
CHAPTER 7

The Sumerians

The Sumerians settled in Mesopotamia around 3500 B.C. and 
remained the dominant race there until about 1800 B.C., when 
the Amorites — better known as Babylonians — put an end to 
them as a political, ethnic and linguistic entity.1 Between these 
two dates, they created the first high civilisation of mankind and 
their impact on the cultures of the surrounding nations was felt 
for many centuries after their eventual disappearance. Their 
language remained in cultic and diplomatic use in the Near East 
until the middle of the first millenium B.C., whilst their cunei
form system of writing was successively adopted by the Akka
dians, Assyrians, Babylonians, Hurrians, Hittites, Canaanites, 
Persians, Elamites and Urartians, and certain varieties of late 
Babylonian and Assyrian survived as written languages in cunei
form almost down to the time of Christ. Sumerian deities and 
religious concepts found similarly wide acceptance and their 
technological achievements, ranging from the invention of the 
wheel to a highly artistic use of metals, had even more far- 
reaching effects. Our twentieth century civilisation, with its 
Graeco-Roman and Semitic background, ultimately goes back to 
Sumerian foundations, so that directly or indirectly, all mankind 
is in the debt of the innovating spirit of the Sumerians.

The main settlements of the Sumerians were in Lower Meso
potamia where they founded city-states vying with each other 
for hegemony. Ur, Uruk, Kish, Nippur, Lagash and Eridu were 
their main centres of power and wealth, although smaller towns 
are also known. They called this area Ki-engi} the land of Engi.1̂ - 
There were also Sumerians in Upper Mesopotamia before the 
arrival of the Semitic Akkadians and this part of the country was 
called Ki-urir The designations Sumer and Sumerian were not 
known to the Sumerians themselves: these names are Semitic 
corruptions.8 It is perhaps sad and ironical that these talented
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people should be remembered by a name given to them by 
vassal tribes which ultimately brought about their downfall but 
then, the fact is that they left behind no name for themselves as 
an ethnic entity, only political and geographical designations.

The Sumerians were so well and truly buried by the dust and 
rubble of history, that their very existence remained hidden until 
the middle of the last century, when study of cuneiform records 
revealed an ancient, non-Semitic language. The first discoverers, 
Rawlinson and Oppert, called this language ‘Scythian’ and re
cognised the people speaking it as the inventor of cuneiform 
writing. Oppert subsequently sought to establish a relationship 
between this language and Hungarian, Turkish and Mongolian, 
and expressed the view that it was closest to the Ugro-Finnish 
linguistic group. Later, in a lecture delivered before the ethno
graphic and historical section of the French Society of Numis
matics and Archaeology in 1869, he was the first to identify this 
language as ‘Sumerian’ and in the same breath he declared, sup
porting his contention with lexical and grammatical analogies, 
that it had close affinities with Turkish, Finnish and Hungarian. 
Another leading early Sumerologist, Lenormant, stated his con
viction that this ancient language stood nearest to the Ugro- 
Finnish branch of the ‘Turanian’ group and that within this 
branch, it bore closer resemblance to the Ugric than the Finnish 
languages.4 For the first twenty years after the discovery of 
Sumerian, these views dominated the scientific world until they 
became obscured by an absurd theory proposed by Halevy.

Halevy, who had made his way from Bucharest to Paris and 
there became the leading authority on Semitology, put forward 
the theory in 1874 that Sumerian was the artificial language of 
Semitic priests and that no such people ever existed. He de
fended his views with great vehemence, swaying at times even 
such great savants as Delitzsch, and due to his tenacity which 
did not waver even in extreme old age, he managed to cloud the 
issue until his death in 1917. Indeed, the confusion he created in 
linguistic circles was so profound that up to the present day, no 
well-known Sumerologist has been prepared to make a definitive 
statement as to the precise linguistic classification of Sumerian 
beyond stating that it is an agglutinative language.5
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The notion of a language ‘without any known relative’, as 
some savants still maintain Sumerian was, is of course highly 
suspect, as it presupposes either that such language had devel
oped in a complete vacuum or that all its relatives have mysteri
ously disappeared. The first of these alternatives is clearly an 
impossibility. There is no linguistic vacuum on this earth, not 
even in the Pacific islands or on the most inaccessible mountains. 
As to the second, it is extremely unlikely that such a highly 
talented and versatile people as the Sumerians could have 
evolved without developing linguistic relationships with a large 
number of peoples. Can one really suppose that all such peoples 
are now extinct? It is more reasonable to assume that those who 
are unable to find any relatives for the Sumerians are simply not 
looking hard enough.

Indeed, whilst the controversy raged in the West whether 
Sumerian was a genuine language at all, a slender but steady 
stream of opinion was building up in Hungary, asserting the re
lationship between Sumerian and Ural-Altaic languages, and 
in patricular, Hungarian. The first Hungarian writer to propound 
this theory was Sandor Giesswein who in his two-volume work, 
Mizraim es Asszur (Budapest, 1887) compared the relationship 
between Sumerian on the one hand and Finno-Ugrian and Turco- 
Tartar languages on the other to that between Sanskrit and 
modern Indo-Germanic languages, and stated expressly that 
Sumerian was related to Hungarian.

