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ON THE IDEA OF SUMERO — HUNGA RIAN LINGUISTIC
AFFILIATION

Critical Notes on a Pseudo-Scholarly Phenomenon

by
GEZA KOMOROCZY

Let me start this article! by relating an apparently irrelevant but,
in fact, very characteristic little story. In winter, 1973 I had some pre-
criptions written by our GP. Incidentally, he was substituted by an el-
derly, pensioned colleague of his. When filling in the heading of the re-
cipe and learning that I worked at the Ancient History Department of
the Budapest University he put down his pen and set out telling, with
enthusiasm, about a fascinating book, which, as he put it, was quite cer-
tain to basically revalue our “Hungarian consciousness” and, obviously,
I should professionally feel concerned about it. His “book review” lasted
more than half an hour with the rest of patients waiting outside. Even-
tually the assistent managed to interrupt him. The book so warmly re-
commended was that of Ferenc Badiny Jés.?

This minor incident, I guess, is characteristic enough. There is no
escaping the fans of Sumero-Hungarian affinity in our everyday life.
Among the believers there are many older people, pensioners, to be found,
but their ranks are not exclusively recruited from the latter group; the
idea seems to attract younger generations as well — let me tell no more
stories now to prove it. Finally, these doctrines appear to be most wides-
pread in this country among doctors, the technical intelligentsia and
teachers.

When did these ideas start to gain ground ? Apparently no one can
serve up with exact dates but their spreading was, and still is, taking place
in front of our very eyes. Thus mentioning but a few facts is enough to
serve as a chronological scale of our everyday experience and memories.
It was an unforgivable blunder of the Kossuth Publishing House to tal e
the initiative — unsuspectingly — in publishing an excerpt of Ida Bobu-
la’s book?® as a sensational piece of reading in 1964.* Aladar Dobrovits
(the late Professor for the History of Ancient Orient at the Budapest
University) wrote a letter of protest to the editor; the answer, a self-
critical letter, was of no help whatsoever.> Our popular scientific weekly,
Elet és Tudomény, issued an article of Andor Schedel, also in 1964, on
the oldest numerals, which he thought to be of common origin with the
Hungarian ones.® In 1965 the daily newspaper Nograd published an
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announcement of Janos Belitzky? an archivist and historian of good name,
and later on, a more extensive study of his, in two parts, was published
by the journal Palécfold, a literary and art anthology.® In these two pub-
lications he related a considerable part of toponyms of Europe to Hunga-
rian vocables. This he did, not as a follower of Bobula, still he was pursu-
ing the same line.

Formerly, there had been but a few “Sumero-Hungarological” works
published by the Hungarian press, but these, like Laszlé Pass’ article on
the word abrakadabra — incidentally, it was published by a Church peri-
odical? — | passed as curiosities.

A few years later, however, there emerged a flocd of hints and refe-
rences infiltrating popular press-publications. Ferenc Maron, who kept
on — till his death — feeding the bell purse of archeological dilettantism
with his knowledge-farthings of foreign origin, discovered an old Sumerian
word in a toponym of Adorjinhéza, a village in the country of Veszprém.1©
Sandor Torok, in the literary supplement of the daily Népszava called
“Szép Sz6” made excerpts — with zeal befitting a better cause — in a
series on Ancient History, from the original homeland theories!' of “Su-
mero-Hungarologists” without specifying his sources, and not even
mentioning Sumerians, for reasons of apparent restraint, of course. I hit
upon these two examples at random, however, I have got several others
in my collection.

The chronology is utterly unambiguous: the upsurge of tracing Su-
mero-Hungarian affinities dates back to the mid-nineteen-sixties. The
movement unfolden in the circles of Hungarian emigrants in the West
half a decade or so earlier. Its precentors, whose name hallmarks the ma-
jority of the publications, emigrated during and after the Second Waorld
War, but their ideas had practically no echoes among their fellow-emig-
rants in the course of the first 15 years.

The medium which got imbued with and became a mouthpiece of
the idea of the Sumero-Hungarian affinity eventually “got abroad” as
late as 1956 —67.

I have not specially researched the rich Hungarica collection of the
National Széchényi Library, whose relevant parts are classified materials,
but the publications which I hit upon, more or less at random, still make
generalizations possible — and, in due course, I am going to refer to
them.

The new wave of Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation was started
by Ida Bobula’s first (mimeographed) book in English.'? This work has
gone completely unnoticed in Hungary. Indirect data seem to suggest
that it was not enthusiastically welcomed by the Hungarian emigrants
in the West, either.’® As to the attitude of the professionals in this field,
there is nothing more characteristic than the fact that there were only
two book-reviews dealing with it. One, from the pen of Maurice Lambert 14
an eminent French Sumerologist, was of a coolly reserved character; the
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other, by the excellent linguist Janos Lotz,'> was a devastating critique.
Following this, Bobula published several minor papers in mainly short-
lived emigrant dailies and periodicals,'® some of them in English.1? Her
studies were later compiled into a book in Hungarian by Ferenc Jos,
who subsequently used the name Ferenc Badiny Jés. He was commissio-
ned by the Sumero-Hungarian Scientific Society chaired by Count Istvén
Kéarolyi in Buenos Aires.’ This book, in due course, became popular both
with the Hungarian emigrants in the West and with Hungarians at home.
In the wake of Bobula’s activities the literature of Sumero-Hungarian
linguistic affiliation started proliferating. The first advocates of the cause
Kalman Gosztonyi,'? Zsuzsanna Kovéaces, Mrs. Teleki?® and others dealt
only with details. Later, however, comprehensive studies came out on
leaflets ! in thin booklets, both printed and mimeographed. Out they came
also in leatherbound bulky volume printed on India paper and also in
book series of several volumes. Let me mention but a few authors: Béla
Kézdy Vasarhelyide Kézd ,**Victor Padanyi,*® Ferenc Badiny Jés,! Sindor
Gallus,®» Laszlé6 Rimandczy,*® Sandor Nagy,?” Tibor Barath,® Juan
Moriez,? Sandor Cséke,” ete. A relatively large number of their works
kept flowing into Hungary, as well, and met with a rather rapid and lively
response.

And if we want to take a cursory look at the foreign centres of Su-
mero-Hungarian affiliation, we have to be well aware of the fact that all
what we say about centres, organs and persons is by all means highly
deficient and has but a temporary validity. The part of the Hungarian
emigrants in the West advocating this doctrine could not throw out roots
in the spirituel soil of their new country, therefore their position — at
the same time their odds concerning publication — are incessantly chan-
ging.3!

The most significant centres are to be found on the American Conti-
nent today. The periodical Szittyakiirt remembering the nationalist move-
ment even with its title (Skythian Horn) appears in North America; this
periodical deals with “Sumero-Hungarology” only here and there, but
then very sharply and politically. Tibor Bardth and his circle work in
Canada. In the United States Jend Matyds Fehér is engaged in publish-
ing books; his first Publising House bore the name Gilgamesh, which
published a series entitled Studia Sumiro-Hungarica; on other publica-
tions of his we can see the mark of Turul — mythical falcon of ancient
Hungarians — Publishing House and the title Sumero-Hungarian Studies.
He also has a role in publishing a periodical called Magyar Térténelmi
Szemle. The periodical Sumir Hirad6. Magyar Newsletter (mimeographed)
is edited by Gyorgy Zaszlos — Zsoka. A puli. The puli, a periodical for the
American Hungarian puli-breeders, also comes out in the United States
with Sumero-Hungarian dogs barking on its pages. The “Sumero-Hun-
garologists” of South America mostly gathered in Buenos Aires. Among
the trade-marks of the publications belonging to the circle of Sumero-
Hungarian scientific Society we can find the following titles, varying
with almost every book: Editor Esda, Editorial Transvlvania, Turdni
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Akadémia, Magyar Oskutatas (Searching Hungarian Ancestors), etc.
Ferenc Badiny Jos is working here as professor of the Jesuite University.
Recently he has become the international standard-bearer of the move-
ment. There was even a time when he advertised a correspondence doc-
torate in Sumerology for “far-away” students. Later he issued a book-
by-pages series (photoprinted) which was a kind of a “Teach yourself
easy Sumerian”, also available at his consignatory in Hungary for six
forints a page.

We have but scarce data from Europe. In Paris there were some
“Sumero-Hungarologists™ attending the linguistic and philological lec-
tures of French Sumerologists but to no palpable scientific avail. The
Ahogy Lehet, a mimeographed periodical, published some “Sumero-
Hungarological” papers. A series called Eszaki Vartan (On the Northern
Sentry) appears in Sweden. It also issues publications. The works of some
European “Sumero-Hungarologists™ are self-edited or published by major
centers.

In Sydney, Australia, the Magyar Mult. Hungarian Past — a mime-
ographed periodical with articles in Hungarian and English — appears,
published by the Magyar Torténelmi Tarsulat (Hungarian Historical
Society) and edited by Séindor Gallus e/ al.

I must emphatically point out that “Sumero-Hungarology” can by
no means be considered the unanimous opinion of Hungarians abroad.
If we forgot this, the very nature of the phenomenon would remain
shrouded from us. In the articles of periodicals, forewords of books, there
is a complaining, reprimanding, accusing tone to be perceived which
condemns the indifference and animosity of fellow-emigrants. Regarding
this from Hungary, it seems to indicate that the advocates of Sumero-
Hungarian linguistic affiliation are in minority also abroad. There are
several indications showing that the most significant thinkers of the Hun-
garian emigrants in the West, who serve the cause of universal culture of
mankind in their new fatherland, keep aloof from the hotch-potch of
“Sumero-Hungarology”. The Magyar Mihely (Paris) has never issued
positive articles on this subject. Notwithstanding their political stand-
points, a number of emigrant-periodicals reject the idea of “Sumero-
Hungarian” linguistic affiliation. Not only excellent specialists, like all
Hungarian-born scholars in cuneiform studies, keep away from it but also
other progressive-minded personalities of Hungarian intellectual life
abroad, like writers, historians, and philosophers, ‘as well. Sumero-Hun-
garian linguistic affiliation is the cause of a handful of Hungarian emig-
rants in the West.

The base of “Sumero-Hungarology” was organized in Hungary self
on two levels: one was formed by study-writers — let us call them this
way —, the other was formed by letter-writers. Naturally, we cannot
speak about organizations, only about personal contacts. The coherence
manifests itself mainly in quoting each others’ unpublished manuscripts.

At first the study-writers were seeking to place their manuscripts
with the publishing houses; it was in this way that I had the chance of
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observe “Sumero-Hungarology” stir, while supervising manuseripts
which were sent to me by the Editorial Offices of Gondolat (the publi-
shing house for popular sciences), of Corvina Press, and of Elet és Tudo-
many (a weekly for popular sciences). The publishing houses, commen-
dably enough, resisted this siege. Thereafter the study-writers started to
knock on the doors of our big academic libraries. The unpublished papers
would be deposited at the Archive of manuscripts of the National Szé-
chényi Library, the Library of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, at
the Grand Library of the Debrecen Calvinist Theological Academy;
these collections keep dozens of papers of this kind by favour of their
authors. In the course of years the “Sumero-Hungarologist” study-writers
took up the strange habit of citing each others’ papers referring to the
atalogue number of the library, despite the fact that the manuscripts
were circulated in many copies, thus indicating that the papers in ques-
tion were not merely manuscripts: they were opera open for the public.
When even the libraries rejected them, a strange kind of Hungarian
“Samizdat™ cropped up, which, in this country, means manuscripts
mimeographed, rotaprinted or Xeroxed. These are rendered booklike by
the technology of multiplication and the look of the cover. Let me men-
tion but a few names from among the more prolific authors in Hungary:
Lészl6 Pass, %2 Andor Schedel,? Arpad Orban,* Elemér Novotny, Andrds
Zakar.®® Towards the end of the 1960s they came up with a new practice.
Some authors of “Sumero-Hungarology”, dissatisfied with the facilities
of publication open for them so far, placed their papers with the forums
of the Hungarian emigration in the West. Some papers of Andras Zakar??
have come out in this way.

The other group, that of the letter-writers, consisted of followers,
sympathizers and of those interested, viz. of the ones who had the time
and energy only to write letters but not the stamina to prepare the manus-
cript of a paper. These “Sumero-Hugarologists” flocded the institutions
of our academic life with their letters, their main targets being the organs
of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, the Institute of Linguistics, the
Instute of History and the respective departments of the Eotvos Lorand
University. Their targets sometimes included even foreign specialists
whose names were well-know also here through their popular books on
Mesopotamia (e. g. S. N. Kramer, L. Jakob-Rost, I. M. Diakonoff). Grop-
ing for connections they happened to take a journalist, in account of his
popularizing book on the Sumerians, for an expert on Sumerology (V.
Zamarovsky). The lengthy letters, teeming with references, have never
formally been assertive, they have merely “asked questions” pretending
to be impartially curious and, what is more, naive. Their “questions”
however, were neant to charm the addressess by the idea of Sumero-
Hungarian linguistic affiliation, which, as they putit, “has already ack-
nowledged” abroad. This “correspondence literature”, the multiplied
specimens of which were passed from hand to hand, was a special kind
of forum for publication, after all.
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The criticism of recent Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation start-
ed slowly, but it was to become more and more vigorous. Laszl6 Zsiirger’s
sa1 castic but well-informed article,* wielding serious arguments, made it
clear for the Hungarian public, as well, that the false and adventurous
theory of Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation is not unanimously
backed by the Hungarian emigration, either.

From among the prominent figures of Hungarian scholarship it was
Péter Hajda*® to release the first article. His studies not only contain a
clear factual refutation but they also offer a striking diagnosis of this
phenomenon, which seems to be a kind of emigration psychosis. Jinos
Gulyat® was willing to argue only in a lecture at first, later on, however,
he elaborated his views in writing, too*!. Laszlé Papp*® issued an exten-
sive and thorough pamphlet. P(dl) E. F(ehér)'® informed the large masses
of reading public, on the columns of Népszabadsdg, and so did Péter
Ruffy® in an effective and evocative linguistic series on the columns of
Magyar Nemzet. Laszl6 Papp?® did the same in another article of his.
Some articles — mostly on other subjects — of the famous Hungarian
writer, Tibor Cseres,*® who has a flair for clarifying uncertainties and is a
man of sound judgement, spoke about Sumero-Hungarian linguistic
affiliation as a phantasm, have performed their good offices. Antal Bartha'’s
firm — though non-polemic — stand? concerning issues of our prehis-
tory has taught a good lesson. The light, satiric sketch of Endre Bajomi
Lazar proved to be a murderous criticism in fact.®® The archeologist
(sanad Balint' has written a witty archeological essay abounding with
factual arguments. Géza Bethlenfalvy® has unmasked the falsifications
of “Sumero-Hunearologists” in the field of the history of science; Laszlo
Méatrai®! has given an insight into the haze of scientific myths; Gyula
Ortutay?®? has tried to divert the attention of the Hungarian emigration
from the romantic ideas, naive affiliation theories and to draw it to ge-
nuine tasks. Gyula Lasz16, the most influential personality of the research
in Hungarian prehistory, has made his subtle points in an article on
“primitive-homeland-seeking”, in which he proved to be unders:anding in
many respects, but also critical of anything false, of dilettantism in prehis-
tory, e.g., and of lies staining prominent figures of this field of research.®
Istvan Fodor,’ starting from the results of archeology, has criticised the
views about prehistory of “Sumero-Hungarology”. T myself, in twoshort
newspaper interviews, have tried to throw light upon disputed questions
from the side of Sumerology.?> Recently Antal Lécsei has briefly summed
up the history of the debates in this field.>®

Not long ago two highly respected figures of Hungarian linguistics
have had their say. In Rumania Attila Szabé T. has termed Sumero-
Hungarian linguistic affiliation to be a “cloudtrotting” fancy.*? In Hun-
gary Géza Bérezi®s has used the irrefutable arguments of language-history
and those of etvmology. Their stands are not only valuable in themselves,
but also because their far-reaching word might have an echo even among
those not moved by arguments of others.
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There have been animadversions of Sumero-Hungarian linguistic
affiliation on behalf of foreign specialist groups. I have alrefldv mentmned
two criticisms (see above). H. W. F. Saggs has had pithy comments on
the question in his work on cultural history:

“There are persistent attempts to find Sumerian words in unlikely
places, particularly at the present time in Hungarian, but these may be
ignored as always resting on an inadequate knowledge of Sumerian and
generally on a faulty understanding of the historical development of the
language compared with it.”??

Tamés von Bogyai’s detailed and, in all respects, rebuffing criticism
has also thrown light upon the ideological background of “Sumero-Hun-
garology .90

The American pericdical Current Anthropology tabled the Sumero-
Hungarian theses of Andrias Zakar to be discussed in 1969 —71.5' From
among the specialists dealing with the languages of Ancient Mesopotamia
A. Leo Oppenheim and \Ilgllel Civil have has their say.®> Both of them
have rejected the theses. Beyond this, Oppenheim has also unequivocally
pointed out that, neither Zakar nor the Hungarian authors referred to are
in command of even an elementary Sumerian and thus their orientation
towards the Sumerian language can be accounted for by “ethnic pride and
assertiveness released for political motives”. Not much later one of the
()ut\t‘mdmg authorities in Turkology, Sir Gerald Clauscn also voiced his
opinion giving no chance whatsoever to the Sumero-Hungarian lingu-
istic affiliation.t?

By now the problem has become even more complex. We can touch
upon but a few factors here. One of these is the situation that has come
about in Rumania. It is true that the Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affilia-
tion has aroused strong enthusiasm among certain strata of the Transyl-
vanian Hungarian intelligentsia and that, the Transylvanian Hunuanan
press has provided a miuch more extensive publicity for the subject than
the Hungarian press in Hungary. A manuscript dated 1967 — a pro-
bably pseudonymous letter by a certain Jozsef Verraszté® — was only to
sum up the views of the ° ‘Sumero- Hungarologists™ in the West. By all
certainty, the paper circulated mostly in Hungary.

When the pictographic tablets of Tartaria (formerly Alsétatarlak, a
small Transylvanian village) became well-known, a special tone of the
Transylvanian standpoints was to be perceived. Istvan Szdce, a journa-
list in Cluj, who wields his pen also for worthy causes, ferociously defend-
ed the theory of Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliaticn on the columns
of Korunk.®® He, of course, left the fact unsaid that all his arguments
came from the papers of foreign “Sumero-Hungarologists”. Incidentally,
he himself has not got the necessary ervdition, viz. expertise in Sumero-
logy to be able to judge the value and weight of the “proofs”. However,
it is not the article of Szdécs that characterizes the attitude of the public
opinion there, rather, the writing — an otherwise flawlessly informed
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one — from the pen of the Ancient History professor of the Babes-Bolyai
University appearing in the same issue of Korunk:%¢ Andris Bedor went
so far in tolerating Szdes’s absurd assertions and his even more telling
implications that his cautious reservedness was not simply suggestive of
a pundit’s virtue but of the apparent presence of large numbers of follo-
wers in the background. In other articles of his, SzGcs went so far in being
uncritical that he even dared to comment upon questions of Sumerian
etymology .57

Anyhow, there is no doubt that the Transylvanian popularity of
Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation is quite closely connected to the
obstinately official character of the Daco-Rumanian continuity theory,
which is probably no less unproved.

I am trying to illustrate the competence of cultivating the “Sumerian
heritage” hy resorting myself to only one example. The relief of an ex-
cellent Hungarian artist Jend Szervatiusz (Gilgames, wood, 1970)%% has
worked out a Mesopotamian theme entitled “Enkidu and the Ishtar-
priestess” in a well-recognizably Egyptian, or rather, Egyptianizing
style, and has written inscriptions with the symbols of Hungarian runic
writing.%?

One can sometimes meet with explicitely amusing mistakes among
the proofs — all of them fictitious, of course — backing the Transyl-
vanian continuity of the Sumerians. One of the ardent and, in fact, skilful
collector of the antiquites of Csik (a county in Transylvania) has long
been writing and talking about Chaldean priests carrying on missionary
activities in Transylvania as late as the turn of the century. They were
persecuted by the authorities because of their subversive activities.”
These Chaldeans, however, were neither the descendants of the population
of South Mesopotamia about 1600 B. C., nor were those of the astrologers of
Hellenism and the Roman Age. They were quite simply, priests, belong-
ing to one of the branches of Syrian Christianity (viz., the eastern Nesto-
rian Church) who, fleeing the Turkish religious persecutions, got round
all over the Balcans. Their Church had long named itself Chaldean after
the Mesopotamian Bishopric see of the Sassanian Empire.™

There has emerged another aspect of the picture nowadays, in my
opinion. It is that the dissemination of the ideas of the Sumero-Hungarian
linguistic affiliation appears to be assuming more and more aggressive
features. Some recent academic events seem to have encouraged, as it
were, the “Sumero-Hungarologists™. In 1972, at the Second International
Congress of Hungarian Linguists at Szeged, Arpad Orban was allowed to
hold his lecture entitled “The Simultaneous Employment of the Present!y
Used Double Etymological System (sic!) is Unscholarly”™. True as it is,
his performance has become the laughing stock of the public and, in his
fine contribution, Péter Hajdi has not failed to give the prover answer
to his theses. In the autumn of 1973 Orban held yet an other lecture at
the Conference on Hungarian prehistory organized by the Kdérosi Csoma
Society. This contribution of his again proved to be scandalous. The scan-
dal, however, is remembered by the eyewitnesses only, while the “Sumero-
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Hungarologist™ propaganda has had a good pretext now to claim that
they have put forth their ideas for the ‘L('ademl( public. The very fact is
enough for those far from research itself to bestow the respect due to
science in Hungary upon “Sumero-Hungarology”, as well.

This conclusion is by no means a phantasm. In 1973, at the X XIXth
International Congress of Orientalists in Paris, Ferenc Badiny J6s and a
handful of his followers held lectures enlarging upon the full identity
of Sumerian and Hungarian.?? It is well known that the monstrous scienti-
fic congresses of our days are not suitable for thrashing out lectures; and
so it hap])ened in Paris, too. The performance of the “Sumero-Hungarolo-
gists” was met with sober and factual rejection, and also with derision
and boos. They turned out to have only one symphatizer, he, however,
was busy working on something similar, to all appearances, viz. on the
elaboration of some Sumero-German linguistic affiliation.”® The partici-
pants of the session, whom I was able to consult personally later?, consid-
ered the thesis of Badiny Jds unscholarly.

