages. It is definitely not possible

to analize or compare by those means the agglutinative Su-
merian.

Balassa says (70) speaking of that problem:

»The Indo-European languages express the same idea

with a completely different sentence-structure than the
Hungarian.
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For instance: according to Latin grammaxz — th’e;
“nominativus” (subject) in those languages is “dativus
(adverb) (“in Hungarian and in Sumerian exactly fthe
same”). It must be extreemly difficult for scholars, working
in accord with an Indo-European system, to u_nderstan_d:
that in the agglutinative languages the yerb simply fails
to appear in the third person, and still tl}‘e;” sentence-
structure remains the same. Like: “a gyerek jé” (the boy
good) — and not like “the boy IS good”. o

We can see, therefore, that the agglutination as gram-
matical structure could not be compared with any gram-
matical system of non-agglutinative langpages, bgcause they
lack of the elements of the agglutination, Whlch are the
word-complements, particles, phonetical additions a‘d spf-
fixes. Linguists, without knowledge of any agglutinative

e stop in amazement. '
langl&z%urallg, the Sumerian-Hungarian language has its
peculiarities in its own ‘agglutinativg system and _the‘re are
different ways of joining these particles and suffixes.

In the following chapter I would like to refute one of
the theories causing linguists to believe that Sumerian Wlll
prove refractory to any yet known method of comparative
linguistic analysis. . o

I present here a peculiar habit of agglutination existing
only in the Sumerian-Hungarian language. 1 denominate
this speciality as:

THE SYMMETRICAL IMAGE-AGGLUTINATION.

This is a peculiarity of the Sumerian-Hungarian syntax,
which: '
1.) separates the particles and suffixes from their
respective words and nouns;
2.) places these words and nouns in order to syntax
corresponding to the grammatical .rule;
3.) puts the particles and suffixes in reversed order
after the nouns. ' '
Consequently, the erder of the particle§ and suffixes is the
image of the order of their corresponding nouns or wo‘rds‘
This Symmetrical Image-Agglutination ig an anc-1ent
Sumerian tradition conserved by the old cuneiform scripts.
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ST e S b o e bRt et e o o A e

It seems to the most primitive method in order to fix the
speach ln'to writing, because the easiest way seemed to bé
tirst placing the ideogramms one following the other, than
doing the same with the particles and suffixes. Natljlrally
reading was not in accordance with the order of written
sigus, because the particles and suffixes were joined to
their respective signs, according to the order of the Sym-
metrical Image-Agglutination.

Let us examine a few of the Sumerian texts in order
to l?e able to ascertain that the Symmetrical Image-Aggluti-
nation developped into a regular system.

One of its examples has been treated by Prof. JESTIN
(AGS. p. 53.) dealing with the “genitivus” case, saying:

“genetiv normal regens rectum + a + a...”

In the Sumerian text — grammatically:
KA-E DINGIR- A- A

and in writing: KA -E DINGIR -RA -KA
We get here a couple of “relation genitive”, because

the first relation is: “KA - E” ... and
the second ..... is: “KA-E” — “DINGIR”.
The first: ...KA-E — ‘“regens rectum” — standing one

beside the other is the relation-genitive, in spite of the lack
of any possesive particle. Just like in the Hungarian lan-

guage.

§umer1an: “KA-E” in Hungarian “templomkapu”, english
temple’s gate”. The second: ,..KA-E DINGIR “is a double

‘r‘elatlve genitive” (without any particle.) In Hungarian:
Isten Templomkapuja”. In English: “gate of God’s temple”:

The particles are not necessary, and in the Sumerian
text still they are present... consequently they have to
represent some meaning.

I agree with Prof. Jestin, who recognizes them as the

value of: “a”+%“a”, which are the particles of i
definite article. particles of emphasis, or

But let us examine the text according to the rule of, Sym-
metrllcal Ima_gg-Agglutination. So, the last particle refers to
the first genitive case, and the before last to the second.

Prof. Jestin is right. The first “a” is the definite article
of the first genitive case, and the second “a” belongs to the
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second, and the particles “RA” and “KA” do not have any
mention of genitive.

We must read the text as follows:

in Hungarian: “A templomkapuja AZ Istennek”,

in English: “THE temple’s gate of THE God”.

We can examine another, more complicated example,
when the “regens” is as indicative and indicating consists of
a noun and an adjective. (See: Gudea A. Cyl X. 28.)