A few years later Zsofia Torma, the noted archaeologist, pub
lished the results of her excavations in Transylvania, Ethno- 
graphische Analogien (Jena, 1894), in which she discerned close 
similarity between the pottery and other material brought to 
light by her and ancient Babylonian finds, and declared that the 
Magyars brought with them the culture of the Sumerians and 
also absorbed many Sumerian elements in their language.

In 1897, Gyula Ferenczy published a short book on the Sumer
ians, Szumer es Akkcid (Debrecen, 1897), asserting that they 
were an ‘ancient Turanian people’ and that their language was 
closely related to Hungarian. In the ensuing years, the highly 
regarded Hungarian periodical Ethnografia printed successive 
articles by Geza Nagy, Ede Mahler and Janos Galgoczy, all
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dealing with the relationship between Sumerian and Hungarian 
and stressing that Sumerian language and culture had a strong 
bearing on the question of the ethnic origin of the Magyars. 
Galgoczy was particularly active in this field and in addition to 
contributing numerous articles to Ethnografia, he also wrote in 
the Hungarian journals Szdzaclok, Keleti Szemle and Magyar 
Nyelvor, and between 1909 and 1914, was also a frequent con
tributor to the Zeitschrift fiir Assyrologie.G

It must be emphasised that the writers above referred to were 
all reputable Hungarian historians and linguists who put forward 
their arguments on an academic level and, in the case of articles, 
in scientific periodicals of the highest standing. The first Hun
garian Sumerologist to appeal to public opinion was Ede 
Somogyi who, having achieved some distinction as an encyclo
paedist by editing the Magyar Lexikon  from 1878 onward, be
came a sub-editor of the well-known Hungarian daily, Budapesti 
Hirlap, in 1889 and thereafter wrote several articles in his paper 
on the question of Sumerian-Hungarian relationship. In 1903, he 
published a book entitled Szumirok es magyarok, in which he 
sought to demonstrate with grammatical examples and a detailed 
dictionary that Sumerian was an Ural-Altaic language and stood 
nearest to Hungarian.7 This created a great stir and the Hun
garian Academy of Sciences felt obliged to refer it to Bernat 
Munkacsi, a distinguished linguist of the Finno-Ugrian school, 
for an opinion. Munkacsi put in an adverse report, as a result of 
which the Academy rejected Somogyi’s book as a ‘dilettante 
work’ — which it may well have been — and declared that ‘the 
special emphasis placed on the importance of Sumerian cunei
form writings from the point of view of Hungarian prehistory 
is based on error and cannot be justified with scientific credi
bility’.8

Galgoczy immediately attacked Munkacsi’s findings and this 
is when a remarkable development took place. In an article de
fending his report, Munkacsi conceded that Sumerian and Ural- 
Altaic languages had a certain common vocabulary and pro
ceeded to give a number of examples from the fields of domestic 
life, nature, cultural concepts and social relations. He declared, 
however, that these were ‘very ancient loanwords’, acquired
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through the mediation of other languages. In his opinion, there 
were too many grammatical differences between Sumerian and 
Hungarian to permit the assumption of any closer relationship.0

Having made an important concession, Munkacsi did not resile 
from it in his later writings and indeed, he repeatedly referred 
to the Sumerian connection in placing the ancestral home of 
Hungarians and other Finno-Ugrian peoples in the northern 
Caucasus10 and in tracing Assyrian loanwords in the Hungarian 
language.11 The Hungarian Academy, however, maintained its 
previous commitment to the Finno-Ugrian ethnic theory (see 
Chapter 3) and Munkacsi’s rapprochement to the Sumerists was 
largely ignored.

Notwithstanding official rejection of the suggested Sumerian- 
Hungarian relationship, the question continued to occupy the 
minds of some Hungarian linguists and historians and, in addi
tion to linguistic studies, an effort was also made to invoke the 
aid of comparative anthropology. In his work Babylonia es 
Assyria (Budapest, 1906), Ede Mahler analysed Sumerian racial 
types as appearing on Sumerian bas-reliefs and statuary, and 
concluded that they stood nearest to the Turanian race and were 
to be considered as one of the branches of the oldest prede
cessors of Turkic peoples. Unfortunately, as the study of pre
history in Hungary was entirely dominated by the linguists at 
that time, these anthropological comparisons were not pursued.

After World War I, the Sumerian question well-nigh disap
peared from public discussion in Hungary until Zsigmond Varga, 
Professor of Oriental Languages at the famous Calvinist theo
logical college of Debrecen, published a monumental work in 
1942, entitled Otezer ev tcivoldbol, in which he demonstrated 
with a detailed analysis of Sumerian grammar and vocabulary 
that Sumerian was related to Hungarian and Finno-Ugrian and 
Turco-Tartar languages and was an independent branch of the 
Ural-Altaic family of languages. In addition to linguistic com
parisons, he also relied on religious concepts, funerary rites and 
popular beliefs and superstitions to show an affinity between 
Sumerians and the present Ural-Altaic peoples.