After all this, in the autumn of 1973 a multiplied pamphlet? was
circulated in Hungary, in which Badiny Jés triumphed: “Victory!

Victory!. .. the truth about the origin of Hungarians flies high in the
¢<ky... No arguments remaining..., No scientific refutation..., No

counter-evidence™; then he goes on accusing the “terror in Hungarian
academic life”, as well, saying that “all they (namely the representatives
of the «terror) preach and teach about Hungariandom is a lie and is oniy
to be maintanied by police force”, ete.7

In the Hungarian intellectual life of the past decade the impact of
“Sumero-Hungarology™ was to be noticed also in spheres which are not
under the influence of these views. Let me mention but one example
again, quoting one of our most prominent literary personalities Gyula
Tllyvés, when reshaping his Pet6fi biography of classic value for the French
public, extended the first pericd-depicting chapter with the following
words: “in that year ... the origins of the Hungarian people were shroud-
ed in complete obscurity for the public. Scholars either regarded us as
descended from the Sumerians — true as it is, a large number of the few
extant Sumerian words sound remarkably familiar to Hungarian ears —,
or related us to the Basques or Japanese ..."77 It is obvious that Illyés,
pointing out false tracks of linguistic research for our ancestors in his
words quoted, is also in the wrong concerning Sumerian. In the year of
Pet6fi’s birth (1823) the Sumerian language was completely unknown,
and the name of the Sumerian people likewise. Although in those days
they were talking about our “Seythian origins™, as did Istvan Horvat, but
it is only teday’s “Sumero-Hungarologists” who cannot distinguish the
Sumerians from the Scythians. The characteristic anachronism of this
example brought up by Illyés was to be attributed to the hubbub of the
Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation.
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Of course, there are examples to prove the vigilance of critical jud-
gement, too. Though there was not a single allusion to the ideas of the
Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation in (Jend) Mdatyds Fehér’s
articles propagating the so-called “Kassa (now Kosice) codex™”,
in all probability a forgery, Jend Sziics, in the course of the discussion of
his thesis, contradicted the opinion of his prominent opponent, Elemér
Mélyvusz by pointing out that: “. .. due to many circumstances ... there
has emerged from the outset, a suspicion that the codex as a whole, or
at least partly (and the questions of Pagan beliefs, Shamans, sorcerers
belong to these very details), might very well be a fake meant to justify
the doctrines of the dilettante Sumerology ever so much in fashion in
America nowadays. Some motifs, namely, offer themselves too directly
to «support» the Sumerian theory.”??

It is attributable to the pressure of “Sumero-Hungarology™ and to
the fear from from sharp disputes that the then chairman of the Kdérosi
Csoma Society prevented me from holding a lecture on Sumero-Hungarian
linguistic affiliation, more exactly, on some cuneiform textual falsifica-
tions®® of the “Sumero-Hungarologists™ at one of the usual, monthly
meetins in the spring of 1973, even though lectures like these are not
alien to the programme of the Society.

In the following I should like to briefly outline the prehistory of
Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation, so that we can see the back-
ground of * ‘Sumero- Hnmram]ogv in our days.

The idea was conceived in the last third of the XIXth century when
the first unilingual Sumerian texts were discovered and their gradual
deciphering made it clear that the newly discovered language belongs
neither to the Semitic, nor to the Indo-Eur opean family of l'm(ru'we\ 81
It was a classic age of language family theories: the First le.setu(hm.\.
of course, tried to link the new language to other languages of Eurasia;
e.¢. to the Uralian, the Finno- L,(_nmn to the so called Turanian group of
languages, without being able to flawlessly verify — even on the scienti-
ficlevel of their age — any of the latter suppositions.

Sumerian linguistics, following the debates of the first decades, turn-
ed to new paths without colving the problem of linguistic kinship. The
attempts to affiliate Sumerian with Semitic, Egyptian, Hyksos, Elamite,
Kassite, Dravidian, Proto-Indo-European, Hittite, Armenian, Sanskrit,
Etruscan, Caucasian, Georgian, Finno-Ugrian, Finnish, Hungarian,
Turanian, Uralo- A]t‘uc Tibetian, Mongolian, Chinese, Japanese, Polinesi-
an, Turkisch, Basque, and also with some African languages: Sudanese,
Bantu, all remained without success.’? Drawing the conclusions of these
failures, Sumerology in our days has it that the language of the Sumerians,
according to our present state of knowledge, is not to be affiliated to any
of the known Eurasian languages. We also have to add that we have only
an approximate knowledge of the phonetic structure of Sumerian at
present. Consequently, the Sumerian words in transcription cannot phone-
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tically be considered anything more, than a convention. That is to say,
Sumerology is not in the position to compare Sumerian vocabulary with
that of other languages. Still, there are signs to indicate that solving the
“Sumerian riddle” is not to be done through affiliation. I shall return to
this point further on.

Thus the starting point of the Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affilia-
tion was the supposition that Sumerian l)elonﬂcd to the so-called Tura-
nian group of languages, or even perchance, to the Uralo-Altaic or Finno-
Ugrian group of languages. This supposition had to be discarded with-
out hegitation by Sumerology as soon as it had realized the untenability
of the theory. Conversely, those dismissing the actual results of scientific
investigations into the origins of Hungarians kept on obstinately return-
ing to the Turanian idea.

There is hardly any need to waste words upon the language historical
aspects of Turanism.?® In the mid-nineteenth century some scholars be-
lieved that, similarly to the Indo-European and Semitic family of langua-
ges, a number of Eurasian (“Turanian”) languages are affiliated.’* Howe-
ver, the kinship of the languages grouped here were not to be verified, so
the fiction of the Turanian family of languages was short-lived in the
lingnistics. It is also to be questioned whether Uralo-Altaic languages
form a self-contained group of languages; many tend to deny this kinship,
and those who do so have powerful arguments.®

All this means that in the chain of language affiliations, which at
the time of the discovery of Sumerian seemed to connect Hungarian and
Sumerian by ties of a distant relation, several loops have unweldably
broken.

The Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affinity-seekers have never re-
cognized these findings. The doctrine of Sumero-Hungarian kinship has
remained up to now, overtly or covertly, a branch of Turanism. Examining
the assessment of the discovery of the Sumerian language in Hungary of
the XIXth century, we can observe that the first reflections did not go
beyond a factual cxphcatxon of the suppositions and debates concerning
the affiliation of Sumerian.3® The first disputes in Hungmrv concerned
the nature of Sumerian.8? The Turanian thought, viz. that Hungarians
— the allegedly closest kins of the Sumerian in the Turanian family —
should have a special role not only in deciphering Sumerian but also in
sharing the shining heritage of the Sumerians,® unfolded but slowly.
This idea was pure anachronism at the very date of its birth, because
Sumerology, by this time, had surpassed its Turanian period.

The first advocate of Turanistic Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affilia-
tion was Gyula Ferenczy (professor of Hungarian History at Debrecen ),
but it was the journalist Ede Somogyi who actually unfurled the flag of
the movement.?® Beside them, Janos Galgbczy (a retired engineer) played
a major role.? From among their opponents it is worth mentioning the
name of Eduard Mahler,®? Bernit Munkécsi®® and Lajos Venetianer.%*
Apa.rt from the names mentioned, many others participated in “collect-
ing material” and in the fierce skirmishes,’* yet the front-line fighters of
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the first period of “Sumero- Hun;.zu ology™ were undoubtedly Ferenczy,
Somogyi and Galgéezy, each in his own temper, and at different intellec-
tural levels, of course. As tothe level of the disputes, it is worth mention-
ing that no one from Hungary, not even the learned and otherwise meri-
table Ferenczy? or (-alvo(vv well versed in spe(-lal literature, man ged
to successfully join in the inter national research in Sumerology?? which
started to take great steps forward at the very time of their activities.
Mihaly Kmoské was the first who managed to join in. He, however,
declined to be one with the “Sumero-Hungarologists”.9¢

Endre Ady. who had an ear for everything new, harked to some of
the new results of )Iesnpotamian archeology . He wrote the following in
one of his newspaper articles: “It appears as if the Sumerologists were

right; the Uralo-Altaic race sometime, 6000 years ago, might hzwe been

livi ing a formidable cultural life and must have got weary of thinking and
culture ...”.191 These words, suggestive ofat the time current cultural
pessimism, do not amount to an approval of Sumero-Hungarian linguistic
affiliation, as it is unsuspectingly imputed by eminent Ady interpreters.102
The words of Ady merely imply his obeisance to the “times of ancient
Babylon”, to the admirable intellectual achievement of this primeval
age'®® and to Poetry itself!®! personalised in the figure of “as Kajan”
(Kajcm of Yore).19

Ar}md Zempléni had quite another role to play; his Babylonian saga
Istar és Gilgamosz'%¢ (Ishtar and Gilgamesh) was created bluntly under
the auspices of Turanism. For truth’s sake we ought to add that the
blatant Turanism07? of his Turanian songs'%® is by far not identical with
the ideas of the later “Sumero-Hungar ()I(wv’ beside the Mesopotamian
“translations”, which, in fact, are {ree adaptatimls. Zempléni “Hungaria-
nized” much of the ancient poetry of Finno-Ugrian peoples,'%? as well.

After the formation of the Turanian Society''? and in the years follo-
wing the First World War and, mainly at the time of the counter-revolu-
tion (1919), Sumero-Hungarian lm«rulstlc affiliation got somewhat ec-
lipsed and also diluted into other trends of Turanism which helped r ise
more dust on the road of daily politics.

Between the two World Wars there were hardly any “prehistorians”
advocatmg the idea of Sumero-Hungarian lm«runstu- affiliation without
involving other Oriental languages. Out of thc better known authors,
like Benedek Barathosi Balogh,'! Sandor Tonelli,’*? Zoltan Kézdy Vasar-
helyi,''® Sdndor Nemesdedinai Zsuffa, ' Karoly Pilfi'!® and others, disco-
vered the Turanian origin of more and more Oriental langauges, and they
integrated more and more Eurasian peoples into Hungarian prehistory;
Sumerian at this time could only have been one from the many.

The ouvre of Zsigmond Varga!'® falls under special consideration.
While, as we have seen, Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation led into
the shallowest Turanism, and on the other hand, was also proceeding
towards a full identification of Sumerian and Hungarian, he undauntedly
insisted on the old theory, voicing the Uralo-Altaic character of Sumerian.
It should be by all means put to his credit that he has not endeavoured
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to find a “Sumerian” solution of the questions of Hungarian prehistory;
Varga wanted to clarify problems of Sumerology and, as for his intentions,
he has ever remained a worker ofscience, in the best sense of the word. His
comprehensive book,"? which appeared during the Second World War,
rendered a final shape to his ideas he had conceived as early as the decade
of the First World War. And this, of course, resulted in that he had to
lag far behind the level of the international Sumerology of his time.!8 His
book, a solid, thorough, bibliographically trustworthy, manual-like com-
pendium, is also characterized by ultraconservatism, and it is imbued
by the taint of obsoleteness. The first of its three major parts, the history
of the “Sumerian question”, gives an objective picture betraying his erudi-
tion. The second part, a Sumerian grammar, is simply bad, because it
rigidly turned down all fresh conceptions which helped take steps towards
the exploration of the intrinsic laws of Sumerian, in the years between
the two World Wars.1® The third part, a verification of the Uralo-Altaic
character of Sumerian, is mistaken in its very manner of approach. Ho-
wever, this book, entitled Otezer év tavolabdl (From the Distance of 5000
Years), is still the most learned piece in the whole literatmie of Sumero-
Hungarian linguistic affiliation.

Some works of the writer and essayist Laszl6 Németh deftly appro-
ach certain spiritual laws of the post-Ist-war “Sumero-Hungarology”. Both
in bis essays,’*®and in his literary writings,’?! Németh describes that some
educated and learned teachers, open to new scientific achievements, re-
turned from Far Eastern captivity infected with the ideas of primeval
kinship of Hungarian, Uralo-Altaic, Sumerian, Indo-European and
Chinese; in a word, with Turanism. Németh was able to represent the
formation of the Turanist prehistoric ideas in such a way that, at the
same time, their utter absurdity came out clearly. The phantasms about
prehistory, he describes, were plainly the symptoms of “plennitis”
(a word coinage of Ldszl6 Németh, from the Russain nnenuslit ‘captive’),
a kind of captivity psychosis. Naturally, not everybody in the Far Eastern
captivity at the Gobi desert was mesmerized by these fancies. The above-
mentioned Sindor Zsuffa!22 or Imre Molnar, in Németh’s Alsévarosi btcst
(Suburb Fiesta), or professor Jénos Kertész, in his Irgalom (Mercy), be-
came Turanists. Some of them turned aggressive, others remained meek
monomaniacs. However, the famous scholars Gyula Moravesik or Lajos
Fekete returned from the same milieu with knowledge thorough enough
to serve as a basis of their future Jinguistic and historical research in
Turkish, Slavonie, and modern Greek philology.

Now, Ida Bobula’s post World War II. Sumero-Hungarian linguistic
affinity tracing was based upon these foundations, intellectual platforms,
in the United States of America.

The Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation needs no specially de-
tailed refutation even from the side of cuneiform research.
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The language of the Sumerians, as we have seen, is no kindred to
any known Eurasian language. This, however, is not an exceptional case
at all. The history of Ancient Orient verified a number of languages, apart
from Sumerian, which are not be atfiliated with any of the known families
of languages. Such are, e. g., the Elamite, the Hurrian and its dialect,
the Urartian, the Proto-Hattian and a lot of languages with no or little
written records, like Gutian, Lulubian, Turukkian, Kassite, Kashka, etc.
With such an amount of unrelated or enclaved languages existing, not
many conclusive and convincing results are promised by a trend of rese-
arch seeking to separately find kindreds of individual. enclaved Janguages
among old or modern languages of Euragia. The explanation of the cons-
picious phenomenon of the enclaved languages is, in my opinion, to be
given alongside with the clarification of the prehistory of the Near East,
but hardly in the sense, that we would set out to find an impeccable
kindred or, even perchance, a family of languages for each of the langua-
ges concerned. It is rather to be done in such a way that we be able to
explain the phenomenon itself by trying to find a historical answer to
the « uestion why there were so many enclaved languages at the dawn of
the revolutionary new period of food-producing economies and also, for
some time therea’ter. This phenomenon is not confined to the Ancient
Orient, a similar situation is to ke found in a number of zones on the lingu-
istic map of Asia. It is out of question that the classic theory of the
family of languages, in certain historical, geographical areas, is unsui-
table to describe the ties among languages. There is no reckoning with
the chance in the Ancient Orient, nor is there in certain other areas of
Asia, that, somehow, we could establish family of languages in the tra-
ditional sense of the world. We appear to be approaching the truth when
not speaking about linguistic affiliations, rather about contacts!** among
enclaved languages or language groups. The disparate nature of the lan-
guages of a given area is to be historically accounted for. Out of all this,
what belongs to the sphere of Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation is
that the idea dominating the prehistoric combinations of this kind is
out-of-date to the quick.

The conception which seeks to find a primitive hemre for all the pecp-
les emerging from the hazy dawn of human civilization is absolete, just
the same. The homes themselves are deemed to be mostly far away, of
course. According to this theory, their migrations and conquests are imagi-
ned in such a way as were the movements of peoples in the times of the
great Eurasian migration epoch. The Sumerians probably had not arrived
in Mesopotamia from a distant land, and they had hardly had a primitive
home in the traditional sense of the word. They were part of a popula-
tion living on the territory of Western Iran in the age of the food-produc-
ing period. They did not conquer their land, rather, by slow expansion,
they settled down on the alluvial plains, together with other groups of
people. Historically speaking we should exclusively refer to them as a
constituent factor of the civilization forming itself in South Mesopotamia.
Whatever we would consider characteristically Sumerian in the South
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Mesopotamian culture of about 3000 B. C., had evolved itselt here out of
the precedents dating back to 5—4000 B. C.

The primitive languages of the area, the Prae-Sumerian, Proto-
Akkadian, Sumerian, Akkadian can only be separated from each other
as languages, they have, however, a historical past in Mesopotamia in
common.!?

The Sumerians are inseparable from South Mesopotamia; if we want
to get to known them, we must concentrate on the latter mentioned fact
and not on the adventures of affiliation.

We can draw similar conclusions as to the process of the assimilation
of Sumerians. The Sumerians did not vanish, did not leave Mesopotamia,
they stayed there and changed their language. This phenomenon is not
restricted to the Sumerians only. Many other languages of the area got
absorbed during the pericd between the 4th — 1st millennia B. C. Only
such an explanation bears historical validity which is not concerned
with the fate of only one people, instead, it renders understandable a
much more universal occurrence: the many thousand vear long process
of the formation of homogeneous language blocks.

The archeology and philology of our times have rich material to
prove that the food producing societies that formed themselves in the
Near East always had close contacts with their surrounding territories,
near and faraway ones alike. This contact, however, was not created and
maintained by ethnic movements, as a rule, but by contacts of economic
nature.

The Sumerian language, as far as we know it, has a lot of foreign
words (words of unknown origin). The same is the case with the Akkadian.
It is beyond doubt that a part of the words of unknown origin came
from such people’s language who used to have regular contacts with the
inhabitants of Mesopotamia. Why, wouldn’t it have been impossible that,
by means of contacts of economic character, a number of Sumerian and
Akkadian words were loaned to the vocabulary of the peoples in surroun-
ding territories ? What is more, it has a great probability — at least in
theory. However, we must be well aware of the fact that are loan-words
and no proofs of linguistic kinship. For the time being, nevertheless, ety-
mological investigations of such nature — except the Semitic — Sumerian
agreements — are bound to meet with unsurmountable phonetic and
other kinds difficulties, on both sides. Therefore, in the majority of the
cases, we haven’t got a clear picture of the origins of the foreign elements
in the Sumerian language,'® and we cannot identify dnectly borrowed
Sumerian words in the Eurasian languages except Akkadian, either. At
any rate, we haven’t yet succeeded in finding such a word in the modern
Eurasian languages, which are sure to have been loaned directly from
Sumerian.126

We have somewhat more precise knowledge about the words which
got to Europe from later Mesopotamian lanrruaues fivst of all from the
Akkadian of the 2nd — 1st millennium B. C.1%7 There are several of
these to be found even in Hungarian, which in the last analysis came

18 ANYNALES — Sectio Tfistorica — Tomus X VII.,
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from Akkadian, e. g. alkohol (*alcohol’) coming from the Akkadian word
guhlu; cseresznye (‘cherry’) from the Akkadian kara$w, kar$u; dragomdn
(‘interpreter’, ‘guide’) from the Akkadian targumanu; gipsz (‘gypsum’)
from the Akkadian gassu; komény (-caraway’) from the Akkadian kaminu;
myrrha (‘myrrh’) from the Akkadian murru; nafta ('naphtha’) from the
Akkadian naptu. ete.’?s The same is the case in French, the word mesquin,
in Italian the word meschino (’poor, wretched’) both came, in the last
analysis, from the Akkadian muskénu, which is to be found in the Old
Sumerian in the form madka’en as a Proto-Akkadian loan-word. In such
cases however, we can precisely follow up the tracks on which the word
in question came to us through the usually multiple mediation of Aramaic,
Hebrew. Greek, Latin, Arabic, Persian, Turkish, etc., very often us a
culture word. Directly it was loaned almost invariably from one of the
surrounding Indo-European languages.

Adaptations of such nature are not only to be found in the European
languages only, but also in the Kast, though systematic investigations are
still needed in the case of Oriental languages.

All this means in short that, the search after Sumero-Hungarian
linguistic affinities has no basis from the point of view of cuneiform rese-
arch and Mesopotamian history.

I have to add to this right away that the “Sumero-Hungarologists™
— to allappearances — do not at all have the erudition which could enable
them to achieve solid results either in the field of history or in that of
linguistics. Let me mention but a few examples.

In the rich literature of Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation, no-
body seems to know — from the time of Ida Bobula onwards — that
capital letter types in the transliteration of cuneiform texts do not signify
the phonetic form of the word, only the uncertain nature of reading. In
the latter case one would use the name of the sign. Thus the words
which are set in capital letters in the dictionaries are useless, as a matter
of course, for linguistic affiliation. Nevertheless, the “Sumero-Hungarolo-
gists” not only include the words written this way in their etymologies,
but they also write every word in capital letters, believing this to be the
scientific way of writing.

The nescience of handling scientific transliteration, and the vncertain-
ty of reading, on the whole, strikes us every now and then. Badiny Jos
would have liked to prove that the name of a tribe called Sabirian (Sa-
biroi), which he referred to the Hungarians,'* is of Sumerian origin. His
attention was drawn to a fragmentary Sumerian epic. He wrote a letter
toS. N. Kramer — who edited the fragmentery Sumerian text — concern-
ing a name in the text.!® Kramer’s answer, which Badiny Jo6s reproduced
many times,'3! gave the form of the name in cuneiform, as well as the scho-
larly transcription both syllabized (en-sukus-sir-an-na) and normalized
(ensukudsiranna ). Badiny J6s did not even read Kramer’s Roman letters
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correctly, and he took the second element, deliberately or not, for Subur.
After all, Badiny J6s described his discovery like this: “You can imagine,
my dear reader, my state of mind at the moment when I found that the
light flaring up in the great darkness of the chaos of history fell upon the
Subur-Subar people ...". Incidentally, the name in question — but 1
add this for the make of completeness only — is in all probability to read
as en-sih-ke$da-anna,'®® which is different and probably more correct
than that of Kramer’s. In normalized spelling it is: Ensuhkeshdaanna.