DINGIR GAL-GAL SIR-BUR-LA-(KI) - A -GE - NE
According to the rules of my Symmetrical Image-Agglutina-
tion, the last particles “NE” (particle of plural) refers to
the first word — “DINGIR”, putting this in case of plural:
“DINGIR-NE” ... in Hungarian: “ISTENEK”, in English:
GodS.

The next to the last “GE” — is the particle of genitive,
belonging to the second — “GAL-GAL”, and transforming
the expression into the following form:

DINGIR-NE GAL-GAL-GE
which presents the correct case of genitive in plural.

The third particle is “A”, which corresponds to the
third compound word SIR-BUR-LA-(KI). This is the definite
article. Consequently, the Sumerian text is to read:
Sumerian: DINGIR-NE GAL-GAL-GE SIR-BUR-LA-(KD-A

Hungarian: A Sirburlai nagy nagy Isteneknek a
English: of THE great GodS of Sirburla (Lagash).

Ed % *

Very often the Symmetrical Image-Agglutination also
identifies the meaning and character of the suffix or particle.

Prof. Jestin translated the Sumerian expression (JAGS.
p. 55.)

E—DUB —BA — A
in the following way: “DANS la maison DES tablettes”.

It is again an illustration in proving that it is once
more the Sumerian-Hungarian Symmetrical Image Aggluti-
pation we are able to identify the exact meaning of the
ancient Sumerian text in question. We can see that the
translation “DES tablettes” is not correct, as there is no
trace of plural in the text.

E — DUB... “regens — rectum” = house of writing.
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If this possessive case would only be followed by the particle
“BA”... thg emphasis of the word ending with a consonant
would require a suffix beginnig with the same consonant.
Consequen.tly: E — DUB — BA means: THE writinghouse.
In Hquaman: “A rovashaz.” The precise detail used by the
Sumerlgn language: — the “A” placed at the end of the
expression — wants to present that there are more of the
respectives cobject existing by Jestin’s translation.

S0 — with the help of my Symmetrical Image Aggluti-
nation in this expression: ... E — DUB — BA — A ... the
final “A” emphasises the first word, and the suffix “BA”
represents the “locativus” case of the “regens-rectum couple”,
similar to the verbal suffix expressing an internal action.

Using the rule of the Symmetrical Image Agglutination
the correct translation is:

in Hungarian: A rovéishaz-BA

in English: INTO THE writing-house.

B3 9 g

The Sumerian-Hungarian Symmetrical Image Aggluti-
nation and its secrets — not yet identified in any other lan-
guage of the present time — is my chief argument to propose
the revaluation of the — so-called — Sumerian vocabulary,
syntax and grammar.

But this revaulation we can realise only using the
Hungarian language as a linguistic instrument and base for
all modifications required. I propose the Hungarian language
not only because the declination and conjugation are identical
in Hungarian as well as Sumerian, but also because this

Symmetrical Image Agglutination is actually present in to-
day’s Hungarian.
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EPILOG

It was impossible to mention, in my exposition, all the
identity existing in the Sumerian and the Hungarian
languages as unique proprieties. The indicated specialities
are not to be found in other languages.

My work in the indicated linguistic investigation is
perfectly well edited and contains all the ordinary pe-
culiarities and characteristics appearing in both languages,
as I structured them in the chapter: My Method.

It is my intention here — before the XXIXth Inter-
national Congress of Orientalists — to suggest a plan of
studies based on my documentation.

The necessity of revaluating the language, and specially
the Sumerian phonetics, is evident and unquestionable. I
therefore vote for the formation of a

PERMANENT INVESTIGATING COMMISSION OF
AGGLUTINATION,

which will be the last instance for the approval of proposed
modifications.

In ending my exposition as I do — with the right of
“the last word” — I wish to call the attention of the linguists
and scientists, in order to invite them to discover, with me
a wonder which has never been seen before, and which I
announce as being a property of Mankind.

And this wonder is: the existence of the language of
the first human culture, alive in an idiom used and well-
known in our days.

This wonder cannot be converted to an exclusive and
national property. It belongs to all the Humanity.

Therefore — the Magyars — descendants of the Biblic
NIMRUD -— who have been keeping until now the per-
sonality of the Nimrud in their traditions — deserve a better
treatment in their condition of depositaries of the treasure
of the most ancient human culture.

Francisco Jos Badiny
(University of Salvador)
(Buenos Aires — Argentina)

Paris, July 14, 1973
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APPENDIX L
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