Owing to the tragic events which followed in Hungary soon 
after the publication of Varga’s work, his findings did not re
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ceive the attention they deserved but the seed had been sown 
and when the successive waves of the Great Hungarian Diaspora 
settled down in various parts of the world, a surprisingly virile 
and widespread Sumerist school began to arise, cultivated by 
Hungarian refugee linguists and historians.

In 1951, Ida Bobula published her Sumerian Affiliations in 
Washington, in which she identified a large number of basic 
Hungarian words as of Sumerian derivation and also found simi
larities between Hungarian and Akkadian words of everyday 
use. She also analysed affinities between Hungarian and Sumer
ian religious concepts, mythology, funerary habits and astro
logical notions, and concluded that these linguistic and cultural 
affiliations were due to the influence of a group of learned 
Sumerians w?ho took refuge among the ancestors of the Hun
garians after the collapse of Sumerian rule in Mesopotamia. In 
a subsequent work published ten years later, Bobula also demon
strated that a large number of Hungarian words hitherto con
sidered as Slavonic loanwords, were of Sumerian or Akkadian 
origin.1- She wrote numerous articles on the Sumerian-Hun- 
garian relationship and ultimately formed the conclusion that 
Hungarians were direct descendants of the Sumerians, although 
she conceded that a great deal of research still had to be done 
on this question.13

Bobula’s work strongly influenced a number of Hungarian his
torians abroad, of whom the most outstanding was the late 
Viktor Padanyi in Australia. In his Dentumagijaria (Buenos 
Aires, 1963), P ^ in y ijm ad e an attempt at re-writing Hungarian 
prehistory on the basis of the Mesopotamian origin of the Mag
yars or at least a substantial part of them, and although many of 
his propositions still lack positive proof — we hasten to add, 
unavoidably so — his work created great interest even in Hun
gary itself. Another Hungarian historian, Sandor Nagy, in 
America, analysed Hungarian personal and place names occur
ring in early mediaeval records and, considering these to be of 
Sumerian origin, concluded that a substantial part of the Hun
garian ethnic body must have been formed by successive waves 
of Sumerian settlers in the Carpathian basin.14

In the strictly linguistic field, Sandor Csoke in Austria carried
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out painstaking research in the late sixties,13 proclaiming the 
direct descent of the Hungarian language from Sumerian. More 
recently, Andras Zakar of Budapest, using the methods of glot- 
tochronology, has shown that of one hundred basic words in 
Hungarian, compiled in accordance with Professor Hymes’ word  
list, fifty-five were of Sumerian and nine of Akkadian deriva
tion.10

Another leading Hungarian protagonist of Sumerian-Hun- 
garian linguistic and ethnic identity is Feren c Badiny Jos, Pro
fessor of Sumerology at the Jesuit University of Buenos Aires, 
who has written several works on this topic and has recently 
strongly defended his propositions at the twenty-ninth Inter
national Congress of Orientalists in Paris.17

The views initially expressed by Rawlinson, Oppert and 
Lenorm ant have therefore been reinforced by Hungarian re
search extending over a century. It is worth noting that the 
distinguished Finnish Assyriologist, Harri Holma, also held the 
view that Sumerian and Finno-U grian languages w ere related, 
although most of his work in this field was never published.1,8 
The question remains now w hether the available evidence indi
cates a direct descent of Hungarians, at least partly, from the 
Sumerians or we are merely faced with a linguistic relationship 
between Sumerian and H ungarian in much the same w ay as 
Hungarian is related to other Ural-A ltaic languages? As a 
third alternative, the possibility of extensive borrowing by H un
garian from  Sumerian also must be considered.

Since these questions cannot be answered without determining 
the nature of the linguistic affinity between Sumerian and H un
garian, let us see briefly how much can be safely accepted from  
the assertions m ade by various writers on this subject.

As a result of researches by Bobula, Csoke and Zakar, we have 
fairly extensive com parative tables of Sumerian and Hungarian  
vocabularies of which the following examples indicate the degree 
of existing relationship:

S u m eria n  H u n ga ria n

ur  (lo rd ) u r  (lord )
nin  (la d y ) n en i (elder w om an)
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S u m eria n

nab  (su n ) 
h u d  (lig h t)

Isten  (th e One, G od)
I'd (soul) 
id (w om b, lap) 
kus  (skin, body) 
b u r  (b lood )  
gis  (h an d )
ussa  ( younger b ro th er) 
art ( daughter-in-law ) 
us (b eg ets)  
k u ru n  (b re a d )

ed in  (b arrel)  
dal (vessel) 
d u k  (vessel) 
sa b u r  (vessel)

d ar  (food offering for the 
dead) 

izi (fire) 
bil (b u rn s) 
sil (cu ts )  
sab  (cu ts )  
h im  (rests)  
tar (severs, cu ts) 
sir (cries)  
li (crie s)
b u r  (m akes a hole)
b id  (blow s)
ru  (carves, engraves)
m as (tw in, like)
g u r  (container of cereals)
d a n , tan  (explains, clarifies)