As to the cuneiform texts, the “Sumero-Hungarologists™ were even
less fortunate. Earlier they were only too cautious to avoid cuneiform writ-
ing, recently, however, they seemed to have plucked up the courage. And
what happened ? When (Jens) Matyds Fehér and Miklés Erdy, heads of
the Gilgamesh Publishing House, collected the papers of Janos Galg6ezy 133
into a volume, they enriched the book with illustrations “in accordance
with the spirit of the text.”!3t One of the illustrations, a cuneiform text
consisting of 5 lines was captioned as: “Some lines from the Gilgamesh
epic”.'%  Well, the cuneiform text has been taken from the cover of
Sandor Rékos’s volume containing his Hungarian translations of some
Akkadian epics. So it is not an excerpt from the Gilgamesh epic. In
fact, the above-mentioned five lines are the first lines (incipit), viz. the
titles of five different pieces of Sindor Rékos’ book:137 The Vision of the
Nether World; The Tamarisk and the Palm; The Poem of the Righteous
Sufferer; Advice to a Prince; The Dialogue of Pessimism — the Gilga-
mesh epic is not to be found among these. They still managed to create
“harmony” in their own way.

In some other articles of mine I have already enlarged upon the me-
thods and standards characterizing “Sumero-Hungarologis ts™ engaged in
faking Hungarianized Sumerian cuneiform inscriptions.1%

The writings of “Sumero-Hungarologists™ teem with references to
the works of renowned Sumerologists, who all have, allegedly, acknow-
ledged Sumero-Hungarian affiliation. But if we have a closer look at the
bibliographical data, the results are disappointing. Ferenc Badiny Jés,
both in his letters, pamphlets and in his book, lays great stress upon the
archeological works of Otsherki, in his opinion, an excellent Soviet scho-
lar. This book, says Badiny J6s, proves the Sumerian nature of “the new
ethnic group coming from the South”.!® It is almost unnecessary for me
to put down: the book “was written” by a “scholar” whose name was
Studies, Otsherki, mistakenly believed to be the name of a Soviet author.
The title of the book, in actual fact, was Studies on the History of the
Soviet Union."° The bibliographical item is taken from one of the hooks
of Gyula Lasz16,1 but our notable “Sumero-Hungarologist” mistook an
abreviation there for an author’s name. How much could he have under-
stood from this book 2. ..

In the bibliographies of the “Sumero-Hungarologist” authors we can
recognize two kinds of references to special literature.

1. They very often quote books which do not exist at all. Sindor

Yalfalvy set out to prove, with the findings of the Mesopotamian excava-

18*
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tions, the Sumerian origin of the shepherd dog puli, and in addition, Sumero-
Hungarian affiliation, too. He borrowed the data on the Assur excavations
from Sir H..J. Mc Donald’s book: Ruin City of Assur. London, 1895.12 The
data on the excavations of Lagash from Dr. McKenzie’s book: Lagash Cun-
eiform. London, 1912:13 the data on the Eriduexcavations from M. Tell-
mann’s book: Archaische Texte aus Eridu. Dresden, 1894;! the data on
the Boghazkoy excavations from M. Espreaux’s book: Le peuple des
Sumirienne. Paris, 1906.15 Whereas the prosaic reality is that Mesopota-
mian archeologists or authors on cuneiform writing of such names have
never existed. Neither have the above-mentioned books. It is not even
worth bothering about the grammatical deficiencies of the titles mention-
ed above.

2. They quote existing books, however, they donot understand the sta-
tement of their authors, or crudely misinterpretit. Almost every “Sumero-
Hungarologist " alludes to the “fact” that S. N. Kramer, a leading Sumero-
logist of our time, has explicitely acknowledged the identicalness of the
Sumerian and the Hungarian languages. In fact, Kramer wrote about
this topic as follows: “Oppert even went on to say in this lecture that
an analysis of the structure of the Sumerian language had led him to
conclude that it had close affinities with Turkish, Finnich and Hungarian
— a brilliant insight into the structure of a language (italics mine, G. K.)
which only twenty years earlier had been non-existent as far as world
scholarship was concerned.”¢ The quotation makes it clear that Kramer
was handling this theme in the context of the history of science. In addi-
tion, he did not speak about the identity of Sumerian and Hungarian.
His words are allusive of structural similarities between Sumerian and
Turkish, Finnish and Hungarian languages respectively, viz. not of
linguistic kinship. but of language-typological coincidences.Other authors,
also writing about merely typological similarities, refer to Hungarian
when describing Sumerian.¥? It is well known, to wit, that typological
similarity and linguistic kinship are two different matters.!s

The competent representatives of Hungarian linguistics have so far
thoroughly criticised the voluntary, arbitrary etymologies of “Sumero-
Hungarologists”. I myself should like to contribute to this question solely
on behalf of Sumerology. Bearing in mind what we have learned about
the erudition of “Sumero-Hungarologists” so far, we shall not be surprised
to realize that the all of Sumerian linguistic proofs for the Sumero-Hun-
garian linguistic affiliation are false, untrustable and mistaken.

The “Sumero-Hungarologists™ cannot make a difference between
Sumerian and Akkadian words. In their etymological caprice they would
take even Akkadian words for Sumerian. Under the auspices of Sumerian
etymology they would derive many a Hungarian word from Akkadian. A
good example for that is the derivation of the word isten (‘god’) from the
Sumerian language. They derived the Hungarian word from a supposed
Sumerian isten. But the correct form, idtén, is not Sumerian, it is Akkadian,
and a numeral, namely ‘one’; on the other hand, ‘god’ is dingir in Sumeri-
an and ilu Akkadian. This derivation served as a basis for the conclusion
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concerning the history of religion: both the Sumerians and the most anci-
ent Hungarians were inherently monotheist.

Andor Schedel derived the word szdnt (‘to plough’) from sumuntu,
meaning ’ox-drawn plough.’'*® The Akkadian(!) word really means so-
mething like that, but it is a derivative of samane (a numeral: "eight’);
and on this basis, and on the basis of its Sumerian equivalent, #apin-gu,-
8-ld, as well, it means ’eight-ox-drawn plough’.1%°

Séandor Cséke, who compiled a whole book from his most bizarre
etymologies, derived the word kdnyv (’book’) from the Sumerian kingia .15t
The Sumerian kin-gi,-a means something else, however. Its stem is the
word kin ('to send’); and out of this (li)-kin-gi-a, literally (‘'man’), sent,
returning’, that is ‘messenger’, furthermore kin may be ’relation, news,
message’, but it can never stand for ’book’ or anything similar.

I will not elaborate any further. The Sumerian words used by the
“Sumero-Hungarologists™ in their etymologies either do not exist at all,
or are to be read differently, or mean something else. From among the
many thousands of etymologies of the Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affi-
liation, we cannot find but one which would be correct from the point of
view of Sumerology. It is understandable that “Sumero-Hungarologists™
would refer to the authority of Anton Deimel. But Deimel’s huge list of
signs, which is to be used as a dictionary,'?? is the reserve of an early
peried of Sumerology, an indispensable piece of work in itself. Its material,
however, was collected in an indiscriminate manner. Its very use needs,
as all Sumerologists know, great expertise and a deep sense of discern-
ment.

When speaking about etymology, the Sumerologist unfortunately
has to criticise some critics of “Sumero-Hungarology,” too. The Hungari-
an linguists who, in the course of the past years, disputed the arbitrary,
forced etymologies of Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation, firmly rejec-
ted the manner, in which the “Sumero-Hungarologists” handled the Hunga-
rian material. However, they mostly prove to be uncritical in taking over
their statements, as regards the Sumerian language. The Sumerian words
they quote leave no doubt that in this respect the critics themselves have
trusted the writings of “Sumero-Hungarologists”, criticised by them.
Whereas, a single look into a good Sumerian grammar'*® could have con-
vinced them that in the etymologies disputed, the Sumerian and the Hun-
garian material are of equal value. Let me take but one example.

Recently, Géza Bérczi has accepted, though with a pinch of salt,
that the suffixes of adverb of place, answering the question where, are
the following in the Sumerian: @, a-, ge, ka-, ta, da-, na-, ra, $u.'>* Inciden-
tally, he borrows this statement from the hook of Zsigmond Varga char-
actized above!’s. Varga, however, has misled Barczi. The Sumerian end-
ing of locative is -a,in fact. The items, in turn, have different meanings:
-k-e, in this context, is the mark of the genitive structure plus an ending
meaning "beside’; -k-a is the mark of the genitive structure plus the adverb
of locative; -ta, "from’, -da, *with’ (postposition of adverbial modifier of ac-
compaintment); -n-a-, ’to him’ (verbal infix); -7a, for him’; §z, in correct
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reading -4¢, ’to, into’. The acquiescence with which Barczi has accepted
the Sumerian data of the “Sumero-Hungarologists” cannot be accounted
for. Can those, who treat their mother-tongue like the “Sumero-Hungarolo-
lists”, be trusted as regards a difficult dead language ?

After all, it is needless to elaborate on the language-historical and
historical theories of “Sumero-Hungarologists”. Let me suffice by cur-
sorily referring to them.

There are still some “ultra-conservative” scholars who believe the
Sumero-Hungarian affinity to be existing within the Uralo-Altaic family
of languages. Recently, however, the views considering the Sumero-
Hungarian connections a matter of direct descent have rapidly dissemi-
nated and can almost be thought of as exclusive. According to these
view the Hungarian language is nothing but the contemporary form of
the Sumerian language, viz. Neo-Sumerian. “The so called Old Hungarian
fragments of Tihany Abbey’s Deed of Foundation [from 1051 A. D.! —
G. K.] and those of the Kézay Chronicle ( ?!) are genuine Sumerian sen-
tences."!% According to the “New (Hungarian) Southern, Polygonal
Word Affiliation System”(!1)!57 all major languages of Eurasia are affili-
ated with each other, but it is especially true of Sumerian and Hungarian.
The historical foundation of the conclusions of the language history are
of the same multifarious nature. According to Victor Padanyi the Sume-
rians migrated from Mesopotamia to South Russia and there they became
the major constituent part of the Hungarian people.’®s The theory of
Ferenc Badiny Jés, Tibor Barath and others is also based upon these
ideas. Badiny Jos postulates five waves of Sumerian migration, in all:
the migration of the Daha (i. e., Dacian, Tocharian, etc.) tribes, that of
the Avarian (i. e., Parthian, Median, Mitannian, etc.) tribes, that of
the Hunns, that of the Az (i. e., Kassite, Cushan, Khazar, Oguz, etc.)
tribes, and finally the migration of the Sabirian tribes.’® In this manner,
the author manages to populate almost the whole of Europe from Meso-
potamia. Juan Moricz goes even farther out on the limb; he discovered
place names of Hungarian origin even in South America. He asserts that
ancient Hungarians, starting from their South American primitive home,
sailed across the Atlantic and Indian Oceans, then landed in the Persian
gulf and established the Sumerian civilization in South Mesopotamia,
then they went to Kaspian Sea territories and arrived later in the Car-
pathian basin...1% At all events the historical trusworthiness of any of
these fancies cannot outdo the grammatical and linguistic reliability of
their Sumerian-Hungarian etymologies.

Owing to their outstanding historical importance and also, because
recently the “Sumero-Hungarologists™ have been trying to use it in an
effort to justify their own views, I have to make special mention of the
Tartaria tablets. In 1961, Nicolae Vlassa, the eminent archeologist at

the Historical Museum, Cluj, Rumania, found at Tértiria, in the Mures
Valley three clay-tablets beside objects of cultic function in a sacrificial
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pit of settlement of the late neolithic Banat (Vin¢a) culture. On two of
the tablets there were characters, and, on the third one, an engraved
drawing.’®! The drawing, the characters, as well as the structure of the
tablets betray close affinity with the well known archaic written docu-
ment of Southern Mesopotamia (Uruk ITIb archaic strate of excavation,
about 2600 B. C.). The questions raised by the findings have been the
subject of an ample amount of scholarly writing. Sumerologists, like
Adam Falkenstein and Ignace J. Gelb and others, have precisely estab-
lished the relation between these characters and the Mesopotamian writ-
ing-system.1¢2 Janos Harmatta attempted to interpet the text linguisti-
cally.103 Vlassa himself, then, V. Popovitch, Néandor Kalicz, Janos Makkay
in turn, and others have outlined the archeological horizon on which this
collection of findings is situated.!® The Tartaria finds unequivocally
prove that the land of Transylvania was somehow connected with
South Mesopotamia at the beginning of the 3d milleneum B. C. They
have also verified — at least in bread outlines — the pioneering obser-
vations made by Sophie Torma, at the end of the XIXth century, who
realized the parallelism between her own neolithic finds in Transylva-
nia and the Near East relics.1%

As regards the Tartaria finds not all questions are yet settled, of
course. One thing is certain, however, the local population, who made
the tablets — as well as the other objects of the Bandt culture which
were provided with similar characters!®® — did not speak Sumerian. Des-
pite the large number of correspendences between the Tartaria and the
South Mesopotamian finds, there are so many differences, that we can
only speak about the influence of or similarity to the written records of
Mesopotamia but nothing more. This influence, however, ist not even
necessarily direct: it seems much more likely to have been exerted thro-
ugh the mediation of Asia Minor and the Balkan peninsula.'%? It is to be
supposed that in the centuries akout the turn of te 4th and 3rd mille-
nium B. C. a certain kind of local writing came about, patterned after
the Proto-Sumerian system of writing on several territories directly or
indirectly connected “with Mesopotamia. Taking over the basic idea of
that writing, however, was not theresult of ethnic movements as it appe-
ars to have happened in the case of the transmission of Semitic or Roman
alphabets. Tartiria, incidentally, is not isolated with its Mesopotamian
type written documents. Some years ago American archeologists hit
upon similar finds in South-East Iran (Tepe Yahya)'® and, the tablets
unearthed here — the material of an economic archive — are even more
similar to the tablets known from South Mesopotamia. However, it is
beyond dispute that though the find is of Sumerian type, nevertheless
they do not derive from the Sumerians.

“Sumero-Hungarologists” were rather late to prick up their ears to
the Tartiaria finds, recently however, fuddled with joy as it were, con-
template it as a proof of all their historical beliefs. Gabor Jaki published
Zs6fia Torma’s one-time book Ethnographische Analogien. .. in Hun-
garian translation,’®® with its very title Sumér nyomok Erdélyben (Su-
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merian traces in Transylvania) prejudicing the tenets of “Sumero-Hun-
garology”. He also added an extensive paper enlarging upon the Tartiria
finds and other neolithic relics of the Carpathian basin and considering
all these to be the work of Sumerians.17

Exaltation, however, is rarely suggestive of matter-of-fact thoughts.
The “Sumero-Hungarologists”, dealing with the Tartiria finds, have not
noticed that interpreting these as Sumerian ones has fatal consequences.
Viz., if the Sumerians had been living in the Carpathian basin as early as
the 3rd millennium B. C., how are the facts of the Hungarian conquest,
which took place some four thousand years later, to be interpreted.

Let us leave it at that, now. The finds of Tartaria are really impor-
tant proofs of the economic and spiritual contacts — probably indirect
ones — between South Mesopotamia and the Carpathian basin at the be-
ginning of the 3d millenium B. C., however they have nothing to do
with Hungarian prehistory or Hungarian history at all.

I have come to the end of my survey which was meant to draw the
balance of erudition of “Sumero-Hungarologists”. In the end, let me quote
Joézsef Schmidt’s words, which are of classic value; whatever the famous
Indo-European scholar said once about Turanism is wholly valid of the
Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation, too.

“Hardly has a mightier eagle of an idea been hatched from more
miserable an egg. Because Turanism sprang into existence from almost
nothing; or rather, it formed itself from notions and ideas, in the chaff
of which no pure grains of objective truth are to be found, only — very
rarely — faint contingencies of truth. Putting it otherwise, and with an
other metaphore: Turanism is like Aristophanes’ Nephelokokkygia, a
cockoo castle in the clouds, the architect of which is phantasy, the mason
of which is dilettantism, the brick and mortar of which are still-born
thoughts, suppositions unproved and unprovable, sagas and tales which
are thousands of miles away from reality and truth.”171

What else is left to be commented upon is not a debate any more, it
affects us. Without overestimating the disturbing role of chauvinistic
ideas in our days’ public thinking, I think that the popularity of the Su-
mero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation nowadays indicates a certain con-
fusion in the historical consciousness of Hungarian society.?? True, the
revival and deliberate resuscitation of similar nationalist ideas is a world
phenomenon, so to say, but we should not permit ourselves to drift with
the flood. I do not believe that the matter is to be settled by debates.
They are important, of course, but the heart of the matter is not here.
The notion of the past, formed by national romanticism, is still alive,
and this is the very philosophy to be surpassed.



ON THE IDEA OF SUMERO — HUNGARIAN 251

NOTES

! The article was prepared on the basis of a lecture held at the Faculty of Arts of the
S6tvos Lorand University, on March 12, 1974. Prof. Lajos Elekes, Prof. Istvan Hahn.
and Dr. Csandd Bdalint contributed to my lecture at that time. Let me thank hereby
for their invaluable complementary-remarks: Furthermore, I have to say ‘thanks to
Prof. Andras Méesy, Prof. Istvan Dibszegi and Dr. Péter Domokos, who have encouraged
me to do the final touches on the text. The article was meant to inform the Hungarian-
speaking public. When translating it, I have made no changes in the text, although
some parts may seem to be superfluous for the foreign readers. My intention was to
draw an objective picture of an obscure phenomenon, and I thought I should be able
to attain it by leaving the text untouched. Anenlarged and partly rewritten Hungarian
version appeared separately, see Géza Komordezy: Sumer és magyar? (Sumerian and
Hungarian?) Magveté Kiadd, Budapest 1976, 169 pp.

As to the Hungarian usage of the name sumer ('Sumerian’) I think it is proper to make
the following remarks here. After the uncertainties of early times of research, the name
of the language in Europe got assimilated to the usage in the Akkadian sources. The
Akkadian word $wmerd is at best to be rendered into Hungarian by sumer, and in
scholarly publications in the form §umer, therefore I prefer this usage. Apart from
sumer we encounter other forms of the name in former Hungaran literature, like e.g.
sumér, sumir or sumir, szumir, ete. From among these, the version sumér came about
following the French written form (sumérien); the version sumir has survived from
a bygone period of Assyriology, viz. from the times when the cuneiform signs con-
taining e or i were all phoneticised i (pseudo-itacism); the vowel of the second syllable
in sumir got lengthened by sheer error; and as for szumir: it adopted the transcription
of the initial consonant of the word in West-European languages out of comfort.
For the phonetic reconstruction of the name see recently C. Wilcke, in: [Compte Rendu
de la] XIXe Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale: La palais et la royauté. Paris
1974. 202 ff., 229 —230.

Let me offer one more remark to one, newly formed word of my article. The inter-
national scholarly literature unanimously refers to the discipline, dealing with the
Sumerian language and culture — one of the branches of cuneiform research, or Assyti-
ology in the wider sense of the word — as Sumerology. I also employ this word exclu-
sively in this sense. However, there is a certain misunderstanding in the Hungarian
press as regards the usage of Sumerology; the word seems to be taking up an underrating,
pejorative meaning, owing to the theory of Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliaticn,
cf.in fvan Vitanyi’s latest, brief critical note, with which I otherwise agree: Valdsig
18, No. 2 (1975), p. 99. In order to preclude a confusion of ideas, which is getting to
assert itself this way, it seems to Le expedient to rule out Sumero-Hungarian linguistic
affinity tracing from the domain of Sumerology. For the sake of this, I am geing to
mark Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affinity tracing with the expression: ,,Sumero-
Hungarology*.

For the English translation of my Hungarian manuscript I am indebted to Istrdn
Losonczy.

Ferene Badiny Jés: Kildedtol Ister-gamig, I. A sumir éstorténet. (From Chaldea to
Ister-gam, I. The Sumerian Prehistory.) Buenos Aires 1971. [Cf. now F. J. Badiny:
The Sumerian Wonder. Univ. d. Salvador, 1974.]

Ida Bobula: A sumér— magyar rokonsig kérdése. (On the Question of Sumero-Hun-
garian Kinship.) Buenos Aires 1961.

Ida Bobula: A sumér kultura. (The Sumerian Culture.) In: Univerzum No. 93, Budapest
1964, pp. 78— 86. As sources are listed here the author’s English essays (concerning
these see below, notes 12 and 17), the wording, however, follows the book mentioned
above, in note 3.

Subsequently a large number of the copies of this book circulated in Hungary too.
Andor Schedel: A legrégibb sziamok. (The Oldest Numerals.) Elet és Tudomdny 19,
No. 14 (1964), pp. 660 — 662.

Utazds az idében. (A Travel Through Time.) Jénos Belitzky expresses his opinion
about our primitive homeland, the migrations, the Etruscan and Sumerian question.
Nogrid, December 5, 1965. (Reporter: Elemér Téth.)
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5 Janos Belitzky: Beszimolé egy készilé tanulményrél. (Report on a Study in Prepa-
ration.) In: Palécfold. Nogradi irék és mivészek antologidja. Salgétarjin 1965, pp.
76— 103.; Janos Belitzky: Valasz néhiny kérdésre. (Answering Some Questions.) In:
Puloefold. Nogradi irok és mitvészek antoldgidija. Salgétarjin 1965, pp. 59—79. —
As to the review of this article, see the study of Péter Hajdit quoted in the first place
of note 39, below; see his p. 14 and notes.

Laszlé Pass: Az ABRAKADABRA megfejtése. (Deciphering ABRAKADABRA.)

Theologiai Szemle UF 4 (1961), pp. 234 —237. — Cf. also note 32, below.

10 Ferenc Maron: Hottasfik, Katyor, Avas. Az egész orszig gyiijti a régi féldrajzi neveket.
(The Whole Country is Collecting Old Geographical Names.) Magyar Nemzet, De-
cember 9, 1969.

1 ('f., among others, Sandor Térék: Az Gkor elsé , térképei” Azsin szivében. (The First
..Maps” of Ancient Times in the Heart of Asia.) Népszava, August 20, 1970.

12 7. Bobuwla: Sumerian Affiliations. A Plea for Reconsideration. Washington, D. .
1951 = Herencia de Sumeria. Mexico 1967. (Museo de las Cultures, Ser. Cientifiea, 2.)

13 (‘oncerning this question, it is enough to refer to the retrospections which describe the
reception of Bobula’s book at the time; cf. e.g. in the 1st issue of Sumir Hiradé. Magyar
Newsletter (November 1973): ,,Why is it that if someone raises the «Sumerian question»
in a serious form, immediately a flow of personal assauits, doubts,. . . belittling is aimed
at him by certain — mostly «Hungarian» — cireles? The very existence of Dr. Ida
Bobula was jeopardized just because she agreed Sumerian and Hungarian words...”
ete. A statement of Bobula ean also be read in the same periodical: ,,When, in the fifties.
1 was trying to publish the results of my Sumerian investigations, T bumped against
the adamantine wall of the enemies of Hungariandom. They kept bearing upon the
editors of the emigrant papers, from high positions, with money, promises and threats,
not to publish my writings.” The article, incidentally, imputes it to schemes against
Sumero-Hungarian linguistic affiliation that one of the advocates of the theory was
beaten to death by hoodlums in America, and another one was crushed to death on the
road (!!). ef. note 31, below.
M. Lambert: Revue d’Assyriclogie 46 (1952), pp. 217 — 221; the most positive sentence
of the review goes like this: .,...4 notre avis, le rapprochement avee les hongreis
n’est pas a priori utopique. . .; il est possible que les Sumériens viennent d’ Asie Cent-
rale...” I am going to return to this question later; still, let me mention here, that
what seems to be permissive appreciation in the opinion of M. Lambert, is in fact only
an observation as to the history of research.

15 J. Lotz: Word 8 (1952), pp. 286 —287. One can read such sentences in this review:

“the author is unfamiliar with even elementary techniques of comparative linguis-

tics”; “the author shows a sovereign disregard for historical and comparative facts

of Hungarian”, ete.

Yerenc Badiny ) és lists Bobula’s first articles in Hungarian — from which he compiled
her book quoted in note 3, above — on p. 125 sq. of the volume in question; the articles
appeared in papers and collections named Faklya, Uj Magyar Ut, Magyar Kényvtir., —
Bobula’s views were met with fierce criticism, ef. e.g. Istvdn Foltiny, in: Civitas Dei.
A Magyar Katolikus Tudoményos ¢és Mivészeti Akadémia Cvkonyve 1, New York
1956, pp. 111 —127; Sandor Tarcz: Krénika, March-June, 1954; cf. note 13, above,
and also, note 60, below.

7 Like for example: 1. Bobula: The Great Stag. A Sumerian Divinity and Its Affiliations.
Anales de Historia antigua y medival. Buenos Aires 1953, pp. 119—126; Sumerian
Technology. A Survey of Early Material Achievements in Mesopotamia. Smithsonian
Report for 1959. Washington, D. C. 1960, pp. 637 — 675. See also: The Sumerian Goddess
Ba-U. No place 1952. (Rotaprint.) — Cf. note 12, above, and note 18, below.

18 Cf. note 3, above. — From the works of Bobula, published subsequently, see 1. Bobula:
Origin of the Hungarian Nation. Gainesville, Florida 1966. (Problems Behind the
Iron Curtain Series [!!], No 3.); Ida Bobula: Kétezer magyar név sumir eredete. (The
Sumerian Origin of Two Thousand Hungarian Names.) Montreal 1970.

19 Of. Kdalmdan Gosztonyi: Tanulmény. (A study.) Paris 1959: Mivelodéstorténeti és
nyelvtudomdnyi egyeztetések, II. (Cultural Historical and Linguistic Agreements,
11.); A kazar anyanemzet (!!) birodalma és nyelve I— VI. [stb. ?] (The Language and
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Empire of the Khazarian Mother Nation (!) I— VI. [ete.?].) Ahogy lehet, No. 120,
122 —124, 126 —127. Paris 1961 — 1962; Az dsszehasonlité nyelvészet az emigriciéoban.
(Comparative Linguistics in Emigration.) Ahogy lehet, No. 121. Paris 1961; Sumér
nyelvészet jobbrol és balrél. (Sumerian Linguistics, from the Right and from the Left.)
(Manuseript.) Paris 1962; A Gilgames eposz befejezése. (The End of Gilgamesh Epic.)
(Manuseript.) ea. 1970. (The manuscript sent to the editors of Antik Tanulményok
/Studia Antiqua remained eventually unpublished.) — Other souices, e.g. one of the
studies to be quoted in note right below (Aluta, p. 21, note 3), also refer to Gosztonyi’s
much earlier (1954 —) papers. His latest publication on this subject: (i. — (. Gosztonyi:
Dictionnaire d’é¢tymologie sumérienne et grammaire comparée. Paris 1975.
Zsuzsanna Kovies, Telekiné: Magyar féldrajzi nevek sumir és akkéad eredete. (The
Sumerian and Akkadian Origin of Hungarian Geographic Names.) Kronika 1956 —
1959; Tobbezeréves mezopotimiai magyar szévegek. (Many Thousand Year Old Meso-
potamian Hungarian Texts.) Krénika, Dee., 1955. — Jun. 1¢56.

Incidentally, there is a fine example to be found, illustrating the “Ancient Hungarian”
interpretation of Mesopotamian texts, as follows: ,,Ah ti ilat Istar szaharmasa Tam-
muz” =,,0h te élet, Istar szerelmese, Tammuz” (“Oh you life, Ishtar’s lover, Tammuz”).
The Akkadian verse, which appears in a hymn, is to be found here in a somewhat
“distorted” form. Its correct transcription: aiti (d) Istar Sa harma-$a (d) Dw'uzu,
“you are (atti, personal pronoun, 2nd person sing. feminine) Ishtar, whose (§a. relative
pronoun) lover is (-$G, pronominal pers. suffix as above) Tammuz”. Apart from the
mistakes which come out when simply comparing the two translations, e.g. the bi-
section of the personal pronoun: atti, “Oh you”; the attachment of the relative pronoun
to the subsequent word: §a har-ma-$G, thus forming the non-existing word “szahar-
masa”, equalled to Hungarian ,,szerelmese”, ete., it is worth mentioning — for it bet-
rays elementary nescience — the “reading and translation” of so-called determii-
native, signifying every divine name: instead of (d) stays in her translation ilat, “élet”,
life), whereas these signs are never to be read. The Hungarian “translation” of the
Akkadian text was apparently inspired by a distant similarity of $a harma -§G¢ and
“akinek az 6 szerelmese (harmu)” (“whose lover is”). — Cf. furthermore Zs. Kovdes,
Telekiné: Aluta. Az “Olt” folyé neve. Térténelmi és nyelvészeti tanulmdny. (Aluta.
The Name of the River “Olt”. A Historical and Linguistic Study.) Warren, Ohio 1963 ;
S. Kovdes Teleki: Sumerian Origin of the Names of the River “Ister-Danube”. In:
D. Sinor (ed.): Proceedings of the 27th International Congress of Orvientalists. (An
Arbor, Mich. 1967). Wiesbaden 1971, pp. 126 —128.

Finnugor = Sumir. (Finno— Ugrian = Sumerian.) A special enlightening seript of
the Sumerian — Hungarian Scientific Society, and of the Buenos Aires Facultad de
Sumerologia concerning the incorrectness of the Finno— Ugrian theory of origin and
appellation. Buenos Aires 1964. Preface by Count I. Kdrolyi; authors: 1. Foyta, Z. Pélk,
F. Badiny .Jés. — As to the activities of 1. Foyta in Hungarian ancient history, see his
book: Honnan széirmazunk, mit adtunk a vilignak, kik a rokonaink ? (Where Do We
Come From, What Have We Given the World, Who Are Our Relatives ?) Buenis Aires
1961. See also note 169, below.

Béla Kézdy Viasarhelyi de Kézd: Certain Totemistic Elements in Hungarian Armory.
Attila’s Armorial. Los escudos de Attila. Attila cimerei. Buenos Aires 1963. (Acta So-
cietatis Sumero — Hungaricae, 1, No. 1.) Cf. also idem: Certain Totemistic Elements
in Hungarian Armory. In: The Sixth International Congress of Genealogy and He-
raldry. Edinburg 1962. — Cf. another work of the same author: El-e még Attila vére
eurépai esalddokban ? (Harsona kényvsorozata, 32.) (Does Attila’s Blood Still Flow
in the Veins of European Families ?) London 1965.

Victor Paddnyi: Sumir—magyar nyelv lélekazonossiga (sic!). (Spiritual Identity of
the Sumerian and Hungarian Languages [sic!].) No place, 1961; Two essays: 1. Hor-
aha — harku — horka (Notes on the Menes question). 2. A New Aspect of the Etrusean
Provenance. Sydney 1963 (1964 ?); Dentumagyaria. Buenos Aires 1963 (Magyar Tér-
ténelmi Tanulmdnysorozat); Toérténelmi tanulményok. (Historical Studies.) San Fran-
cisco, Calif. and Munich (?) 1972; cf. the author’s other — historical and political —
studies as well, e.g. A nagy tragédia. Szintézis, 1. Tgy kezdédott. . . (The Great Tragedy.
A Synthesis, 1. That’s How it AllStarted...) Sydney 1952; Vérbulesu. Egy ezredéves
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évforduléra. (Vérbulesu [An old Hungarian name.] For a Millennium.) Buenos Aires
1954; Tér és torténelem. Torténetbileseleti vizlat. (Space and History. A Historico-
Philosophical Sketch.) Melbourne 1956; Egyetlen menekvés. (The Only Escape.)
Munich 1967, ete.

From among the numerous pamphlets, papers and multiplied propaganda publications of
Ferene Badiny Jés I have got but a few in my hand. These are: Nuevas orientaciones en la
investigacion de las languas uralo-altaicas. El pueblo de Nimrud. Dos cenferencias.
Buenos Aires 1966; Altaic Peoples’ Theccracy. A paper read st the XXVIIth Inter-
national Congress of Orientalists (Ann Arbor, Mich.1967). Buenos Aires 1967; A sumir—
magyar nyelvazonossig bizonyité adatai. (Data Proving Sumero— Hungarian Lin-
guistic Identity.) Buenos Aires, no date (about 1968 ?); Badiny Jés Ferene spanyol
nyelvii eléaddsainnk magyar viltozata. (The Hungarian Version of Ferenc Badiny
J6s’s Lectures in Spanish.) No place (Buenos Aires), no year (about 1968 ?), pp. 13 —
24; Kaldeatol Ister-gamig, 1. A. sumir dstorténet. (From Chaldea to Ister-gam, I. The
Sumerian Prehistory.) Buenos Aires 1971; The Ethnic and Linguistic Problem of the
Parthians. A paper read at the XXVIII International Congress of Orientalists (Can-
berra 1971). (Mimeographed.) Cf. Magyarok a 28. Orientalista Kongresszuson. (Hun-
garians at the 28. Congress of Orientalists.) Ausztrdliai Magyarsdg, April 1971; New
Lines for a Correct Sumerian Phonetics to Conform with the Cuneiform Seripts. A Pa-
per Read at the XXIXth International Congress of Orientalists (Paris 1973). Buenos
Aires 1973, ef. in: Congres International des Orientalistes, Résumés des Communi-
eations. Paris 1973. p. 1. — See also: Sumir— Mahgar kérdések és feleletek... “Quo
vadis Mahgar ?” Vitairat, kiad. a Kérosi ('soma Sindor Tirsasag. (Sumero— Hungarian
Question and Answers. .. “Quo vadis Mahgar ?” A pamphlet Published by the Kérési
Csoma Society.) Toronto 1972. — An eatly paper of his which can be considered as
Summary, is: A megtaldlt magyar 6stérténelem. A babiloni szumir téblikrél leolvasott
esztergomi romkdpolna (sic!) oroszlinos képének magyardzata. (Ancient Hungarian
History Discovered. The explanation of the Lion-Decorated Picture of the Esztergom
Chapel-Ruin  Read frcm the Sumerian Tablets of Babylon.) Sydney, no date (about
1965 7) — Cf. note 75. below.

Cf. Sandor Gallus: A magyar ¢s sumer nyelv kapesolatinak lehetosége. (The Possi-
bility of Connections between Hungarian and Sumerian Languages.) Ausztriliai
Magyar Evkényv 1969, pp. 65—73. Some data make me think, however, that
Gallus tried to moderately carry on with his scholarly research which he had started
in Hungary, before the Second World War.

Laszlé Rimanéezy: A vilig teremtése. A vizdzon legenddk. A sziget-vildg legendai.
Ausztraliai legendik. Mezopotimin. A hettidk (sic!). A dél-amerikai 6s-kultra. A turén-
szumir miiveltség dél-amerikai kapesolatai. (The Creation of the World. Legends of
the Isles. Australian Legends. The Hittians [sic!]. Ancient South American Culture.
The South American Connections of Turano—Sumerian Culture.) Manuscript from
about 1967; Az elveszejtett turdni 6rokség. A semita (zsido) miveltség a valosig
titkrében. Kiad. Jend Gyirgy Kovdes, [illetve a] A Magyar Turdan Szumér Szemle. (The
Lost Turanian Heritage. The Semitic or Jewish Culture in the Mirror of Reality. Ed.
by J. Gy. Kovies, [resp.] by the Magyar Turdn Szumér Szemle.) Bruxelles 1974.
Sdandor Felsééri Nagy: A magyar nép kialakulésinak torténete. (The History of the
Evolution of the Hungarian People.) Buenos Aires 1969.

Tibor Bardth: A magyar népek (!!) 6storténete, 1— 3. (The Ancient History of the Hun-
garian Peoples [!!].) Montreal 1968, 1973, 1974; Thjékoztaté az Gjabb magyar stér-
téneti kutatasrol. (Information on the Latest Research in Hungarian Ancient His-
tory.) Montreal 1973.

Juan Méricz: Az eurépai népek amerikai eredete. (The American Origin of the Euro-
pean Peoples.) The original text appeared in: Guayaquil, Ecuador 1968, Talleres Gra-
ficos de la Editorial offset Juan Montalvo. — Cf. the news appearng in the Oct. 31,
1965 issue of Magyar Nemzet: “Juan Méricz, an archeologist living in America, has
established affiliation between Indian and Hungarian languages. He studied Indian
tribes in Ecuador and Peru and realized that he almost understood their language,
because there were so many words resembling Hungarian. .. Moricz’s discovery was
bound to set a new path also for the investigations into the provenange of South Ame-
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rican Indians.” — Later the world press pai:l considerable attention to the cooperation
and ensueing strife of Mériez and Erich von Diiniken, as Diniken — when elaborating
his “astronautical” theory — resorted himself to “proofs” discovered by Mobricz (cf.
E. von Diniken: Zuriick zu den Sternen. Miinchen — Ziirich 1972, p. 125 sq.). However,
there arose a fatal conflict between them eventually, as to the sharing of both the in-
tellectual and finanecial property (to this ef. an article in Vilagossig 14 [1973], p. 384:
Diiniken — a préféta [Diiniken — the Prophet], adapted from Der Spiegel).

Sandor Cséke: A sumér 6snyelvtdl a magyar élonyelvig. (Sumér— Magyar Tanulményok.
I.) (From Ancient Sumerian to Living Hungarian. Sumero — Hungarian Studies, I.)
New York 1969; Szumir (on the cover-page: 'Szumér’) — magyar egyezteto szotar. (Su-
mero — Hungarian Word Agreements.) Buenos Aires 1970; 1973% Sumér—magyar
osszehasonlité  nyelvtan. (Sumero — Hungarian Comparative Grammar.) Buenos
Aires 1972. — The book quoted in the first place advertises a further work of
Cséke: A magyar nyelvben tovabbélé sumér. (Sumerian Surviving in Hungarian.) as
the III. issue of Sumero — Hungarian Studies. T could not establish whether the book
in question was published or not. — Cséke made his “debut” with « paper on another
subject, cf. A perui aymard és quechua nyelvek uralaltaji nyelvi rokonsaga. (A Turdni
Akadémia tanulménysorozata, 1.) (The Uralo-Altaic Linguistic Affilintion of the Peru-
vian Aymara and Quechua Languages. The Study-Series of the Turanian Academy.
1.) — Let me mention here that the effect of “Sumero— Hungarology” is palpable even
in the papers of authors who do not directly adhere to this tendency: historical and
linguistic dilettantism appears to often make even these non-members go along lines
similar to Sumero — Hungarian lingvistic affiliation. Such a work is e.g. . Rudnay’s
Attila trilogia (Attila Trilogy) series: I. Igazsigok, ferditések, honfoglalis. (I. Truths,
D’stortions, Conquest.) Bruxelles 1964, cf. esp. pp. 52 sqq.; 1I. Ki volt Tudun, Csik
Mité, Székelyek. (II. Who was Tudun, Maté Csik, the Transylvanians.) ibid. 1965;
III. Hogy tértént, Egyhdzi fejlédés, Népek. nyelvek. ... Ezekiel proféta és a szu-
mirok,. .. (ITI. How did it Happen, Ecclesiastical Development; Peoples, Languag?s, .
The Prophet Ezekiel and the Sumerians,. . .) Ibid. 1966, cf. esp. pp. 177 sqq.; the views
of the author are heated up by some Hungarian provineial — and family — patriotism,
that is to say, bias, ef. also Egyed Rudnay: Felvidékiink multja és a Divék nemzetség.
(Kézirat, sokszorositva.) (The Past of Our Hizhland and the Divéky Clan. Manusecript,
mineographed.) Budapest 1954.

From the literature on Sumero — Hungarian identity see also: Istwin Szabé: Ozénviztol
napjainkig. Az egész magyar 6storténelem csengd ritmusi versekben. (From the De-
luge to Our Days. The Whole Hungarian Ancient History in Tinkling Rhymes.) Bu-
enos Aires, no year. The II. part of a doggerel entitled Ember dsnyelve magyar (Hun-
garian is Man’s Original Mother Tongue), written by a “poet” unknown for me (I do
not know the Ist part, only fragments of the IInd: namely, the cantos 2, 4, 5. got
into my hand): its author also attached linguistic comments refuting the theory of
Sumero — Hungarian kinship and blazoning forth the Far-Eastern provenance of the
Hungarians.

There is in-debth information to be found on the press materials listed in Mdria
Németh’s bibliography: Kiilféldi magyar nyelvi hirlapok és folyodiratok cimjegyzéke
és adattdara. 1945 —1970. 2. Nem szocialista orszigok. (Directory and Reference-book
of Hungarian Newspapers and Periodicals Abroad. 1945 —1970. Vol. 2. Non-Socialist
(‘ountries.) Budapest 1972. Some datas of mine date from after the completion of
this work. There is a rich, subtle and surprisingly novel — at least for us — image
drawn on the political and intellectual countenance of the Western Hungarian emig-
ration by Kdzmér Nagy's book Elveszett alkotmény. (The Lost Constitution.) Munich
1974. The book has some hard words on the “dreamworld” and “prehistoric mist”
of Sumero — Hungarian linguistic affiliation (pp. 22 sqq.). Cf. also Péler Veszely's
positive review of the book entitled: Magyar emigrins a magyar emigriciérol. Nagy
Kézmér kényve a magyar politikei emigricid torténetérol. (A Hungarian Emigrant
on Hungarian Emigration. Kdzmér Nagy’s book on the History of Hungarian Poli-
tical Emigration.) Kritika 1974, No. 4, pp. 9—12.

111



RETH G. KOMOROCZY

32 Ldszl6 Pass: Nimrod feltamadt. (Kézirat.) (Nimrod’s Resurrection. Minuseript.) 1974.

Cf. also note 9, above. — See also earlier: Ldszlé Pass: Nimréd népe. (Nimréd's People.)
(Nemzeti Konyvtar, 53.) Budapest 1941.

# From among Andor Schedel’s several manuseripts — circulated in numeroues ver-

3

sions — the following ones got into my hand: A sumér kérdés. (The Sumerian Ques-
tion.) 1963; A sumérek. (The Sumerians.) 1964; Sumér-akkad magyar és magyar sumér-
akkad szészedet. (Sumero-Akkadian Hungarian and Hungarian Sumero-Akkadian
Word List.) 1965; Sumer — magyar — angol szészedet. (Sumerian — Hungarian — English
World List.) 1965; Adalékok Birezi Géza Magyar szofejtd szotdrihoz. (Addenda to
Géza Barezi's Hungarian Etymological Dictionary.) 1965; A sumér— magyar nyelv-
vita. (The Sumero — Hungarian Linguistic Debate.) 1966.; Feladatok a sumér — magyar
kapesolatok terén. (Tasks in the Field of Sumero— Hungarian Connections.) 1967;
Sumér —magyar—angol —német  szotir.  (Sumerian — Hungarian — English — German
Dictionary.) 1969; A magyar technikai kultara fejlédéstorténete és a nyelvészet. Kéz-
irat. (The Evclution of the Hungarian Technical Culture and Linguistics. Manuseript.)
[Budapest] 1969. (Rotaprint.) — His article quoted, in note 6, above, appeared in
a Hungarian periodical; furthermore: A puli ttja Eridurél Bugacig. (The Puli’s Prog-
ress from Eridu to Bugae.) A kutya 32, [No. 6], June 6, 1969.) On this subjet and on
sources and proofs used by Schedel ef. my study quoted in note 80, below.)

Arpad Orban: Nimrud kirdly népe. A magyarok dstorténete. A székelyek eredete.
(King Nimrud's People. The Prehistory of Hungarians. The Provenance of the Tran-
sylvanians.) Csikszereda 1943. (‘The memory of this book is recalled by a Commmnni-
cation in Magyar Térténelmi Szemle 1, No. 4—5 [1970]. pp. 55 sq.) Cf. further on his
manuseripts: Ostorténelmiink eurépai esiszolt kékori. 1éz-, bronz- és vaskori legf6bb
tizenkét kutfGje. (The Twelve Major European Neclithie, Copper-, Bronze- and Iron-
age Sources of Our Prehistory.) 1962; A kokénydombi Vénusz szobor beszél6képes
gondolatkozlési rendszere, olvasata(!), resp.: A kékénydombi Vénusz sumér hierog-
lifdi és azok olvasata. (The Reading [!!] and Interlocutory Communicative System of
the Kékénydomb Venus Statue, resp.: The Sumerian Hieroglyphs of the Kékéuydomb
Venus and Their Reading.) 1968; Az j (magyar) délies, soksziges szérokonitisi rend-
szer és diadalatja. (The System and Victorious Career of the New Hungarian Southern.
Polygonal Word Affiliztion.) 1970. A manuseript by Zoltdn Bdrczy: Poligonlis ssze-
hasonlité nyelvészet. (Polygonal Comparative Linguistics.) Budapest 1970. is associated
to this paper. — As to Orban’s contributions in public, see further below. However,
his following pamphlet did appear (ef. note 42, below): Tualhaladott, tudoménytalan
Papp Liszl6 nyelvészeti-Gstorténelmi szemlélete 7 7 Orbian Arpad nyiltvalasza (sic!)
Papp Liszlé timaddasaira. (Is Laszl6 Papp’s Linguistic-Prehistoric Contemplation
Outdated and Unscholarly 7 7 Arpiad Orban’s Publicanswer [sic!] to the Assaults of
Liszlé Papp.) Eszaki Vartan, 1971, pp- 16 —33 and offprints; ¢f. note 42, below.