H  u n ga ria n

nap  (su n )  
h o ld , archaic and 

provincial /гое/, 
h u d  (m oon)
Isten  (G o d )
lelek , arch, lilk (soul)
ol (la p )
h us  (flesh)
vcr (b lood )
k ez  (h an d )
o ccs  (younger brother) 
ara (b rid e)  
os (an cestor)  
k en ijer, arch, k erem je  

( b re a d ) 
ed e n y , arch, ed in  (vessel) 
tal (p la te )
tok  (sh e a th ); tok (gou rd )  
cs u p o r , prov. szapor  

(sm all vessel) 
tor (funerary m eal)

izzik  (glow s)
fo l  (cooks)
szel  (slices)
szab  (cu ts )
h u n y  (sleeps, rests)
tor (b reaks)
sir (crie s)
ri (cries)
fu r  (b ores)
fu j, fu l  (blow s)
ro  (carves, engraves)
mcis (cop y, like)
g o re  (corn  shed)
tan-it (te a ch e s);
tan-dcs  (counsel, council)
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S u m eria n

til (inhabits, sits)

d in g ir  (g o d )

itu (m onth) 
ab  (w a te r)  
al (sound) 
rig  (speaks)

sa (netw ork) 
ret и (m ead ow ) 
k a b b a r  (fa t)  
ga da  (fringed loincloth)

g a r  (m akes, m anufactures) 
g u r  (bends, is bent) 
g u z  (cen tre )  
ga m  (bends)

d u le  (over, more than) 
d ib  (w alks) 
d u g  (sw ells)

eri (g o es)  
es  (evening) 
zid  (is angry) 
has (splits) 
izi (hastens) 
indi (cou rse)

kid  (binds) 
k u r  (c irc le )  
n a d  (g re a t)  
n a m  (n o )  
pa  ( tre e )  
pa  (h ead )  
b u r  (e a r )

H u n g a ria n

tel-ер  (settlem ent)
tel-ek  (block of land)
te n g e r  (im m ense, se a );
tu n d er  (fairy )
id о (tim e)
h ab  (w ave, foam )
hall (hears)
r e g e  (s a g a );
reg e-l  (recites)
szo  (w eaves)
ret  (m eadow )
k o v er  (fa t)
gatija, prov. ga gy a

(fringed loincloth) 
gijdrt ( m anufactures) 
g o rb e  (b en t)  
g o c  (cen tre)
ga m o  ( shepherd’crook, bent 

stick)
tul (over, more than)
tip -eg  (walks daintily)
da g-a d  (sw ells)
dag-anat  (sw elling)
e re-d  (goes, starts)
est (evening)
szid  (scolds)
has-it (splits)
izi-be  (in h aste)
ind-it (sets oif)
ind-ul (starts)
kot (binds)
kor (c irc le )
nagij (g rea t)
n em  (n o )
fa  (tre e )
fo , fe j  (h ead )
fid  (e a r)
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sa (m o u th ) szdj (m outh)
hal (d ies) lull (d ies)
gil (m u rd ers) gyil-kol (m urders)

gijil-ok  (m urder w eapon)
u d  (ro a d ) lit (ro a d )
m e  (w e ) mi (w e )
su r  (s tab s) szu r  (stab s)

These examples will suffice to show that whilst in some 
instances there is rem arkable correspondence between Sumerian 
and H ungarian vocabularies both as to form and meaning, in 
other cases the similarity is no closer than w hat exists between  
Sumerian and U ral-U ltaic languages in general. Indeed, it is 
clear from the com parative analyses of Sumerian words pub
lished by Csoke and Zakar that w here the relationship with  
Hungarian is of this rem oter kind, there are usually equally close, 
and sometimes closer, correspondences in Finno-U grian or 
T u rco-T artar languages.

It is also significant that there are a number of basic H un
garian words — such as k ez  (h a n d ), ver  (b lo o d ), ко  (s to n e ), 
szarv  (h o rn ), sz em  (e y e ) , to name only a few — which have  
m uch closer equivalents in Finnish, Estonian and related lan
guages, than in Sumerian. A certain degree of relationship with  
Sumerian can be dem onstrated also as regards words in this 
category but it is of a m ore distant nature. These aspects of 
Sumerian and H ungarian vocabularies strongly suggest that there 
were tw o phases of intensive contact between the peoples 
speaking these languages: one in the very distant past when they  
w ere also in close proxim ity to other Ural-Altaic peoples and a 
second one m uch later, during the Sumerian era in M esopo
tam ia, when the proto-H ungarians acquired those Sumerian 
words which are still contained in virtually unaltered form and 
meaning in their language. F o r some time in the interval between  
these two phases, the proto-H ungarians remained in the general 
area occupied by Finno-U grian peoples and certain further simi
larities betw een their respective languages developed.

This supposition of a second contact between the proto-M ag-

Sumerian Hungarian
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yars and the Sumerians is confirmed by the very clear adoption 
of the Sumerian numeral v un  (te n ) in Hungarian. The H un
garian word for ‘ten’ is tiz, yet ‘forty’, ‘fifty’, sixty’, ‘seventy’, 
‘eighty’ and ‘ninety’ are respectively n egy -v en  (four ‘ven’ ), 
ot-ven  (five Ven’ ), hat-van  (six ‘van’ ), h et-v en  (seven ‘ven’ ), 
ntjolc-van  (eight ‘van’ ) and k ilen c-v en  (nine ‘ven’ ). ‘Ven’ and 
‘van’, varying for vocalic harmony, have no meaning whatever 
in H ungarian,19 nor have they any relationship to any known 
H ungarian suffix, so that the conclusion that they are derived 
from the Sumerian vun  is virtually inescapable. This being so, 
it seems very likely that the composite numerals referred to were 
formed in H ungarian when the proto-M agyars w ere familiar 
with the Sumerian word for ‘ten’ and probably used it them 
selves in everyday dealings. As no similar correspondence can be 
observed in other U ral-Altaic languages, this point of contact 
must be placed in the Sumerian period 111 Mesopotamia.

Fu rth er proof of close Hungarian-Sum erian contacts in Meso
potam ia is furnished by the use of the word u r  in both languages. 
In Sumerian, this word has several meanings (m an, guard, lo rd ), 
whereas in Hungarian it only means ‘lord’* I n  the last-mentioned 
sense, it appears to have been a royal title in Sumer at various 
times, as it occurs in the names of several Sumerian kings, such 
as Ur-N am m u, Ur-Nanshe, Ur-Zababa. Now, it is significant that 
in early H ungarian, the title u r  was reserved for members of the 
royal family and other high-ranking Hungarians. The proto- 
M agyars therefore must have adopted this word with one speci
fic meaning, narnelv ‘lord’, and for one specific purpose, to 
designate their royalty, and it is quite obvious that this bor
rowing must have taken place whilst the Sumerians w ere so 
using the w ord u r  in M esopotamia. The total absence of this 
word from other Ural-A ltaic languages confirms this point. -

Turning now to Sumerian gram m ar, we find a similar dicho
tom y in its relationship to H ungarian as in the field of vocabu
lary. Sumerian is an agglutinative language with numerous suf
fixes and no gram m atical gender and also has m any other 
features in common with U ral-A ltaic languages. These were ana
lysed in great detail by Zsigmond V arga who dem onstrated  
quite convincingly that Sumerian was an U ral-Altaic language.
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V arga, however, never claim ed that the gram m atical structure  
of Sumerian was more closely related to Hungarian than other 
U ral-A ltaic languages and indeed, in various aspects of Sumerian 
gram m ar he found better correspondences in other U ral-A ltaic 
languages than in Hungarian. As far as the w riter is aware, 
V arga’s work still stands unparalleled in Sum erian-Hungarian  
com parative philology and his general findings have not been 
superseded. Consequently, it seems that as far as the general 
gram m atical structure of Sumerian is concerned, it only bears 
such basic relationship to Hungarian as it does to other U ral- 
A ltaic languages.

On the other hand, there are some specific features of 
Sumerian gram m ar which show a rem arkable correspondence 
with Hungarian. This is particularly so in the case of certain  
suffixes. F o r example, the Sumerian suffix sag  (-hood, -ship) 
corresponds exactly with the H ungarian suffix sag, s e g  (again  
varying for vocalic h arm ony), not only in form but also in m ean
ing. Thus the Sumerian u rsa g  (lordship) is u rasdg  (lordship) in 
Hungarian. Although the Hungarian s is pronounced like sh  in 
English, the original Sumerian pronunciation has been preserved  
in some Hungarian words such as orszcig (realm , cou n try),1 
w hich incidentally is also derived from the Sumerian u rsa g  as its 
m ediaeval form was still u ru sa g .

Again, the Sumerian verb a g  (m akes, does) winch is also used  
as a suffix in Sumerian, is clearly reflected in the Hungarian  
suffix o g  (occasionally e g  for vocalic h arm on y), for example 
kavar-og  (is stirred up, is turbulent; kavar =  stirs), fin to r-o g  
(m akes a face; fin to r =  a facial distortion). This is particularly  
obvious in the case of onom atopoeic (sound-im itating) verbs in 
H ungarian, such as scip-og (q u ack s), szip-og  (sniffles), szisz-eg  
(h isses), csip-o g  (ch irp s), d a d -o g  (s tu tters). In all such cases, 
the first syllable imitates the sound m ade and the suffix og sig
nifies the making of such sound.

W e are therefore again faced with the phenomenon that 
whereas Sumerian gram m ar as a whole only bears a basic resem 
blance to H ungarian, certain specific features of it occur in 
modern H ungarian in identical form. This confirms our previous 
suggestion that after very ancient initial contacts, followed by a
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long period of separation, Sumerians and proto-Hungarians 
again lived side by side for a considerable time in Mesopotamia 
during which period certain aspects of Sumerian gram m ar found 
their w ay into Hungarian.