» Cf. Elemér Novotny: Debrecen viros nevének eredetérdl. (Kézirat.) (On the Origin of

the City-Nume Debrecen. Manuscript.) 1966; Az “igéz”, “lat”, “néz”, “ember”, “sze-
mély”, “szabad?, “tekint”, “szem”, “szerelem” és “szent” szavaink etimologidja tigyé-
ben. (Kézirat.) (In Behalf of the Etymologies of the Words “fascinate”, “see”, “look”.
“man”, “person”, “free”, “glance”, eye”, “live” and “saint”. Manuscript. 1966.);
Sumerian Texts Written with Latin Phonetics, Found in XI— XII. Century Hungarian
Linguistic Remains. (Lecture at the XIX. Interantional Congress of Orientalists.)
1973. (Cf. the pamphlet quoted in note 75, below, p. 3.)

Andras Zakar: A sumér nyelvrol. (Kézirat.) (On the Sumerian Language. Manuscript.)
1968. — Cf. Andrds Zakar [sumér és ural-altijiosszehasonlité nyelvészettel foglalkozd
dolgozatai és ezek nemzetkozi visszhangja. Gépirat, nyomtatviny, xeroképial. (His
papers, dealing with Sumerian and Uralo-Altaic Comparative Linguistics and their
International Echo. Type-written manuscripts, offprints and Xerocopies, collected by
the author.]) 1969—71. National Széchenyi Library, Collection of Manuseripts,
Analekta No. 10.988.

Andras Zakar: A sumér nyelvrél. (On the Sumerian Language.) Sédertiilje 1970. Rszaki
Virtdn, 39; On the Sumerian Language. Magyar Malt. Hungarian Past 1, No. 23
(1972) 1—45; A sumér hitvilig és a Biblia. (The Sumerian Mythology and the Bible.)
Garfield, N. Y. 1972; 1973.2 — Cf. further note 61, below.
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Laszl6 Zstirger: “Dentumagyaria”, “Pusszijj meg” és vidéke. (“Dentumagyaria”, “Kiss
Me” and its Environs. ) Latohatar 16 (1966). pp. 1149 —1152.

Péter Hajdu: Uj hazit taliltak, Gshazit keresnek. (They Have Found a New Home and
they are Looking for a Primeval one.) Néprajz és Nyelvtudomdny, Acta Univ. Szege-
diensis. . ., Sectio Ethnographica et Linguistica 13 (1969), pp. 9—15 (and offprint:
Nyelvészeti dolgozatok, 84); A sumér mitosz és a valdsig. (The Sumerian Myth and
Reality.) Tiszatdj 26, No. 5 (1972), pp. 29— 34.

Janos Gulya: Délibibos elméletek a magyar nyelv erdetérdl. (The Fata Morgana theo-
ries about the Origin of the Hungarian Language.) Lecture delivered at the Week
of the Hungarian Language, 1967. — At this where was the first and almost demoen-
strative public appearance of the “Sumero— Hungarclogists” in Hungary.

Janos Guiya: A magyar nyelv eredete védelmében. (In Defence of the Origin of the
Hungarian Language.) Irodalmi és nyelvi kézlemények. A Tudoményos Ismeretter-
jeszté Téarsulat Irodalmi-Nyelvi Orszigos Vilasztménydnak kozlénye 1970, No. 1, pp-
92 —-105. — Besides, cf.: Szép, asszony, szita: Sumérul széb, aszu, szita — Véletlen
egyezések, kitalilt rokonsig. (Hung. 'Beautiful’, "Woman’, ’Sieve’: in Sumerian széb.
aszu, szita — Fortuitious agreements, imaginary kinship.) Esti Hirlap, Februar 20.
1974. (Reporter: Julia Halidsz.) — Let me remark now that the Sumero— Hungarian
etymologies of the title (and those of the article, as well) cannot even be fortuitious
coincidences: szép, "beautiful’ is in Sumerian sig, siga, written with the sign SIG, and
this, in fact, means 'good’); asszony, 'feleség’, 'woman’, "wife’ is in Sumerian dam and
asszony, 'né’, 'woman’, female’ is in fact munus (the word asu is merely a phantom-
word, may be a distorted form of one of the versions of the Akkadian adfasue, *woman’);
the words meaning szita ’sieve’ all sound differently in Sumerian (cf. 4. Salonen: Die
Hausgeriite der alten Mesopotamier, 1. Helsinki 1965. 67 sqq.), but there is a Sumerian
word, zi. zida, written with the sign ZI, however it means ’flour’. All these examples
belong to the peculiar etymologies of the “Sumero— Hungarclogist”.

2 Laszlé Papp: A sumér—magyar kérdés. (The Sumero— Hungarian Question.) Magyar

Nyelvér 94 (1970), pp. 280—291.

Plal] E. Flehér]: A sumér “6s6k”. (The Sumerian “Ancestors”.) Népszabadsig.
October 28, 1970.

Péter Ruffy: Utazis nz anyanyelv kariil. Osok 6s utédok. (Travelling around the Mother
Tongue. Ancestors and Descendants.) Magyar Nemzet, November 15, 1970.

Laszlé Papp: Délibibes nyelvészkedés: Diesébb dsoket keresnek — A bizonyitis nem
sikeriilt — Sumérok, éperzsik és masok. (Fata Morgana Linguisties: Looking for Nob-
ler Ancestors — Verification Fails — Sumerians, Ancient Persians and Others.)
Magyarorszig, November 7, 1971 (No. 368), p. 39.

Tibor Cseres: Régi dies6ségiink (1966). (Our Old Glory, 1966.); Hol a kodex 7 (1969).
(Wheie is the Codex ?, 1969.); now beth articles can be found in Cseres’s Collected Es-
says: Hol a kédex ? Budapest 1971, pp. 490 —466 (cf. esp. p. 493), 519— 525 (cf. esp.
p- 519); furthermore: Képek a Kassai kédexrdl. (Pictures of the Kosice Codex.) Elet
és Irodalom 1973, No. 47, p. 15 (there is no separate mention of Sumero — Hungarian
linguistic affiliaticn); A torténelemtdl a mdig — Beszélgetés Cseres Tiborral. (From
History to the Present — An Interview with Tibor Cseres.) Népszabadsig, November 7,
1974. (Reporter: Gabor Binyai.)

7 Antal Bartha: Magyar éskor—magyar jelenkor, I. Személyiinkhéz szol. (Hungarian

Prehistory — Hungarian Present, 1. Addressed to us Personally.) Népszabadsig.
March 10, 1972; I1. Az értelem kévetelnénye (I1. The Demand of the Intellect.) Ibid..
March 11, 1972, — Cf. also: Magyar dshaza — szovjet archeolégin. Bartha Antal
ethnogenezisiink 4j elméletérdl. (Original Homeland of the Hungarians and Soviet
Archaeology. A. Bartha on the New Theory of Our Ethnogenesis.) Magyar Hirlap.
December 15, 1972. (Reporter: Byp.)

Endre Bajomi Lazar: “Ne zabélj sokat. mert so6s” — avagy szenzéeios felfedezések
a magyar dstorténetrél. (“Don’t Gollop Much for it’s Salty” — or Sensational Disco-

veries about Hungarian Prehistory.) Ludas Matyi, May 23, 1972.

Csandd Balint: Mar megint és még mindig a suméresok. (Yet Again and Still the Sumer-
Mongers.) Tiszatdj 27, No. 3 (1973), pp. 76— 79 (about the book of Badiny Jés, qucted
above, cf. note 2 and 24).
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(iéza Bethlenfalvy: Indulat és valdsig a nyelvvitdban. (Passion and Reality in the
Language Debate.) Magyar Nemzet, May 25, 1973 (in connection with an article of
Mrs. Hary, published ibid., May 23).

Laszlé Matrai: Tudomdnyos mitoszok. (Scientific Myths.) Vilagossiag 14 (1973), pp.
195 —-198.

> Gyula Ortwtay: A magyarsag kozos pillérei. (The Common Pillars of Hungariandom.)

Magyar Hirek, June 23, 1973. (Reporter: Sz. M.)

Gyula Laszlé: Hol volt, hol nem volt. .. Maginbeszéd az éshazakutatisrol. (Onee upon
a time... A Soliloquy on Researching our Primitive Homeland.) Elet és Irodalom
1974, No. 8, p. 3 sq.

Istvan Fodor: Néhiny szé ,.sumér eleink”-rél. (Some Words About Our “Sumerian
Ancestors”.) Tiszatdj, 28, No. 3 (1974), pp. 59— 62 (about the books quoted in note
28, above).

> (iéza Komoréezy: Mar a kérdésfeltevés is tudomanytalan. (The Very Question Is Un-

scholarly.) Magyar Hirek, April 13, 1974 (Reporter: Andras Apostol); Elavult ésheza-
elméletek. (Obsolete Primeval Home Theories.) Magyar Hirlap (Monday issue), Feb-
ruary 3, 1975. (Reporter: Gabor Istvin Benedek.) — I have dealt with Sumero-Hung:-
rian linguistic affiliation quite briefly in an introductory essay of mine, written to
my Sumerian literary translations, (iéza Komordezy: ,.Fénylé 6lednek édes 6romében. . .7
A sumer irodalom kistiikre. (“In the Sweet Joy of Your Shining lap...” An Anthology
of Sumerian Literature.) Budapest 1970. p. 8 sq.

Antal Loesei: A sumer —magyar rokonsig legendijinak térténete.(The Story of the
Legend of Sumero — Hungarian Kinship.) In: Az Elet 6s Tudomény Kalendsdriuma 1975.
Budapest 1974, pp. 325 — 330.

Attila Szabé T.: Fellegjiaré nyelvrokonitis. (Couldtrotting Linguistic Affiliation.)
In: Nyelv és mult. Vilogatott tanulmdényok és cikkek. (Language and Past. Selected
Essays and Articles.) ITI. Bucharest 1972, pp. 9—20, see also some other studies of
the same collection.

(iéza Barezi: A sumir—magyar nyelvrokonsag kérdése. (The Question of Sumero —
Hungarian Linguistic Kinship.) Nyelviink és Kultirdnk. Az Anyanyelvi Konferencin
Védnokségének tiajékoztatoja No. 16 (1974), pp. 28—35; reprinted in: Litohatir.
Vilogatis a magyar kulturlis sajtobol, January, 1975, pp. 188—197. — From among
Bdrezi’s earlier statements on the subject, see: Bevezetés a nyelvtudoményba. (Int-
roduction to Linguisties.) Budapest 1957, p. 139, ete.

H.W. F. Saggs: The Greatness that was Babylon. A Sketch of the Ancient Civilization
of the Tigris— Euphrates Valley. New York 1962, p. 494.

T. von Bogyay: Urgeschichtliche Wunderdinge. Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher 41 (1969).
pp- 295 —299. — Cf. earlier, too: Uj Latohatdr 6 (1960), pp- 369 —386.

A. Zakar: On the Sumerian Language. Current Anthropology 10 (1969), p. 432 E;
A. Zakar: Sumerian— Ural-Altaic Affinities. Ibid. 12 (1971), pp. 215, 222—224; cf.
ibid. 14 (1973), p. 495.

2 Cf. Current Anthropology 12 (1971), pp. 215 sq. (M. Civil); pp. 219 sq. (4. L. Oppen-
heim ).
(7. Clauson: On the Idea of Sumerian— Ural-Altaic Affinities. Current Anthropology

14 (1973), pp. 493— 495.

The ineipit of a typed copy of the approximetely 650 line letter: “My dear son ... and
vour big family”; for a start, he alludes to the article quoted in note 38, above. To
the text which got to my hand in autumn 1970, its readers attached, in several parts,
an appendix which was of the same length altogether.

5 Istvan Szées: Sumér és Szemere. (Sumerian and Szemere.) Korunk 30 (1971), pp. 1556 —

1565. Szées, summarizing his disquisitions, breaks a lance on behalf of the “Nostratic”
primeval language. “Nostratic” supposed to be a group comprising Semitic, Indo-
European, Finno-Ugrian and Hamitic languages. On the problem see recently E.
Korenchy: On the Nostratic Language Family Hypothesis. Nyelvtudomanyi Kozle-
mények 77, I (1975), pp. 109—115.

Andras Bodor: A sumér-kutatids néhiny kérdésérol. (On Some Questions of Resenich-
ing Sumerian.) Korunk 30 (1971), pp. 1565—1572.
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%7 So e.g. Istvan Szées: Halandzsa-e uz Antanténusz ? (Is Antanténusz a Jabber ?) Utunk,

P

6

9

April 28, 1972. The article, referring Ldszlé Pass (cf. notes 9 and 32, above), sets out
to explain the text of the well-known Hungarian counting-out rhyme from Sumerian.
To characterize the trustworthiness of the explanation, let me mention that he derives
the second part of the “word” antanténusz from the “Sumerian” god-name Tammuz,
or more correctly Tammuz, apparently unaware of its being an Old Testament Hebrew
form (cf. Ezekiel 8:14); the Sumerian form of the name is Dumuzi or Dumuzid (and
not Dumuzzig, Dunguz, as he writes), its Akkadian form, respectively, Du’tuzu, Dazu;
these however are not to be agreed with the “word” ténusz. The priggish explanation
has but one shortcoming: the Sumerian words, from which he compiles the counting-
out rhyme, are all the offspring of Pass’s and Szées’s fancy. Pass’s explanations are
twisted even further by Szécs: e.g. he considers the word ténusz “the inverted compound
of the Hungarian word isten ’god’”. T have enlarged upon this article, insignificant
because of its absurdities, for it (and whatever it contains) was later referred to as being
decisive proof of Sumero— Hungarian linguistic kinship. — Cf. further on: Istvdn
Szées: A székelykapu. (The Transylvanian Gate.) Miivészet 15. No. 10 (1974), pp- 33 —
36. Being a partisan now of “romantic imaginative powers” and antagonizing “posi-
tivistic” (!!) — let me also add: factual — explanations like those in the works of
Margit B. Nagy (cf. e.g. her Reneszinsz és barokk Erdélyben. [Renaissance and Ba-
roque in Transylvania.] Bucharest 1970. pp. 73 sqq.), Szées deems the Transylvanian
Gate to be the scence of “a cultic Sun ceremony”, and this he originates from the
“South”. Thus, without even mentioning Sumerians, he undoubtedly orientates his reader
in the direction of “Sumero— Hungarology”. Szdes himself is allusive of the rejection
of the ideas of Sumero— Hungarian linguistic affiliation: “The reseacher is hesitant
to publicly engage himself in these questions, because the possible conclusions seem
to contradict the nowadays widespread standpoints and one easily might incur denun-
ciations like «daydreamers, «miray», «hallucination-mongers”. Incidentally, Szées’s
thoughts and disquisitons indeed stem from the pages of some recent Western press
materials, cf. e.g. the pp. 78 sq. of the book quoted in note 169, below.

Its photo appears in Raoul Sorban: Szervitiusz Jené. Budapest 1973. Photo No. 43.

As far as I know, the inscription has not been read by anybody up till now. The spell-
ing of its text is the following: 1. Beside the head of the man figure: gilgames; 2. On
the hide covering the upper part of the man figure and on his left shin, respectively:
latju enkidut a leanzo a|veszedelmest a hatalmast (t) a bardclatlan | ferfiut k[i]|hegyek
kozt te[rmett] siksagon nétt (The girl sees Enkidu, the dangerous, the mighty, the
uncouth man, who was born in the mountains and bred on the plains); 3. On the two
thighs of the woman figure: enkidu majd ésszeforr vele | megismeri a né szerelme([t] |
s azutdn mar nem ura tébbe | az artatlan fold | erejenek (Then Enkidu unites with her,
and gets to know the woman’s love, and hence he ceases to master the powers of in-
nocent earth). The writing proceeds from top to bottom. the lines from left to right,
and there is no space left between words on the inseription. Let me hereby offer my
thanks to Istvin Visdary for the help in reading the runic writing. Both quotations
in rhymes come from Sdndor Rdkos’s adaptation of the Tablet I of the Akkadian Gil-
gamesh epice, cf. Gilgames — Agyagtiblik iizenete. Budapest 1966, p. 91; 1974,3 p- 93.
The three space-filling animal figures also seem to allude to the scene described on the
Tablet T of the Gilgamesh epic.

On the measures of local nuthorities, see also Csik virmegye Hivatalos Lapja, October
18, 1906.

Cf. Imre Timké: Keleti kereszténység, keleti egyhdzak. (Orthodox Christianity, Orth-
odox Churches.) Budapest 1971, p. 139 sqq.

A short extract of the lectures announced in advance — as usual — appeared in the
preliminary publication of the congress: XXIX Congrés International des Orienta-
listes, Résumés des Communications. Paris 1973, p. 1. (Jés Badiny); p. 2 (Margaret
von Haynal); these two lectures have also been separately published by the authors,
see note 24, above, and M. von Haynal: The Sumerian Seals of Buenos Aires. Buenos
Aires 1973, respecively.

As a parenthetic remark I have to say that the paper of von Haynal present some imp-
ressions — recently found (as supposed) by Badiny Jés in Argentine — of eylinder-seals of

19 ANNALES — Sectio Historica — Tomus XV1I.
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the Vorderasiatisches Museum, Berlin, contending that the original pieces got lost in the
Second World War. The eylinder-seals in question — the original pieces — are in Berlin,
undamaged, and naturally the special literature keeps account of them. Consequently the
publication is to surprise but the Hungarian reader who happens to know that the
theme, of which Haynal wrote her paper, had been written about decades ago. True
as it is, he was not intent on discovering anything, he honestly based-his writing-on the
corresponding scientific publications. See Istvan Kovdes: A babiléniai vetéeke. (The
Sowingplough in Babylonia.) Erdélyi Mizeum 50 (1945), pp. 243 — 246.

The cover of von Haynal’s paper deserves attention, however, because this employs
the recently used shield of “Sumero— Hungarologists™ as a decoration. The shield is
vastly instructive. The so-called “tree of life” stands in its centre. A lion is drawn in
front of this. The tree and the lion lie erosswise (!!). On the abdomen of the lion there
are four cuneiform signs from among the simplest ones, that is the sign u. However,
the sign is exactly reversed as compared to its correct position. From among the “tree
of life” speculations of the “Sumero-Hungarologits”, see Z. Szepessy: Der meso-
potamische Lebensbaum, I —1II. Magyar Torténelmi Szemle, 3, No. 4 (1972), pp. 545 —
560; 4, No. 1 (1973). pp. 71 — 80. The interesting thing is that the so-called *‘tree of life”
symbol was probably unknown in Mesopotamia, see H. Genge: Zum . Lebensbaum®
in den Keilschriftkulturen. Acta Orientalian Hauniae 33 (1971), pp. 321 —334, and
at last Géza Komoréezy: Egy termékenység-szimbolum Mezopotamidiban. Jegyzetek
az ,,6letfa” kérdéséhez. (A Fertility Symbol in Mesopotamia. Notes on the Question
of the “Tree of life”.) Ethnographia 87 (1976), in the press.

Badiny .J6s’s pamphlet, to be mentioned soon (cf. note 75, below), also writes about
the lectures of other Sumero — Hungarologists (that is, of Mary Brady; of « Hungarian
“etruscologist”, left unnamed, who considers Etruscan to be Hungarian too; and fi-
nally, of Elemér Novotny).

78 For his views on the Sumerian ef. K. Schildmann: Compendium of the Historical
Grammar of the Sumerian Language./Grundriss der historischen Grammatik des Su-
merischen, fase. 1 —3 = Acta et Studia. S[tudiengesellschaft] D[eutscher] L[inguisten]
— Mitteilungen, Berichte und Dokumente 11, 2 (1964, Bonn), II, 2 (sic!, 1967). II,
3 (1970).

74 There was no Hungarian-speaking Sumerologist, and nobody from Hungary, parti-
cipating at this session of Ancient Oriental Section of the Congress.

75 Ferenc Badiny Jés: Beszamolé a 29. nemzetkézi orientalista kongresszusrdl. (An Ac-
count of the 29th International Congress of Orientalists.) (Manuscript, rotaprint or
Xerox.), p. 6. Let me remark that a four-page version of the pamphlet is circulated
too, evidently because part of the text on page 5 is addressed to those “Hungarian
brothers” who “are at home and hope...” (!!). For a variant in German, see: Die Iden-
titiit der sumerischen Rasse und Sprache mit der Ungarischen ist bewiesen. Bericht
iiber die epochenmachenden ungarischen Erfolge am XXIX. Weltkongress der Ori-
entalisten im Juni 1973 in Paris (translated by a certain Margit Hegyi, Stuttgart).

7 The quotations are from page 5; the quoation is not verbatim: I did not want to

repeat the blatant spelling mistakes of the original Hungarian text.