This M esopotamian coexistence is strongly supported by the 
occurrence of Akkadian words in Hungarian. As Akkadian is a 
Semitic language, there is no possibility whatever that its simi
larities with Hungarian vocabulary developed in some distant 
ancestral homeland. The Hungarians must have acquired these 
Akkadian words in M esopotamia and no other place. In a sense, 
therefore, the presence of Akkadian loanwords in Hungarian, 
attested by the researches of Munkacsi, V arga, Bobula, Csoke 
and Zakar, is even m ore im portant for the study of Hungarian  
prehistory than similarities betw een Sumerian and Hungarian. 
H ere are a few examples:

A kkadian

kasaru  (binds)
salatu  (cuts, slices)
dalilu  (sings)
m ussulu  (co p y )
gim ilu  (sp ares)
ru g g u m u  (com plain in law )
kasadu  (sleeps)
tallu  (vessel)
liku (opening)

kalappatu  ( ham m er )a-

H u n g a ria n

koszoru  (w reath ) 
szeletel  (slices) 
dalol (sings) 
m asol (cop ies) 
k im el (spares) 
rd galom  (libel) 
k u sh a d  (lies low ) 
tcil (d ish)
hjuk, prov. Jik (hole, 

opening) 
kalapdcs  (ham m er)

UcojL ojtfi, 14- 'ThjJjL· о
There is therefore strong linguistic evidence that the ances

tors of Hungarians lived in the M esopotamian region during the 
third millenium B .C . and possibly even earlier. This evidence is 
supported by definite traces of Sumerian mythology and reli
gious concepts in Hungarian folklore. The cult of the G reat Stag, 
one of the personifications of the Sumerian god Enki, is reflected  
in numerous Hungarian Christmas and New Year’s E ve reg o s  
chants.20 It is perhaps not without significance that the melodies 
of these chants differ markedly from the pentatonic folk-songs
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prevalent in old Hungarian music and are generally regarded as 
of m uch more ancient origin.-1 Although the cult of a benevolent 
stag divinity is com m on to many peoples, Hungarians have also 
preserved his name, D a ra-m a h  (H ungarian D o ro m o , D u r u m o ),  
and the memory of his son D u m u z ig  (later Tam m uz) survived 
in the Hungarian pagan god D a m a c lie k r2 Ta.v'-asz.

The early Hungarians also had a benevolent fertility goddess 
called B oldogasszony  (B lessed L a d y ) who has left many traces 
in Hungarian folklore and ultim ately becam e identified with the 
Virgin Mary. This goddess is strongly reminiscent of the 
Sumerian Bau who, like her, was the protector of plants and the 
harvest and also of women in childbirth. It cannot be a mere 
coincidence that traditional H ungarian harvest-festivals are held 
on the feast of the Assumption ( in Hungarian called N a gy b o ld o -  
gasszony, ‘great Boldogasszony’ ) in m uch the same way as the 
Sumerians held a special feast in honour of Bau when they first 
ate the new bread. Again, the Hungarian custom called B o ld o g 
asszony pohara  (cu p  of the Boldogasszony), the offering of a 
cup of wine to the Boldogasszony by a woman after her child
birth, can be seen on Sumerian cylinder seals depicting women  
approaching the goddess Bau and offering her a drinking vessel.23 
It is also im portant to note that several feastdays of M ary in 
H ungary have names with clear agricultural connotation — such 
as G yum olcsolto  B o ldo gasszo ny  ( ‘fruit-grafting Boldogasszony’, 
25 M arch ), Sarlos B oldo gasszo ny  ( ‘Boldogasszony of the sickle’,
2 Ju ly ) — which have no bearing w hatever on their Christian  
religious significance and can only be explained with the sur
vival of pagan traditions. All these m atters point strongly to the  
cult of the Sumerian goddess Bau.

Again, the H ungarian funerary habit of taking the body to the 
grave on a cart drawn by six white oxen corresponds with finds 
in the royal graves of U r.24

Turning now to an entirely different aspect of Sumerian-Hun- 
garian relations, all three native Hungarian breeds of dogs — 
the puli?'the kuvasz  and the k o m o n d o r — can be traced back to  
ancient M esopotamia and even their names have Sumerian ety
mologies.25

Absorption of linguistic and cultural elements to such a high
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degree and acquisition of all three indigenous Hungarian dog 
breeds are unlikely to have taken place Without some inter
mingling and interm arriage between the proto-M agyars and the 
Sumerians. The density of the populations of the Sumerian city- 
states — estimated at half a million each for Ur, Kish, Nippur, 
Eridu and Lagash2G — and the overflow of Sumerian cultural 
influence, and at times political hegemony, into all the areas 
surrounding M esopotamia proper since at least 3000 B .C .,27 make 
such a process extrem ely probable. It is therefore reasonable to 
assume that the Sumerians contributed to the ethnic formation 
of the Hungarians during the third millenium B.C. to a fairly 
significant degree. On the other hand, because of certain funda
mental differences between Sumerian and Hungarian gram m ar 
and also by reason of appreciable divergences between Sumer
ian and Hungarian vocabularies, a direct descent of Hungarians 
from Sumerians cannot be supposed. It appears therefore that 
the basic m aterial which underw ent an infusion of Sumerian 
blood, the proto-M agyar people, was of a different stock, 
although the two may have been related in a distant way.

As regards the geographical area occupied by the proto- 
M agyars during the Sumerian period, it could not have been 
south, west or north-west of Sumer, for these areas w ere in
habited by Semites. It must have been therefore east or north
east of Sumerian territory. Since the presence of Akkadian 
loanwords in Hungarian postulates a region w here regular con
tact with the Akkadians was possible, whilst enabling the even 
more intimate relations with the Sumerians to be m aintained, the 
most likely place for the H ungarian homeland during this period  
is the hill country between the Tigris and the Zagros mountains, 
part of the ancient land of Subartu. This country was under 
strong Sumerian influence during the whole of the third mil
lenium B.C. and if the Hungarians in fact lived there during 
that period, the Sumerian elements shown by their language and 
culture can be easily explained.

It now remains to be seen w hether we can fit the Hungarians 
into Subartu and if so, how they got up to Transcaucasia.
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C H A P T E R  8

Subartu and the Hurri People

From  the earliest times in Sumer, we find in written records 
people described as S u b ir, S h u b u r  or simply S u '  living p eace
fully among the Sumerians and later on also the Akkadians, 
sometimes as slaves but also as free men following various occu
pations, such as bakers, smiths, scribes and even chief scribes. 
The country where these people em anated from was called in 
Sumerian Subir-k i (Subir land) and in Akkadian S u ba rtu  which  
has becom e its accepted designation among historians.1

T he precise geographical area occupied by Subartu is some
w hat uncertain and it may well have varied during various 
periods of Sumerian history. It is clear, however, that the name 
signified a country rather than a people. During the Old Akka
dian period, it appears that this country comprised the territory  
between the Tigris and the mountains in the east, as well as that 
part of northern M esopotam ia which later becam e Assyria.2 This 
is a vast area and it seems extrem ely unlikely that the people 
inhabiting it all belonged to the same ethnic element.

Sumerian and Akkadian sources dating back to c. 2300 B .C ., 
reveal the existence in Subartu of a clearly identifiable people 
which seven centuries later appears under the nam e of Hurrians. 
The frequent occurrence of personal and place names of Hurrian  
derivation all over Subartu led some historians to conclude that 
Hurrians and the original inhabitants of Subartu were one and 
the same people.3 H ow ever, Ignace Gelb has dem onstrated by 
careful analysis of early records and the names of people de
scribed in them as Subarians that they and the Hurrians b e
longed to two different ethnic units, with the Hurrians being 
com parative newcom ers in areas previously occupied by the 
Subarians.4 Indeed, the independent arrival of the Hurrians in 
these areas is attested by archaeological finds suggesting steady 
infiltration of a people bearing their characteristics from the
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early part of the third millenium onwards.5 On the other hand, 
the Subarians appear to have been there long before the settle
ment of the Sumerians in M esopotamia.'5

There is therefore evidence of two distinct ethnic elements in 
Subartu during the third millenium B.C. and there m ay well 
have been more. No one has yet investigated the ethnic origins 
of the Subarians proper7 but it seems clear that they were 
neither Semites nor Indo-Aryans. This leaves us with the third  
major ethnic group in that area, the Turanian or U ral-Altaic 
peoples, and it is a fair conclusion that the Subarians belonged 
to them. The very fact that the Sumerians and, as we shall see, 
the Hurrians also belonged to this group, confirms the existence 
of a vast conglom erate of Turanian peoples in and around M eso
potam ia in this period. This being so, there is no difficulty at all 
in making the assumption, already foreshadowed in Chapter 7, 
that the early Hungarians inhabited Subartu in ancient times.

The connections of the early M agyars with Subartu are also 
supported by their ancient name of Sabartoi asphaloi, recorded  
by Constantinus Porphyrogenetus (C h ap ter 2 ) .8

Although the Subarians and, initially at least, also the H ur
rians living in Sumerian and Akkadian territory, were peaceful 
enough — probably because they had no alternative — their 
brethren in Subartu could hardly have been less so. During the 
Old Akkadian and Ur III periods, i.e., in the latter part of the 
third millenium B .C ., there are several references in M esopo
tamian records to repeated w arfare between Akkadian and 
Sumerian rulers and the kings of Subartu. These sources indicate 
that the Subarian side was represented by a coalition of kings, 
some of whom had Hurrian nam es.0 The Hurrians therefore 
must have achieved a position of pre-em inence among the Sub
arians by that time. This multiplicity of kings also suggests that 
towards the end of the third millenium B.C., Subartu consisted 
of several different political units10 and this is again consistent 
with its population comprising a number of separate ethnic 
groups. On the other hand, the ease with which these separate  
units combined to w age war against the Sumerians and Akka
dians indicates that they were culturally closely related and 
probably belonged to the same basic ethnic stock.