Gyula Illyés: Petéfi Sandor. Budapest 1963, pp. 16 sq. The foreign language editions

of this book have all adhered to this version of the text, including the English trans-

lation, by G. F. Cushing (Gyula Illyés: Petofi.), Corvina, Budapest 1973, ef. p. 12.
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Jend Matyas Fehér happens to belong to the leaders of the American “Sumero — Hun-
garologists”. In 1968, that is, the same year when his book, dealing with the so-called
Kosice Codex, viz. Koézépkori magyar inkvizicié (Medieval Hungarian Inquisition),
appeared, he was one of the editors of Studia Sumiro — Hungarica. Since then, more
and more “Sumero — Hungarologist” publications bear his name. And what is more,
his approach to the contemplation on history of the “Sumero — Hungarologists” is be-
coming more and more overt in his recent books, Cf. Jend Matyds Fehér: Tdltosok
6s bakok. (Sorceres and Headsmen.) New York 1970; A nyugati avarok birodalma.
(The Empire of the Western Avars.) Vol. 1: Az avar kinesek nyomdban. (In Search of
the Avar Treasures.) Vol. 2: A korai avar kaginok. (The Early Avar Kagans.) Buenos
Aires 1972. (Avar kinyvek.) (Avar Books.); Osmagyarok és vikingek. (Early Hun-
garians and Vikings.) Buenos Aires 1974.
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Cf. Jend Sziies ,,A gentilizmus. — A barbar etnikai tudat kérdése” c¢. kandidatusi
értekezésének 1972, februdr 28-i nyilvinos vitdja. (Gentilism — The Question of Bar-
barian Ethnic Consciousness: An open discussion of his thesis, Februar 28, 1972.) In:
A MTA Filozd6fiaiés Torténettudomdnyok Osztalydnak Kézleményei 21 (1972), pp. 153 —
200; the quotation is from page 197, see K. Mdalyusz’s opinion on page 160 sq. As to the
debate cf. accounts in Térténelmi Szemte 14 (1971), pp. 188 — 211; Szazadok 107 (1973),
pp- 114—130. too.

50 The substantial part of my envisaged lecture got published in the meantime thanks
to the editorial encouragements of Béla Képeczi and Pal Miklés; see, (Géza Komorédezy:
Irodalmi hamisitvanyok. Adatok az 6kori keleti kulturak utééletéhez a 19— 20. szi-
zadban. (Literary Forgeries Relating to the Ancient Near East. Some Examples from
the 19th —20th Centuries.) Helikon Vildgirodalmi Figyelé 20 (1974), pp. 154— 166,
esp. pp. 163 sqq.

8! The history of the first debates, that of the so-called Sumerian Question, is expounded
by F. H. Weissbach: Die sumerische Frage. Leipzig 1898. Excerpts from the discussi-
ons have been selected by Th. B. Jones: The Sumerian Problem. New York — London
ete. 1969.

52 The above — far from complete — list has conspicious similarities with whatever
Miklés Zsirai compiled concerning languages brought in connection with Hungarian,
ef. Miklés Zsirai: Ostorténeti csodabogarak. (Prehistorical Curiosities.) In: Lajos
Ligeti (Ed.): A magyarsag Ostorténete. (Prehistory of the Hungarians.) Budapest 1943,
pp- 266 — 289,

83 As regards Turanism, excellent Hungarian Orientalists said their — in every respect
condemning — verdict a long time ago, see Jézsef Schmidt: Thrdnizmus. (Turanism.)
Nyugat 18, No. 20 (1925), pp. 197 —200; Gyula Németh: A magyar turdnizmus. (Hun-
garian Turanism.) Magyar Szemle 11 (1931), pp. 132—139; Ldaszlé Gadl: Mikedvelék
a magyar 6storténeti kutatdsban. (Amateurs in Hungarian Prehistoric Research.)
Magyar Szemle 12 (1931), pp. 262 — 272. Schmidt is entirely right in stating that “Tu-
ranism is ... a social and political movement disguised as science.” Schmidt was an
eminent expert in Sanskrit Philology, Németh in Turkology, GGadl in Old Iranian phi-
lology; on Schmidt’s activity see Zoltan Mady: Schmidt Jozsef. Antik Tanulményok 10
(1963), pp. 131 —153; 11 (1964), pp. 158—188; that of Gadl, see Jdanos Harmatta:
Antik Tanulményok 8 (1961), p. 135; Istvan Borzsak: Antik Tanulményok 11 (1964)
p- 288. — Though from a strikingly different point of view, Gyula Szekf# also shares
the rejective standpoint of the Orientalists; see his Hirom nemzedék és ami utdna ko-
vetkezik. (Three Generations and What Comes After.) Budapest 1934, pp. 479 sqq.;
in so far as he criticizes Turanism, his arguments are valid even today.

8

-

Turan (turan) in the Iranian sources is the name of the territory of nomad tribes hostile
towards Iran, living East-North-East from the Caspian Sea. In the Medieval Age the
name was applied to the Turks. The idea of a so-called Turanian language family was
elaborated by Max Midler, an influential scholar in the linguisties of his age. (Cf. M.
Midler: On the Turanian Languages. In: Chr. C. Jos. Bunsen: Christianity and Man-
kind, TII. Outlines of the Philosophy of Universal History. London 1854, pp. 263 —
521), subsequently, however, he himself dismissed the idea.

»
1

> On this issue see Péter Hajdu: Bevezetés az urdli nyelvtudoményba. (An Introduction
to Uralian Linguistics.) Budapest 1966, pp. 90 sqq. — And what is more, even the
faultless verification of the inherent affinity or kinship of languages listed in the Altaic
language group has failed up till now. Cf. D. Sinor: Introduction i 1'étude de I’Eurasie
Centrale. Wiesbaden 1963, pp. 178 sqq. A sharply rejective standpoint is to be found
in (. Clauson’s: JIeKCHMKOCTATUCTHUECKAST OLEHKA aiaTaiickoii Teopuu. Voprosy Jazy-
koznanija 1969, No. 5, pp. 22—41; polemie, though cautious to draw final conclu-
sions, is L. Ligeti: AntaiicKasi TeOpHsl M JIEKCMKOCTATHCTHKA. Voprosy Jazykoznanija
1971, No. 3, pp. 21 —33; idem: La théorie altaique et la lexico-statistique. In: L.
Ligeti (Ed.): Researches in Altaic Languages. Budapest 1975, pp. 99-—115.

It was Pal Hunfalvy who first took note of the discovery of the Sumerian language in
Hungary, and in a letter, written to Frangois Lenormant, he announced his readiness
to co-operate in the linguistic clarification of Sumerian and Turanian kinship, ef. Fr.

8
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Lenormant: Les principes de comparaison de ’Accadien et des langues Touraniennes.
Paris 1875. This fact proves that Hunfalvy, who, some decades ago, became the target
of the fierce attacks of “Sumero — Hungarologists”, had not been prejudiced when re-
fusing Turanism and its variations; as long as this new supposition promised to yield
seientific results, he was ready to deal with it. The slur upon Hunfalvy, incidentally,
was gaining ground mainly between the two World Wars. Prior to this, even the
“Sumero — Hungarologists™ had spoken about him with a respect due to the greatest.
I mention one of the recent slanders in note 114, below; recently (Géza Bethlenfalvy (ef.
note 50, above) and Gyuwla Laszlé (ef. note 53, above) firmly rejected the lies framing
up Hunfalvy.

Sandor (liesswein was the first in Hungary to discourse upon the so-called Sumerian
question and the debates around it: Mizraim és Assur tanulsiga. Az 6szdvetségi szent-
iratok hitelessége és isteni sugalmaztatisa az aegiptologia és assyriologia vildgitdsiban,
I—1II. (The Testimony of Mizraim and Assur. The Validity and Divine Inspiration of
the Holy Scripts of the Old Testament in the Light of Egyptology and Assyriology,
I—1II.) Gy6r 1887 —1888. His modern critic,. Jend Gergely deftly analyses Giesswein’s
subsequent activities in a study of his: Giesswein Séndor politikai pilyaképéhez. (On
the Political Career of Sindor Giesswein.) A MTA Filozéfiai és Torténettudomdnyok
Osztalyianak Kozleményei 23 (1974), pp. 259 —287; Giesswein Séndor és a szocidlis
katolicizmus. (Sandor Giesswein and Social Cathclicism.) Vildgossiag 15 (1974), pp.
624 — 633. Though Gergely is aware of Giesswein’s achievements in the history of
religion, he does not take note of this significant early work of his.

Not much later the great scholar of the Islam, Ignde Goldziher reported on the debates
concerning the Sumerian language: cf. his Ardbia régi torténetérol. (On the Ancient
History of Arabia.) Budapesti Szemle 66 (1891). pp. 65— 104, esp. pp. 71 sq.; Jelentés
az orientalistidk IX. nemzetkozi congressusirol. (Report on the IX. International
Congress of Orientalists.) Akadémiai Ertesité 3 (1892), pp. 632 — 659, esp. pp. 643 sq.,
ete. For truth’s sake we have to state that Goldziher sympathized with the conception
categorically denying the existence of the Sumerian language (J. Halévy). Taking
great interest in Mesopotamian languages and antiquities (cf. his extensive essay on
the activity of George Smith: Egyetemes Philologiai Kézlény 1 [1877], pp. 22— 35,
102 —110, 160 —167), and regularly acquiring first-hand information, he was mistaken
in this view of his. — I only mention, as a subsidiary remark, that as early as 1877
Goldziher — in his article just mentioned — spoke about the “Turanian” name as “an
appellation which is always becoming untenable.”

7 In this context it is not my task to exhaustively treat the history of the modest begin-

nings of Hungarian cuneiform research. Therefore I refer only to some characteristic
essays now: (7éza Nagy: Tanulminyok a szumirokrol. (Studies on the Sumerians.)
Ethnographia 9 (1898), pp. 27 —41; Eduard Mahler: A szumér 6snép nemzetisége. (The
Nationality of the Ancient Sumerians.) Ethnographia 10 (1899), pp. S81—99, 199 —
217, but ef. Janos Galgéczy (a): A sumir kérdéshez. (On the Sumerian Question.)
Ethnographia 10 (1899, pp. 352 —372; (#éza Nagy: A torténelmi korszak kezdete. (The
Beginnings of Historical Period.) Szdizadok 33 (1899), pp. 677 —697, but cf. Janos
Galgéezy (b): Ostorténelmi tallézas. (Gleanings in Ancient History.) Ethnographia 11
(1900), pp. 155—163, 250 —257.

Cf. the differences of tone between two — otherwise Turanist — books: Gyula Ferenczy:
Szumer és Akkad. (Sumer and Akkad.) Debrecen 1897, p. 84: “The glory of the in-
vention of writing lies with the Sumerians and then with us”; and respectively Ede
Somogyi: Emlékezziink régiekrol. (Let Us Remember Our Forbears.) Budapest 1908, pp.
338 sqq.: “...What is more honourable for us? To stem from the Finns, the oldest
inhabitants of Europe, the people of the most ancient culture, or to descend from the
Turks who already, thousands of years ago, exerted a great influence upon the advance
of mankind and the promotion of its culture: in Mesopotamia as Sumerians, north
from this as Cumanians and Comagenians, and farther north, in China as Huns...”
(Nota bene: At this time, Turanism was not explicitly against the theory of Finno —
Ugrian kinship; rather, it meant to enlarge the circle of our relatives. True as it is,
it was this very uncritical enlargement which served basis for the more recent theo-
ries, in which Hungarian has become akin with almost all Eurasian peoples.)
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89 Gywla Ferenczy: Szumer és Akkad. Egy 6s turdni nép a Tigris és az Eufrates kézott.
Tanulmény az assyrologia kérébdl. (Sumer and Akkad. An Ancient Turanian People
between the Tigris and Euphrates. A Study in Assyriology.) Debrecen 1897; A civilizdcid
bélesdje. A Nilus és Eufrates mellékeinek legrégibb torténelme. (The Cradle of Civili-
sation. The Most Ancient History of the Nile and Euphrates Area.) Debrecen 1900, —
Cf. note 96, below.

90 Fde Somogyi: Szumirok és magyarok. (Sumerians and Hungarians.) Budapest 1903,
its new impression appeared as volume 2 of Studia Sumiro — Hungarica in
New York, 1968; Emlékezziink 1égiekrél. Az emberiség térténete elsé feltiinésétol
egészen a kultara keletkezéséig. (Let Us Remember Our Forbears. The History of
Mankind from Its First Appearance up ot the Formation of Culture.) Budapest 1908, —
I cannot take note — without special research in this field — of Somogyi’s numerous
newspaper articles, in which he had anticipated whatever he wrote about in his two
subsequent books. It is worth mentioning, however, that his first book characterized
by its defender’ Janos Galgéezy, as follows: “. . . he was but motivated by glowing Hun-
garian chaunivism”, “its tone might be unusually blatant”, provoked, at its very appe-
arance, rebuffs with valid references to the whole of Sumero— Hungarian linguistic
affiliation. As to the debate, cf., among others, Eduard Mahler: BudapestiSzemle 155
(1903), pp. 143 150 (proving that Somogyi’s book was mostly plagiarism); Bernat
Munkdaesi: Jelentése Somogyi Edének “Szumirok és magyarok” c¢. konyvérdl. (Review
of Ede Somogyi’s Book Entitled “Sumerians and Hungarians”.) Akadémiui Ertesits 15
(1904), pp. 44— 46; to this cf. Janos Galgéczy: (¢) A sumir kérdéshez. (On the Sumerian
Question.) Ethnographia 15 (1904), pp. 132 — 147; and again Berndt Munkdacsi: Néhiany
sz0 a sumir rokonsdg védelméhez. (Some Words to Defend Sumerian Kinship.) Ethno-
graphia 15 (1904), pp. 147 —154.

91 Cf. notes 87 and 90, above, and in addition to the papers quoted there: (d) A kauki-

zusi népek Gstérténetéhez. (On the Prehistory of Caucasian Peoples.) IEthnographia 12
(1901), pp. 343 — 351, 440 — 454; (e) Ujnbb sumir szészedet: (A Recent Sumerian Word-
List.) Ethnographia 13 (1902), pp. 111 — 117, 208 — 214, 260 — 267, 345 — 356, 405 —411;
(f) A sumir nép miivészete. (The Art of the Sumerian People.) Miivészet 2 (1903). pp.
109—118, 183—-195; (g) Ostorténelmi bongészgetés. (Cullings in Ancient History.)
Ethnographia 16 (1905), pp. 87— 92, 201 — 210. The part I. of the article, Tigin, aroused
great controversy, both at home and abroad; GGalgéczy was tackled by his erities. ef.
the material of the debate, notes 94 — 97, below, and Galgéezy (h): Végszé a “Tigin”-ben.
(Final Word about “Tigin™.) Ethnographia 17 (1906), pp. 149—153; (i) A sumir tdrgyas
igeragozas. (The Sumerian Transitive Conjugation.) Magyar Nyelvor 42 (1913). pp.
266 —270; (j) A sumir és ural-altdji nyelvrokonsig kérdéséhez. (On the Questicn of
Kinship Between Sumerian and Uralo-Altaic.) (Manuseript.) 1914; (k) Sumir— magyar
szoszedet. (Sumero— Hungarian Word-List.) (Manuseript.) 1915; (1) Sumir nyelvtan.
(Sumerian Grammar.) (Manuseript.) 1917. — Mention is made about the manuseripts
deseribed under (j)— (k) —(l) in Akadémiai Lrtesité 31 (1920), p. 34; I do not know
about their subsequent fate.
The volume 1 of Studia Sumiro— Hungarica was the collection of Janos Galgéezy’s
essays entitled A sumir kérdés. (The Sumerian Question.) New York 1968. The volume
publishes from among Galgéczy’s essays which are marked and quoted above as (a) —
(b) —(¢)—(d—(e)— (g)— (h) and (i), but unfortunately, without exactly marking the
original publication. Apart from these, the volume publishes the essays quoted in note
97, below, as (m) and (n) respectively, and also another paper of his on a different
subject, and some of his book reviews. It publishes, however (and it seems to be a very
happy idea), the critiques and pamphlets written about some of (algéezy’s articles;
thus, from the material of the debates, it is easy to establish that the ideasruaised
by Galgéezy have not influenced the progress of scholarly research. — Kdroly Lyka
mentions favourably Galgdezy’s zecomplishment, specially referring to the articles
under (e)—(f), see Kdroly Lyka: Vindorlisaim a muvészet koril. (My Wanderings
around Art.) Budapest 1970, pp. 269 sq.

* ('f. notes 87 and 90, above, further on Eduard Mahler: Babylonia és Assyria. (Baby-
lonia and Assyria.) Budapesti Szemle 117 (1904) pp. 66 —97, 227 — 257; Orszaghalom
szuamér sz6 ? (Orszaghalom, Is it a Sumerian Word ?) Magyar Nyelvor 33 (1904). pp.

@
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45 —47; Babylonia és Assyria. (Babylonia and Assyria.) Budapest 1906, esp. pp. 187
sqq.; Joseph Halévy. Egyenléség 1917, No. 9, p. 9—10.

Cf. note 90, above, further on Berndt Munkdcsi: Keleti Szemle 5 (1904), pp. 343 — 351 =
Ethnographia 15 (1904), pp. 433 —438; Az ural-altdji népek. (Uralo-Altaic Peoples.)
In: Gusztar Heinrich (Ed.): Egyetemes irodalomtorténet, IV. Budapest 1911, pp.
3 — 68, esp. pp. 38 sqq.; Régi nyomok — 1ij 6svények. (Old Traces — New Paths.) Egyen-
16ség 1911, No. 23, jubilee issue, pp. 78—81; Jelentés a Fay Andras-pilydzatrol.
(Report on the Andras Fiy Competition.) With Zoltdan GGombocz. Akadsmiai Ertesité
31 (1920), pp. 32 — 44 (about the first verison of Zsigmond Varga’s book to be quoted
in note 117, below), ete. — Incidentally, Munkdesi was thoroughly dealing with the
question of possible Mesopotamian loan-words in the Finno — Ugrian or Uralo-Altaic
languages both in his essays just quoted, and in books of his on Uralo-Altaie subjects
(I shall mention two essays of his in note 127, below). A short note of his, viz. Ziirjén
votjik nyelvii hettita feliratok. (Hittite Inseriptions in Zyrian and Votyak.) Ethnc-
graphia 21 (1910), p. 256, is dealing with the problems of then undeciphered Hittite
hieroglyph inseriptions, on the basis of A. (leye’s Hettitische Studien. Leipzig 1910,
a4 misleading work. — On his achievements see recently Béla Kalmdn: Munkdicsi Bernat
emlékezete. (The Memory of Bernat Munkdcesi.) A MTA Nyelv- és Trodalomtudomsinyi
Osztalydnak Kozleményei 16 (1960), pp. 392 —397; Janos Harmatta: Munkdicesi Bernat
mint a finnugor — irdni kapesolatok kutatéja. (Bernat Munkicesi as Researcher of
Finno-Ugrian — Iranian Connections.) Ibid., pp. 392 — 397; Margit K. Pallé: Munkicsi
Berndat jelentdsége a magyar turkologiiban. (Bernit Munk:desi's Significance in Hun-
garian Turkology.) Ibid., pp. 397 —403; see the Bibliography of his works, ibid. 24
(1967), pp. 397 —413 (compiled by Eva Olih).

Lajos Venetianer: Tigin. (Tigin.) Ethnographia 16 (1905), pp. 143 — 146; Még néhéiny
sz6 az dllitélagos sumér tigin méltosignévhez. (Some Words About the Alleged Su-
merian Dignitary-Name figin.) ibid. 269 —273. — On this debate cf. Galgéczy's essays
(g) and (h) quoted in note 91, above, further on in note 97, below.

Cf. among others, (éza Nagy: Turdnok és Arjak. (Turanians and Arians). Ethnographia
13 (1902), pp. 1 =11, 49—60, 97— 103; idem: A skythik. (The Seythians.) Budapest
1909, a new impression in: Magyar Toérténelmi Szemle 3, No. 4 (1972), pp. 447 —480;
4. No. 1 (1973), pp. 3—28; 4, No. 2 (1973), pp- 109 —142; Odon Kimnach: Magyar —
sumir kis kéziszotar. (Hungarian —Sumerian Short Dictionary.) Karcag 1905; Elek
Fay: A magyarok Gshona. (The Original Homeland of Hungarians.) Budapest 1910;
V. Préhle: Mi vz a “turdni” 7 (What is “Turanian” ?7) Foldrajzi Kézlemények 40 (1912).
pp- 101 — 113. Prohie’s paper and two works of Zsigmond Varga — to be quoted in note
116, below — incurred (Gyula Zolnai’s annihilating eriticism in his article: Tudomény-
talan nyelvhasonlitasok. (Unscholarly Linguistic Affiliations.) Magyar Nyelvor 44
(1915), pp. 151 —163. 194 — 206; cf. the reply of the two, criticised by him, ibid., pp.
262 — 266 (Prihle) and pp. 266 — 268 (Varga) . respectively, and Zolnai’s answer: Felelet
a Tudomanytalan nyelvhasenlitisok fgyében. (A Reply as to the Unscholarly
Linguistic Affiliations.) Ibid., pp. 268 — 271.

On Ferenczy's career see Magyar Eletrajzi Lexikon. I. A — K. Budapest. 1967, p. 501. —
His liberal-minded lectures impressed Endre Ady too, who, at that time was an under-
graduate in the Debrecen Academy of Law, cf. Jézsef Varga: Ady Endre. Pilyakép-
vizlat. (Endre Ady. A Short Bibliography.) Budapest 1966, p. 42.

Strictly speaking, two of Galgéczy’s articles appeared in leading periodical in Assyri-
ology of that time: (m) Sumirisch-grammatische Erdrterungen. Zeitschrift fiie Assyri-
ologie 23 (1909), pp. 55—72; (n) Sumirisch-grammatische Miszellen. Zeitschrift fiir
Assyriologie 25 (1911), 89—113, however, both of these articles wielded “evidence”
that should have been proved beforehand: i.e. the affinity of Sumerian and Hungarian
like Galgdezy’s proposals as to the solution of some debated issues of Sumerian gram-
mar, have been simply overlooked by Sumerological research; they have ne-
ver been cited by authentic Sumerologists.

The debate enforced upon him by Lajos Venetianer on the columns of Ethnographia —
cf. note 91. above, (f). (g). and note 94, above — had to be continued by Galgdezy
also on an international level. The discussion centered around the reading of a group
of Sumerian sings. In brief, it was about the following: in cuneiform texts there is a
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Sumerian word, a name of dignity: GU. EN.NA, that is, the name of the office of
the commanding officer (governor) of Nippur. Galgéczy wanted to read the word in
the form of tig-in-na, thus alluding to the ancient Turkish dignity name tegin, with
which he claims, the Sumerian word ean be associated. (The sign GU may have, beside
its phonetic value, gu, also the reading tik, tig in Akkadian texts.) Galgéczy’s reading
and etymology was to be promptly refuted by D. .J. Prince, see Zeitschrift fir Assyrio-
logie 27 (1912), pp. 258 —260. Following this, both of them had their say for a second
time, see ibid. 27(1912), pp. 390 — 392 (Galgéezy), and respectively, ibid. 28 (1913 — 14),
pp- 362364 (Prince). To prop up his reading with an even more serious argument,
Galgoezy also invoked the Hungarian word tekend, tekné (‘trough’) to be able to inter-
pret the phrase “the land of GU.EN.NA". It was to be seen, even at that time, that
it was Prince, who had the right standpoint in the debate: the phrase GU. EN.NA in
Sumerian is only to be read in the form of gu-en-na; this is also verified by the Sumero-
Akkadian word lists, as well, which convey, beside the Sumerian word, among others
the Akkadian translation guennakku, see B. Landsberger — E. Reiner — M. Civil: The
Series 1t = % and Reluted Texts. Roma 196%. (MSL XII.) p. 97: I. 135. For the inte -
pretation of this word ef. B. Landsberger: Brief des Bischofs von Esagila an Koénig
Asarhaddon. Amsterdam 1965, pp. 75 sqq. With this, of course, the Turanian ety-
mology of the word got dismissed, too.

I can only enlist here the most important Assyriological works of Mihdly Kmoské:
Hammurabi térvényei. (The laws of Hammurabi.) Kolozsvar (now Cluj) 1911; ASSur
régi uralkodéinak feliratai. (The Inscriptions of the Early Rulers of Assur.) Egyetemes
Philologiai Kézlony 36 (1912), pp. 9—21, 206—218, 310—332; Kerub und Kurib.
Biblische Zeitschrift 5 (1913), pp. 225 — 234; Az emberiség elsé irott szabadsiglevele.
Urukagina lagasi kirdly reformjai. (The First Written Charta in the History of Mankind.
The Reforms of Urukagina, the King of Lagash.) Budapest 1913; Assyria Gjabb ural-
koddinak assuri feliratai. (The Assur Inseriptions of More Recent Rulers of Assyria.)
Hittudomanyi Folydirat 24 (1913). pp. 1 —29; A sumirek. (The Sumerians.) Turdn 1
(1913), pp. 15—27, 123 —142; A kaloesai érseki kényvtar ékiratos terracotta-hengere.
(The Cuneiform Clay Cylinder of the Kalcesa Archiepiscopal Library.) [A forgery!!]
Religio 72 (1913), pp. 11 —12; Eine uralte Beschreibung der “Inkubation”. (Gudea
Cyl. A VIII, 1 —14.) Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie 29 (1914), pp. 158—171; Az a-ga-dé-i
dynastia és a sémi uralom kezdete Mezopotimiiban. (The Agade Dynasty and the
Beginnings of the Semitic Rule in Mesopotamin.) Térténeti Szemle 3 (1914), pp. 321 —
345; A sémi népek Svallisinak f6bb problémdi. (The Main Problems of the Ancient
Religion of Semitic Peoples.) Budapest 1915; Beitriige zur Erklirung der Inschriften
Gudens. Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie 31 (1916 —17), pp. 38—90. — For an appreciation
of Kmoskd's activity see Arnold Pataky: Emlékbeszéd Kmoské Mihdly ... felett.
(Memorial Lecture Over . .. Mihaly Kmoskd.) Budapest 1937. (Szent Istvin Akadémia
emlékbeszédei, I1. 6.) — In the second half ot his life Kmoské dealt with Syrian Fat-
hers of Church and the-Oriental sources.of Hungarian history. On his accomplishment
in this field, see K. Czeglédy: Monographs on Syrian and Muhammadan Sources in the
Literary Remains of M. Kmoské. Acta Orientalia Hung. 4 (1954). pp. 20 —91.

* ('f. his article published in the periodical of Turanism, Mihaly Kmoské: A sumirek.

(The Sumerians.) Turdn 1 (1913), pp. 15—27, 123 —142.

On Ady’s interest in Mesopotamia, see (iéza Komoréezy: Obabiléni levél Ady Endre
egyik cikkében. (An Old Babylonian Letter in an Article of Endre Ady.) Irodalom-
torténeti Kozlemények 69 (1965), pp. 328 —331.

Endre Ady: Amit a régi portak mesélnek. (What the Old Gates Tell about.) Budapesti
Naplé, January 2, 1904 = Endre Ady: Osszes prozai mivei, 1V. Edited by Erzséhet
Vezér. Bp. 1964, No. 110, p. 193 sq.

E.g. Erzsébet Vezér, who, in the notes written to the text of the eritical edition (see
note 101, above, p. 445), alludes to the book of Ede Somogyi (cf. note 90, above) that
had appeares shortly before Ady’s article, and to its noisy repercussions in the press.
Istean Kirdly goes even further by writing in his great book on Ady: “The poet, pro-
fessing the Sumerian origins of Hungarians, invoked the imaginary primeval homeland,
Ancient Babylon as well...”, see Istvan Kiraly: Ady Endre. Budapest 1970, 1. p.
547. Uttering these, Kirdly does not refer to sources. He could not have based his asser-
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tions but on Ady’s letter in question and on some others like this, or on the remarks
of Erzsébet Vezér, respectively. I think, however, that this letter is not to be inter-
preted that way. Ady does not agree with the “szumirolog”-s (Sumerologists) in the
respect of Hungarian primitive ancient homeland imagined to have been in Mesopo-
tamia: at that time, nobody said that Hungarians had originally come from “Ancient
Babylon”; and to boot, the text does not make mention of Hungarians. Ady merely
alludes here to the theories concerning the ancient culture of the Uralo-Altaic peoples,
that is, he does not say anymore than that, the people of Sumerians are of Uralo-Altaie
origin. I think, Kirily has overinterpreted Ady’s allusions; his statements, guessably,
do not reflect Ady’s opinion. but — indirectly — the “Sumero— Hungarology” of the
1960s. — See also note 96, above.

The phrases quoted come from Ady’s poem entitled Az s Kujin (Kajin of Yore);
for an interpretation of this poem. see (fyula Fildessy: Ady minden titkai. (Ady’s
Secrets.) Budapest 1962.7 pp. 69 sq.; Istvan Kirdly: Ady Endre. Budapest 1970. 1, pp-
540 —556. The phrase “the time of Ancient Babylon” means here the same as the
attribute “ancient”.

It was Ady himsel{ who interpeted Kajin’s figure this way, cf. Gy. Fildessy: op. cit.,
p- 69.

Gy. Féldessy: op. cit., p. 69, only “guesses”, but in fact, it is certain, that Ady’s Kujin
is to be associated with the figure of Cain in the Old Testament, ¢f. A magyar nyelv
torténeti-etimolégiai szotdra. 11. H—O. Budapest 1970, pp- 306 sq. s. v. kajan; Lajos
Lérincze: A kajin Kain és egyebek. (The Malitious Cain and Others. ) In: idem (ed.): Edes
anyanyelviink. Budapest 19723, pp. 163 —165. An interesting fact relating to the use
of the word: Istviin Horvat names (1832) the very Biblical Cain as Kajsin, ef. Horvit
Istvin Magyar Irodalomtérténete. (History of Hungarian Literature.) Budapest, no
year. (Magyar Irodalmi Ritkasigok, 28.) p. 32.

Arpad Zempléni: Istir és Gilgamosz. (Ishtar and Gilgamesh.) Budapest 1910. A new
edition of selected passages appeared in Gyérgy Végh’s anthology: Szazadvégi koltok.
(Fin de Siecle Poets.) Budapest 1959. 11, pp. 140 sqq.

7 Zemplénd, in his epic entitled “A tiiz-6z¢én” (Holoeaust) about the apocaliptic struggle

between Indo-Germunic and Turanian peoples, calls the leader of the Turanians Din-
gir, the word coming from the Sumerian dingir god’, and the leader of the Indo-Ger-
mans Diész (the word being the genitive form of the Greek Zeus, however, o in Greek
is not long as it is with Zempléni; it is stressed: /idzc).

A. Zempléni: Turini dalok. (Turanian Songs.) Budapest 1910.

Cf. e.g. A. Zempléni: Vasts és ITmoe. Vogul rege. (Vasfé and Imoe. A Vogul Suga.)
Budapest 1919.

About the foundation of the Turanian Society (1910), its activities, and its successors.
viz. Magyar Keleti Kultiirkézpont (Hungarian Oriental Cultural Centre), then simul-
tuneously Kérdsi Csoma Térsasig (Kérosi Csoma Society), Turdani Tarsasag (Turanian
Society), Turdn-Szévetség (Turanian Association), and its main ideas too, a eritical
study by (iywla Németh informs us properly: A magyar turdnizmus. (Hungarian Tu-
ranism.) Magyar Szemle 11 (1931), pp. 132—139. The Turdn (1913 —) was the peri-
odieal of the Society. .

Benedek Barathosi Balogh’s Turini Kényvei (Turanian Books), vol. 7. Szumirok. szittyik,
Gsturdanok. (Sumerians, Scythians, Old Turanians.) Budapest 1929, in a new edition:
Szumirok. (Sumerians.) Buenos Aires 1973; vol. 13. Déli turdnok (Indiak, Tibet,
El6dzsia). (South Turanians. The Indies. Tibet, Western Asia.) Budapest 1930.

* Sandor Tonelli: Az emberi civilizacié kezdetei. (The Beginnings of Human Civiliza-

tion.) Budapest 1936. ;

Zoltan Vasarkelyi Kézdy: A magyarok ttja Indidatél Pannénidig. (The Way of Hun-
garians from India to Pannonia.) Budapest 1939.

Sdndor Nemesdedinai Zsuffa: A magyar nyelv nyelvrokonsdgai (1!). Nyelvészeti tunul-
mény Kérési Csoma Sindor emlékére. .. (The Linguistic Kinships of the Hungarian
Language. A Linguistic Study in Memory of Séndor Kérési Csoma. . ) Budapest
1942. — On this book, cf. Miklés Zsirai’s hard-hitting and precise ecriticism: Nem
mind bir6, akinek pdlea van a kezében. (He Who Wearsa Robe is Not Always a Judge.)
Magyar Nyelv 36 (1940), pp. 95— 106, esp. pp. 103 sqq.
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People.) Budapest 1941; A skytha kérdés megoldisa. (The Solution of the Seythian
Problem.) Budapest 1944. — Other books, dealing with Hungarian prehistory in a
Turanian spirit, but only incidentally mentioning Sumerians, are, among others,
Jozsef Cserép: A magyarok eredete. A turéini népek shazdja és dkori torténete. (The
Origin of Hungarians. The Ancient Homeland and History of Turanian Peoples.)
Budapest 1925; idem: A magyarok éshazéja és éstorténete. (The Primeval Homeland
and History of (Hungarians.) Budapest ¢geg1 Jozsef Aczél: Szittya — gorég eredetiink.
(Our Seythian — Greek Origin.) Budapest 1927; Lajos Blaskovics: Oshaza. (Ancient
Homeland.) Budapest 1942; Ferenc Zajti: Magyar évezredek. Skytha — hun — magyar
fuji azonossig. (Hungarian Millennia. Seythian — Hun — Hungarian Racial Identity.)
Budapest 1943.%2 On the books of Cserép and Zajti ef. Laszlé Gaal: Mitkedvelk a magyar
Ostérténeti kutatasban. (Amateurs in Hungarian Prehistoric Research.) Magyar
Szemle 12 (1931), pp. 262—-272. — Furthermore, Gyula Mészdros: Kelet-Eurdpa
uéptérténete, I1. Chattiak és skythik, 1 — 2. (A People’s History of Eastern Europe, I1.
The Chattians and Scythians, 1— 2.) Szeged 1938; Kelet-Eurépa néptorténete a vaskor
népeitdl a magyar honfoglalékig. (A People’s History of Eastern Europe from the Pe-
oples of the Iron Age to the Hungarian Conquerors.) Budapest 1941; A masfélezer
esztendés magyar nemzet. Néptorténeti tanulmény. (The Fifteen Hundred Years
Old Hungarian Nation. A Study in People’s History.) New York about 1950. — Alt-
hough appearing well «.fter the War, and not even abroad, the study of Lajos Marjalalki
Kiss: Gondolatok a magyar nép eredetérdl. (Thoughts about the Origins of the Hun-
garian People.) I—11. Borsodi Szemle 1, No. 1 (1956), pp. 68— 80; 1, No. 2 (1956), pp.
81 —103 is expressive of the same intellectual atmosphere.

The main works of Zsigmond Varga: Az Sskeresztyénség profétai jelleme. (On the Pro-
phetic Character of Primitive Christianity.) Kolozsvar 1910; Vallasos vilignézet és
torténeti kutatds. (Religious World-View and Historical Research.) Kolozsvar 1911.
on this ef. Mihdaly Kmoské: Egyetemes Philologiai Kézlony 36 (1912), pp. 152 -—154;
Az Gtestamentomi zsoltir-koltészet assyr—babyloni vallistérténeti megviligitasban.
(The Psalms of the Old Testament in the Light of Assyro— Babylonian Religious His-
tory.) Kolozsvir 1911, on this ef. Mihdly Kmoské: Egyetemes Philologiai Kézlény 36
(1912), pp. 154 —156; Tras és nyelvtorténeti adalékok az dkori keleti népek mivelodés-
torténetéhez. (Writing- and Language-Historical Contributions to the History of
Culture of the Peoples of the Ancient Orient.) Kolozsvar 1913; A sumir kérdés mai
dllisa és problémdi. (On the Recent State and Problems of the Sumerian Question.)
Kolozsvéir 1914 (offprint from Erdélyi Muzeum 1913) — to the latter two cf. Gyula
Zolnai: Tudomdnytalan nyelvhasonlitdsok. (Unscholarly Linguistic Affiliations.)
Magyar Nyelvér 44 (1915), pp. 151 — 163, 194 — 2035, and also 268 —271; Ujabb adalé-
kok az ékori keleti népek mivel6déstériénetéhez. (Recent Contributions to the History
of Culture of the Peoples of the Ancient Orient.) Budapest 1914; Tdjékozds a legujabb
otestamentumi theologia kérében. (Enquiry into the Field of Recent Theology of the
Old Testament.) Budapest 1914 (offprint from Protestdins Szemle, 1914.); Sumir 1égé-
szeti tanulmédnyok. (Studies in Sumerian Archeclogy.) Budapest 1914 (offprint from
Archaeologiai Ertesitd, 1914.); Az ékori keleti népek miivelddéstorténete, kiilonis
tekintettel a Biblidra. (History of Culture of the Peoples of the Ancient Orient with
# special Regard to the Bible.) Papa, 1. 1915, 11. 1918; A bibliai éstorténetek ujubb
kritikai megvildgositisa. (A New Critical Light on the Old Biblical Stories.) Debrecen
1917; Altaldnos vallistérténet. 1. Bevezetés a vallastorténetbe. A valldsos élet jelen-
ségviligdnak dtnézete. I1. A vallds térténeti élete. (A Comprehensive History of Re-
ligion. I. Introduction into the History of Religion. A Survey of the Phenomena
of Religious Life. IT. On the Historic Progress of Religion.) Debrecen 1932.

Zsigmond Varga: Otezer év tavoldbol. 1. A sumir nyelvvita tirténete. I1. Sumir nyelyv-
tan. III. Sumir—ural-altdji 6srokonsig. (From the Distance of 5000 Years. 1. The
History of the Debate on the Sumerian Language. II. A Sumerian Grammar. 111.
Sumero — Uralo-Altaic Primitive Kinship.) Debrecen 1942. — The antecedents of this
book was a prize offered by the Hungarian Academy of Sciencesin 1916, see Akadémiuni
Ertesité 27 (1916), p. 411. The evaluaticn of the manuscript sent in was performed by
Zoltan Gombocz and Berndt Munkdesi, without their knowing the authors’ name. See,
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Jelentés a Fay Andris palyazatrol. (A Report on the Andras Fiy Prize.) Akadémini
Ertesité 31 (1920), pp. 32 —44; the report contains a devastate criticism.

A new phase in the research of the Sumerian grammar commences with the publication
of A. Poebel’s Grundziige der sumerischen Grammatik. Rostock 1923. This work
thoroughly transformed the picture that had b en formed about the nature of the
language.

It is worth quoting that Varga praised a recent achievement in Sumerian grammar,
because it “sorberly refrained itself from necessary innovations”, with the word “ne-
cessary” being mistaken for “unnecessary”, however, probably, not quite accidentally
(see, Otezer év tivolabdl, p. 207).

Cf. Laszlo Németh: A fordité plennitisze. (The Plennitis of the Translator.) In: idem:
A kisérletezé ember. (The Experimenting Man.) Budapest 1963, pp. 412 —424. esp.
pp- 412 sq. = ddem: A kisérletez6 ember. Tanulményok. (The Experimenting Man.
Studies.) Budapest 1973. (Németh Liaszlé munkdi.) (The Works of Liszlé Németh.)
pp- 615 —622, esp. pp. 611 sq., and in several other places, too.

(‘f. Ldszlé Németh: Irgalom. Regény, I —1II. (Mercy. A Novel, I —1II.) Budapest 1965.
esp- 11, pp. 96 sq. = Budapest 1972. (Németh Liszlé munkii.) (The Works of Liszlo
Németh.) p. 349 sq.; idem: Utolsé kisérlet, 1 —TI. (The Last Experiment. A Novel.
1—11.) Budapest 1969. (Németh Liaszlé munkdii.) (The Works of Liszlé Németh.)
I. p. 274, p. 440 (Alsévirosi buiesi.) (Suburb Fiesta.); 11, p. 40 (Szerdai fogaddnap.)
(At Home on Wednesday.), etc.; idem: Magam helyett, 1I. Telemachos. (For Myself.
I1. Telemuachos.) Tiszatdj 28, No. 3 (1974), pp. 3 — 16, esp. pp. 10 sq.

2 ('f. Sandor Nemesdedinai Zsuffa: A magyar nyelv nyelvrokonsdgai. (The Linguistics

Kinships of the Hungarian Language.) Budapest 1943, p. 34, esp. note 20.

Tt was also in the state of spiritual “plennitis”, not in captivity though, but, — as he
himself writes it —, on the battle-field, that Jdzsef Erdélyi’s linguistic ideas were born,
¢f. his Ardeli szép hold. Egy kolté gondolatai a magyar nyelvrdl. (The Fair Moon of
Ardel. A Poet’s Thoughts about the Hungarian Language.) Budapest 1939. Erdélyi’s
etymologies were based on other prineiples than those of the Turanists as he thought
every word was endogenous as to its genesis. His contemplation. however. was eventu-
ally to reduce him to the level of the worst kind of Turanism or “Sumero — Hungaro-
logy”.

Let me remark but parenthetically, that there are followers, even nowadays, of Erdélyi’s
absurd etymologies, see Dénes Kiss: Jiték és torvény. Kalandozisok anyanyelviinkben.
(Game and Rule. Romaings on Mother Tongue.) Kortirs 15 (1971), pp. 970 —977.
1970 —1974; 18 (1974), pp- 1114 —1119; Tiszataj 29, No. 9 (1975), pp. 29— 31; Kortirs
19 (1975), pp. 1796 —1799.

Similar ideas were formulated by Péter Hajdu: Finnugor népek és nyelvek. (Finno —
Ugrian Peoples and Languages.) Budapest 1962, pp. 45 sqq.; Bevezetés az urali nyelv-
tudoményba. (Introduction to Uralian Linguisties.) Budapest 1966, pp. 90 sqq.; and
Jdnos Harmatta: Az indoeurdépai népek régi telepiilésteriiletei és viindorlisai. (The Old
Areas of Settlement, and Migrations of the Indo-European Peoples.) A MTA Nyelv- és
Trodalomtudomanyi Osztdlyinak Kézleményei 27 (1972), pp. 309—324. — Cf. also
Andras Réna-Tas: Néhany gondolat a nyelvrokonsigrol. (Some Thoughts on Linguis-
tic Kinship.) Nyelvtudomdnyi Kézlemények 71 (1969), pp. 261 —279.

From the most recent literature on the question cf. F. R. Kraus: Sumerer und Akkader.
ein Problem der altmesopotamischen Geschichte. Amsterdam — London 19705 J. S. Coo-
per: Sumerian and Akkadian in Sumer and Akkad. Orientalia 42 (1973), pp. 239 — 246;
W. v. Soden: Sprache, Denken und Begriffsbildung im Alten Orient. Wiesbaden 1973, p.
14, esp. note 16; C. Wilcke: Ki-en-gi und ki-uri bis zum Ende der Ur—IIT - Zeit. In:
[Compte Rendu de la] XIXe Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale: Le paluis et la
royauté. Paris 1974, pp. 202 —232; idem, in: La voix de I'opposition en Mésopotamie.
Bruxelles 1975, pp. 37 sqq.

On the so-called Praesumerian elements see B. Landsberger: Three Essays on the Su-
merians. Los Angeles 1974 (English translation of his articles published in Turkish, in
1943 — 1945); W. Nagel: Die Bauern- und Stadtkulturen im vordynastischen Vorder-
asien. Berlin 1964. pp. 217 sqq. = Berliner Jahrbuch fiir Vor- und Friihgeschichte 4
(1964), pp. 1 sqq.; 4. Salonen: Zum Aufbau der Substrate im Sumerischen. Helsinki
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1968; A. Salonen: Die Fussbekleidung der alten Mesopotamier. Helsinki 1969, pp. 97
sqq.; E. Salonen: Uber das Erwerbsleben im alten Mesopotamien, I. Helsinki 1970, PP-
6 sqq. (one had better be somewhat cautious concerning the relevent materials from the
Finnish School). — The problem of Akkadian loan-words in Sumerian have been versa-
tilely illuminated by the lectures delivered at the IXe Rencontre Assyriologique
Internationale: Genava NS 8 (1960), pp. 241 — 314, and esp. D. O. Edzard: Sumerer
und Semiten in der frithen Geschichte Mesopotamiens. ibid.. pp. 241 —258; I. J. Gelb:
Sumerians and Akkadians in their Ethno-Linguistic Relationship. ibid., pp. 258 —271;
A. Falkenstein: Kontakte zwischen Sumerern und Akkadern auf sprachlichem Gebiet.
ibid., pp. 301 —314. — About one of the few direct proofs of Indo-European and Su-
merian linguistic contacts, that respective words meaning ’cattle’, offered Jdnos
Harmatta a new interpretation: Megjegyzések Kozép- és Kelet-Eurépa hazi emlés-
allatainak fejlédéstorténetéhez. (Remarks on the Evolution of the Domestic Mammals
of Middle and Eastern Europe.) Agrirtérténeti Szemle 13 (1971), pp. 211 —217, esp.
p- 215.

126

The word kinye ("book’) and several of its corresponding Eurasian forms, respectively,
have been interpreted that way for a long time, c¢f. most recently: A magyar nyelv tér-
téneti-etimologiai szétira. (The Historical-Etymological Dictionary of the Hungarian
Language.) II. H— O. Budapest 1970. p. 614, where among others, references is made
to the “Sumerian” (correctly: Akkadian!) word kunukku (incidentally, the Sumerian
word is kisib). As, however, all the members of the Akkadian word group in questi n,
e.g. kanaku, 'to seal’, kaniku, 'sealed (e.g.: document, sack, ete.)’ and kunukku, *seal,
eylinder-seal” unambiguously preserve the basic meaning (as to the Akkadian words.
see The Assyrian Dictionary, vol 8, K. Chicago 1971. s.v.), in my opinion, there are
serious semantic difficulties to derive the words with meaning kényv ("hook’) from here.
The coincidence of the word-forms is hardly more than accidental. Incidentally, this
derivation is considered impossible, also from the point of view of Hungarian language
history, by Elemér Moér: A betii-t6l a konyr-ig. (From the Word betit, ’letter’ to the
Word kinye, *book’.) Magyar Nyelv 68 (1972), pp. 150 — 160, 275 — 285, esp. pp. 156
sq¢. — On the Oriental loan-words in general, cf. E. Littmann: Morgenlindische Wor-
ter im Deutschen. Tibingen 1924.2; K. Lokotsch: Etymclogisches Waérterbueh der
europiiischen (germanischen, romanischen und slavischen) Worter orientalischen
Ursprungs. Heidelberg 1927; the material of the latter, however, is beyond the scope
of our theme.

Naturally, the languages of the Ancient Near East took over a number of Sumerian
words and used them as their own; either they borrowed them directly from Sumerian,
as it happened in Akkadian or perhaps in Hurrian, or indirectly, from the Akkadian.
There is a comprehensive picture given by the two big Akkadian dictionaries on the
anvil (W. . Soden: Akkadisches Handwérterbuch, Wiesbaden; The Assyrian Dictio-
nary, Chicago) about the Sumerian loan-words of the Akkadian language — most of
which, of course, remained foreign words to the last. In the case of the other languages
of the Near East there seems to be a lack of up-to-date lexicographical basis (ef. ho-
wever, A. Kammenhuber: Materialien zu einem hethitischen Thesaurus, Heidelberg).
The former special literature searching for loan-words is out-of-date in every respect
(P. Leander: Uber die sumerischen Lehnwérter im Assyrischen. Uppsala 1903; J. Theis:
Sumerisches im Alten Testament. Trier 1912; S. Landersdorfer: Sumerisches Sprach-
gut im Alten Testament. Leipzig 1916; cf. also note 127, below).

27 Cf. H. Zimmern: Akkadische Fremdwérter als Beweis fiir babylonischen Kultur-
einfluss. Leipzig 1917.2 (Though it was significant in its time, today one should
use it but very cautiously.) — Also Bernat Munkdesi examined the possible Akkadian
loan-words of the Finno — Ugrian languages; apart from his studies quoted in notes
90 and 93, above, see also: Spuren eines assyrischen Einflusses auf finnisch — magyari-
sche Sprachen. Keleti Szemle 12 (1911 —12), pp. 261 —271; Asszir nyomok a finn—
magyar nyelvekben. (Assyrian Traces in the Finnish — Hungarian Languages.) Magyar
Nyelvér 41 (1912), pp. 60— 65; Sechzigerrechnung und Siebenzahl in den 6stlichen
Zweigen der finnisch — magyarischen Sprachfamilie. Keleti Szemle 19 (1920 —1922),
pp- 1 —23; naturally, the interesting material collected by him is to be eritically inter-
preted. — From among the more recent loan-word investigations is worth paying
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attention to, e.g., I>. Aalto: Ein alter Name des Kupfers. Ural-Altaische Jahrbiicher
31 (1959), pp- 33 —40; UU. Masing: Akkadisches miksw in Osteuropa. In: Internationale
Tagung der Keilschriftforscher der sozialistischen Liinder. Zusammenfassung der
Vortrige. Budapest 1974, 63 — 65; Acta Ant. Hung. 22 (1974), 521 —526. — On the
theoretical side of the question, see recently, Lajos Kiss: Miiveltségszok, vandorszik,
nemzetkozi szok. (Culture Words, International Loan Words, International Words.)
Magyar Nyelv 62 (1966), pp. 179 —188; for the Altaic languages — in connection with
the debate referred to in note 85, above — see also P. Aalto: Verwandtschaft, Ent-
lehnung, Zufall. Kratylos 10 (1965), pp. 123 —130.

128 On the words mentioned, cf. A magyar nyelv torténeti-etimologiai szétiara. I. A — Gy.
Budapest 1964, pp. 133 sq.; 509 sq.; 1062; II. H—O. Budapest 1970, pp. 609; 933 sq.;
993 resp., partly with etymological explanations different from the ones above; on the
word dragoman, see I. .J. Gelb: The Word for Dragoman in the Ancient Near East.
Glossa 2 (1968), pp. 93 —104; on the Akkadian data, see the Akkadian dictionaires,
referred to in note 126, above. — Let me remark here that the Semitic linguistic mate-
rial, and especially, the data taken from the Old Semitic languages in the otherwise
excellent Historical-Etymological Dictionary are mostly incorreet, out-of-date and
deficient.

120 On the starting point of Badiny Jés’s disquisitions, 1 only have to add that Priscus
Rhetor, mentioning the people’s name Sabirian eclearly explains that the Sabirians
were the enemies of Ogurs and Onogurs (fr. XXX M, ef. E. Doblhofer: Byzantinische
Diplomaten und éstliche Barbaren. Graz — Wien — Kéln 1955, p. 70; (iyula Moravesik.
in: Gyirgy Gyirffy [Ed.]: A magyarok elodeirdl és a honfoglalisrol. [About the An-
cestors of Hungarians and the Conquest.] Budapest 1958, p. 24; on the historical
background, see Kdroly Czeglédy: Nomad népek vindorlisa Napkelettol Napnyugatig.
[ The Migration of Nomadic Peoples from East to West.] Budapest 1969, pp. 90 sqq.).

130 The epic is mentioned several times by S. N. Kramer in his popular works: From the
Tablets of Sumer. Indian Hills, Colo. 1956, pp. 232 sqq.; History Begins at Sumer.
Garden City, N. Y. 1959, pp. 204 sqq., ete.; the scholarly publication of the material
known at that time, by S. N. Kramer — Th. Jacobsen: Enmerkar and Ensukussiranna.
Orientalia 23 (1954), pp. 232 — 234; Badiny J6s does not know this study at all.

131 See the facsimile imprint of S. N. Kramer’s letter in Ferene Badiny Jés: Kéaldeitol
Ister-gamig, 1. Buenos Aires 1971, p. 93, ete.

182 ('f. D. O. Fdzard: Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie 53 NF 19 (1959), p. 18 and note 43.

193 Janos Galgéezy: A sumir kérdés. (The Sumerian Question.) New York 1968,

134 Tdid., p. 293.

135 Tbid., p. 173.

136 Gilgames — Agyagtiablik lizenete. (Gilgamesh — The Message of the Clay Tablets.)
Budapest 1966; 1973.2

137 See the reading of the incipits in Agyagtablik iizenete. (The Message of the Clay Tab-
lets.) Budapest 1963, p. 207. The cuneiform text in this edition is the handwork of
Janos Kass, and, on the cover-page of the subsequent editions, that of Vera Csillag.

138 C'f. note 80, above.

139 ('f. p. 4 of the pamphlet quoted in note 21, above, furthermore Ferenc Badiny .Jés:
Kildedtol Istergamig, I. Buenos Aires 1971, pp. 122, ete.

110 Quepkn uetopun CCCP. Moscow 1956.

M1 Gyula Laszlé: Ostérténetiink legkordbbi szakaszai. (The Earliest Phuses of Our Pri-
mitive History.) Budapest 1961, p. 202.

12 A puli. The Puli 2, No. 18 (1966), p. 3.

13 IThid. 2, no 19 (1966), p. 6.

14 Ibid. 3, no. 22 (1967), p. 5.

W5 Ibid. 3, no. 28 (1967), p. 3.

16 S, N. Kramer: The Sumerians, their History, Culture, and Character. Chicago 1963, p.
21. — Cf. idem: Sumerian Mythclogy. A Study of Spiritual and Literary Achievement
in the Third Milleneum B. (. Philadelphia 1944 = New York 1961% p. 21. Here
Kramer definitely rejects the kinship of Sumerian and Hungarian languages: “Sumerian
is neither a Semitic nor an Indo European language, it belongs to the so-called aggluti-
native type of languages exemplified by Turkish, Hungarian, and Finnish. None of these
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languages, however, seems to have any closer affiliation to Sumerian, and the latter,
therefore, as yet stands alone and unrelated to any known language living or dead.”
Cf. also S. N. Kramer: The Sumerians. .. Chicago 1963, p. 306.

147 So e.g. H. Schmdikel: Das Land Sumer. Stuttgart 1956, p. 46.

148 About this question there is a good popularinformation in, e.g., Ldszl6 Antal — Barnabas
Csongor — Istvan Fodor: A vilig nyelvei. (The Languages of the World.) Budapest
1970, pp. 7 sqq., 13 sqq.; cf. also Istvan Fodor: Mire j6 a nyelvtudomany ? (What is
Linguistics Good for ?) Budapest 1968, pp. 13 sqq.

149 Andor Schedel: A magyar technikai kultara fejlédéstorténete és a nyelvészet. Kézirat.

(The Evolution of the Hungarian Technical Culture and Linguistics. A Manuscript.

1969. (Rotaprint.) p. 6.

On this word, ef. B. Landsberger: The Series HAR-ra = hubullu, Tablets V — VII.

Roma 1958. (MSL VI.) p. 17: 129; W. ». Soden: Akkadisches Handwdrterbuch 2, Lief.

11. Wiesbaden 1972, 1058 s. v.

Sandor Csbke: Szumir (Szumér) —magyar egyezteté szétar. (Sumerian — Hungarian

Comparative Dictionary.) Buenos Aires 1970, p. 105, No. 478. On the kinds of word-

comparisons represented by the etymologies of “Sumero — Hungarologists”, see E. Litt-

mann: Sprachliche Seltsamkeiten aus Morgenland und Abendland. Zeitschrift der

Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 76 (1922), pp. 270—281; J. Friedrich:

Zufiillige Ahnlichkeiten auf verschiedenen Sprach- und Kulturgebieten. Indogermani-

sche Forschungen 60 (1960), pp. 156 —170; .J. Friedrich: Die verschiedenen Elemente

der Sprache in ihrer Empfiinglichkeit fiir Sprachmischung. In: Studi linguistici in onore

di V. Pisani. Brescia 1969, pp. 367 —376; (. Doerfer: Lautgesetz und Zufall: Betrach-

tungen zum Omnicomparatismus. Innsbruek 1973; J. T'ischier: Zeitschrift der Deutschen

Morgenliindischen Gesellschaft 125 (1975), pp. 362 sq., note 2.

152 4, Deimel: Sumerisches Lexikon, I, IT. 1 —4, TII. 1 —2. Roma 1925 —1937.

153 Such are e.g. A. Poebel's work cited in note 118, above, furthermore: A. Falkenstein:
Grammatik der Sprache Gudeas von Laga¥, I —T1I. Roma 1949 —1950; A. Falkenstein:
Das Sumerische. Leiden 1959; 19642 I. Kdarki: Die Sprache der sumerischen Konigs-
inschriften der friithaltbaylonischen Zeit. Helsinki 1967; 1. M. Diakonoff: $13blku
apesueit [lepeaneit Asiia. Moscow 1967. 35— 84. As to the questions of detail, see,
among others, K. Sollberger: Le systéme verbal dans les inseriptions “royales” pré-
sargoniques de Laga%. Geneéve 1952; Niederwalluf 19712 7. B. Gragg: Sumerian Dimen-
sional Infixes. Keveaer — Neukirchen-Vliuyn 1973, ete.

154 Cf. (Jéza Bdarczi: Nyelviink és Kultarink No. 16 (1974), pp. 32 sq. = Latéhatar, Ja-
nuary 1975, pp. 192—-195. — Cf. note 58, above.

155 Zsigmond Varga: Otezer év tdvolibol. Debrecen 1942, p. 274, §, b.

156 Elemér Novotny’s lecture, Paris 1973; ef. the Summary on p. 3 of the pamphlet quoted
in note 75, above.

157 Cf note 34, above.

158 C'f. note 23, above. — It is to be noted that this eonception — deriving also from Ida
Bobula — has turned the historical views of Turanism at the beginning of this century
into their contrary. Ede Somogyi and the others thought, at their time, that the Su-
merians had migrated into South-Mesopotamia from the land Turan; while today’s
“Sumero — Hungarologists” believe it to have happened the other way round.

159 Cf. Ferenc Badiny Jés: Kialdedatdl Ister-gamig, I. Buenos Aires 1971, plates 20 — 24

(maps in supplement).

Cf. note 29, above.

Cf. N. Vlassa: Probleme ale eronologiei neoliticului Transilvaniei in lumina stratigra-

fiei agezirii de la Tartdria. Studia Universitatis Babesg-Bolyai, Series Historia 7, No. 2

(1962), pp. 23 —30; Chronology of the Neolithic in Transylvania in the Light of the

Tartdria Settlement’s Stratigraphy. Dacia NS 7 (1963), pp. 485 —494.

162 4. Falkenstein: Zu den Tontafeln aus Tartdria. Germania 43 (1965), pp. 269 —273;
I. J. Gelb: Nestor. Institute for Research in the Humanities. The University of Vis-
consin, No. 112 (1967, 1 April), p. 488; K. R. Veenhof: Kleitabletten uit Téartdria (Sieben-
biirgen). Phoenix 13 (1967), pp. 35— 38.

163 Janos Harmatta: Neolitkori irdsbeliség Ko6zép-Eurdépiban ? El6zetes kézlemény. (Neo-

lithic Written Records in Central Europe? A Preliminary Communication.) Antik
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164
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Tanulmdnyok 13 (1966). pp. 235—236; J. Harmatta: Denkmiiler einer piktographi-
schen Schrift aus neolithischer und iineolithischer Zeit in Europa und Zentralasien. An-
zeiger der phil-hist. Klasse der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 110,
Nr. 7 (1973). pp. 115—118.

V. Popovitch: Une civilisation égéo-orientale sur le moyen Danube. Revue Archéologi-
que 1963, No. 2, pp. 1-56; V. Milgj¢i¢: Die Tontafeln von Tartaria (Siebenbiirgen)
und die absclute Chronologie des mitteleuropiiischen Neolithikums. Germania 43
(1965), pp. 261 —268; H. Quitta: Radiocarbondaten und die Chronologie des mittel-
und stidosteuropiiischen Neclithikums. Ausgrabungen und Funde 12 (1967), pp. 115 —
125; M. S. F. Hood: The Tartaria Tablets. Antiquity 41, No. 162 (1967), pp. 99—113;
J. Makkay: Angaben zur Datierung und zu den siidlichen Kontakten der mittleren
Bronzezeit des Karpatenbeckens. A Méra Ferene Muzeum Evkényve 1966 —1967,
Szeged 1968. No. 1, pp. 31 —41; J. Makkay: Die in Tartiria (Alsétatirlaka) gefundenen
piktographischen Tafeln und die jiingere Steinzeit Siidosteuropas. Ibid., No. 2, pp.
21 —24; E. Neustupny: The Tartaria Tablets: A Chronological Issue. Antiquity 42,
No. 165 (1968), pp. 32—53; J. Makkay: The Tartiria Tablets. Orientalin 37 (1968),
pp- 272—-287; M. S. F. Hood: The Tartaria Tablets. Scientific American 218, No. 3
(1968), pp. 30 —37; Ndandor Kalicz: Agyag istenek. A neolitikum és a rézkor emlékei
Magyarorszdgon = Clay Gods. The Neolithic Period and Copper Age in Hungary.
Budapest 1970, pp. 44 sq.; Janos Makkay: A tartariai (alsétatdrlaki) tablacskak.
(The tablets from Tartaria-Alsétatdrlaka.) Magyar Tudomany 77 UF 15 (1970), Pp-
63 — 69; Jancs Makkay: Sumér jellegi képjelek a Maros mentén. A tartdriai leletek.
(Pictographic Signs of Sumerian Character Alongside the River Maros. The Tartaria
Finds.) Elet és Tudomény 23, No. 3 (1970), pp. 110—114. — The investigation of the
Béndt (Vinéa) culture of Transylvania has taken a great impetus in the meantime.

5 Cf. S. v. Torma: Ethnographische Analogien. Ein Beitrag zur Gestaltungs- und Ent-
grag Z 34 4

wicklungsgeschichte der Religionen. Jena 1894. — Of course, what concerns the details,
Zsofia Torma’s conclusions are mostly out of date today, and some of her interpre-
tations have been explicitly refuted by recent research; all this, however, cannot di-
minish the merits of the eminent archeologist in the history of science. Her main achie-
vement lies in that she was the first who regarded Transylvanian neolithitic as part
of an organically developing neolithic of the Near East, Asia Minor and the Balkans. —
A worthy commemoration of Zséfia Torma’s achievement is a small selection of her
abundant correspondence; see Pal Gyulai (Ed.): Torma Zséfia levelesladajabol. (From
the Correspondence of Sophie Torma.) Bucharest 1972. N. Vlassa works up her manu-
scripts kept in the Cluj Historical Museum; on her archaeological collection cf. Mdrton
Roska: A Torma Zséfin-gytjtemény az Erdélyi Nemzeti Muzeum érem- és régiség-
tdriban. (The Zséfin Torma Collection in the Coin- and Antiquity Cabinet of the
Transylvaniaun National Museum.) Kolozsvir 1941.

Cf. J. Makkay: The Late Neolithic Tordos Group of Signs. Alba Regia 10 (1969), pp.
4—49.

7 Cf. the studies of 1. .J. Gelh and that of M. S. F. Hood, quoted in notes 162 and 164,

above, respectively, and also (iéza Komoréezy: Otezer éves ékirasos agyagtablik Er-
délyben. (Five Thousand Years Old Cuneiform Clay Tablets in Transylvania.) In:
(éza Simonffy (Ed.): Tudoményos kaleidoszkép. Budapest 1974, pp. 247 — 251.

Cf. C. C. Lamberg-Karlovsky: Proto-Elamite Account Tablets from Tepe Yahya. Kad-
mos 10 (1971), pp. 97— 99; G. Komordezy: Zur Atiologie der Schrifterfindung im En-
merkar-Epos. Altorientalische Forschungen 3 (1975), 19 —24.

169 Zséfia Torma: Sumér nyomok Erdélyben. (Sumerian Traces in Transylvania.) Buenos

170

Aires 1972, (Sumér Kényvek. Sumerian books.) — As for its publication, it is Anna
Fehér’s name marking the editorial foreword, whereas it is Ladislao Eugenio Fehér
whose name marks the colophon of the book; Torma’s German text was translated by
Istran Foyta, the accompanying studies: Torma Zsofia élete és munkdssiga. (Zsofia
Torma’s Life and Achievement.) pp. 9 —50; Sumérok magyar {6ldén. (Sumerians on
Hungarian Soil.) pp. (141 — 222) were written by Gdbor .Jdks.

Cf. note 169, above. — The effect of Jiki’s studies is to be perceived in Hungarian
press. Ferenc Szent-Mikléssy: A mitikus Imdugud. Sumér leletek Erdélyben. (The
Mythic Imdugud. Sumerian Finds in Transylvania.) Magyar Ifjasag, May 31, 1974,
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p. 45. His article refers cn some recent Transylvanian finds of the Biénat (Vincéa) cul-
ture, as being proofs for “...the Sumerian culture getting as far as the Carpathian
Basin”. The source of the article is rendered exactly identificable by the name “Im-
dugud” in the title, the name of the lion-headed eagle of Sumerian mythology. which
has been read by experts as Anzu for a decade and a half. Its old reading keeps cropp-
ing up in the works of those far from this special field, e.g. in those of the “Sumero —
Hungarologists”, ef. Jiki’s study, quoted, in note 169, above, pp. 185 sq., from where
the article of Magyar Ifjusig quotes almost verbatim, but without mentioning the
source used.

Cf. Jézsef Schmidt: Nyugat 18, No. 20 (1925), p. 197; also quoted — without mention-
ing the source — by Miklés Zsirai, too, cf. note 82, above.

The problems of historical knowledge of today’s Hungarian society have been investig-
ated, with empiric sociological methods, by Istvan Diészegi, see Térténelmi ismeret —
torténelmi érdeklédés. (Historical Knowledge — Interest in History.) In: idem: Ha-
zink és Eurépa. Tanulményok. (Our Country and Europe.Studies. (Budapest 1970,
pp. 421 —445; ef. idem: Torténelmi ismeret — térténelmi érdeklédés — torténelem-
szemlélet. (Historical Knowledge — Interest in History — View of History.) Valdsig
14, No. 1 (1971), pp. 72— 81. The deficiencies and proportional distortions pointed out
by Didszegi seem to explain the popularity of “Sumero — Hungarology” at the same
time.

The genuine tasks in the field of rekindling and fostering national traditions have
been outlined by Thor Klaniczay, see his essay: Gondolatok a nemzeti hagyoméanyrol.
A nemzeti hagyominy fogalma és karaktere. (Thoughts on National Traditions. The
Notion and Character of National Tradition.) Kortars 18 (1974), pp. 761 —775 =
Latohatéar, Valogatds a magyar kulturdlis sajtéhdl, June 1974, pp. 160 —189.