Sons of Nimrod

84



In these wars, the Subarians certainly proved themselves equal 
to the Sumerians and Akkadians and although they suffered 
defeat at various times, it was they who, in alliance with the  
Elam ites, brought the third dynasty of U r to an end around  
20 2 9 .11 This was an event of cataclysm ic proportions, resulting 
in a ferocious sacking of U r and widespread devastation all over 
Sumer and Akkad1- w hich would not have been possible without 
great mobility on the part of the perpetrators. This postulates 
use of the horse and it is indeed clear that the Subarians must 
have been great horsemen, for the very use of that animal 
reached M esopotam ia from their region.13 This again suggests 
that the Subarians w ere of Turanian race.

W hen Sum er was overrun by the Babylonians, the Subarians 
continued to maintain their independence and there were fre
quent wars betw een them and the Babylonians. They becam e  
particularly troublesom e during the reign of Ham urabi (1792-  
1750 B .C .) which probably indicated that pressure was building 
up within their area. Contem porary records from this period  
again keep referring to the kings of Subartu,14 suggesting poli
tical, and perhaps ethnic, divisions in that land.

W ith the death of H am m urabi (1 7 5 0  B .C .) the political equi
librium in the Near E ast cam e to an end. Shamshi-Adad I of 
Assyria (1813-1781  B .C .) was already dead, leaving a weak 
successor, and E gyp t was passing through a long period of decay  
after the fall of the twelfth dynasty (c . 1776 B .C .) . In the 
pow er-vacuum  thus created, a great explosion took place. Assyria 
was blotted out for two centuries, Babylonia was overrun by the 
Kassites, and E g y p t was invaded by the Hyksos. There is dark- 
ness all over the N ear E ast for the next two hundred years and 
we can at best get a blurred picture of the events that must have 
taken place. W hen the dust begins to settle around 1600 B .C ., 
we find a strong H u m an  state in Northern Mesopotamia and the 
surrounding areas, and sizeable, and more importantly, dominant 
Hurrian colonies in Assyria, Babylonia, Syria, Palestine, E gyp t 
and Anatolia. This sudden expansion of Hurrians over the whole 
of the N ear E ast suggests that it was they who suddenly changed  
the pow er-structure of the entire area and caused the Kassite 
and Hyksos invasions, probably driving these peoples before
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them .15 It now remains to be seen whether they were not also 
instrumental in shifting the proto-M agyars to Transcaucasia.

Although Hurrians were present in Northern Mesopotamia and 
the country between the Tigris and the Zagros mountains from  
the first half of the third millenium B.C ., their home territory  
was in the region of Lake Van in eastern Anatolia and the high
land zone between the U pper Euphrates and the Caucasus.16 
Archaeological finds in this area manifest a general uniformity 
of material culture from the last quarter to the fourth millenium  
B.C ., suggesting ethnic unity and pointing to continuous occupa
tion by the Hurrians from that time onwards.17

It was from this region that the Hurrians apparently burst 
forth to bring the whole of the\Near E ast under their sway and 
create a powerful Hurrian state in Northern Mesopotamia, 
Mitanni, with vassal states in the surrounding areas. It is only 
after this Hurrian expansion that the name ‘Hurri’, or more 
exactly fc/ш гп '.makes its first appearance in contem porary sources 
and this has led Ungnad to suggest that that name does not 
designate a people but only a political concept, such as ‘federa
tion’ or ‘union’.1S However, H rozny has established that there was 
also a city called Khurri or Khurra mentioned by that nam e in 
Assyrian and Babylonian records which was probably identical 
with modern Urfa (E d e ssa ) and was the centre of the Hurrian  
em pire.19 This makes it appear more likely that k hu rri was the 
name of the Hurrian people in their own language and that they 
applied the same designation to their capital.20

The various forms in which the name Hurrian occurs in the 
records of surrounding peoples — H ittite khurlili, Harrian khur-  
v u le, Egyptian k ho r  or k h u ru , Old Testam ent khori — suggest 
that the actual Hurrian root of that name was k h u r  or khor, to 
which each of their neighbours added its own suffix.

That the Hurrians were occasionally able to transfer their name 
to peoples subject to them, is clear from the fact that the khori 
of the Bible — whose name has been westernized as Horites — 
were not Hurrians but Semites who previously lived under H ur
rian overlodship.21

The Hurrians were keen horsemen who introduced new  
methods of chariot w arfare22 and were buried with their horses
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when they died.2'3 They w ere also the first people known to have 
used a composite bow, constructed of several layers of bone and 
tim bers of different kind, which the Egyptians called the ‘H ur
rian bow ’24 and which appears to have been the prototype of 
the powerful weapons of a similar construction used by the Huns, 
Avars and early Hungarians. All this suggests an U ral-A ltaic  
people and, indeed, the Hurrian language is an agglutinative one 
which Albright and Lam bdin have recently characterised as of a 
Finno-U grian type.25

Although the main expansion of the Hurrians was towards the 
south, there is evidence that they also pushed new ethnic ele
ments into Anatolia, causing disorganisation of the H ittite E m 
pire.20 H urrian influence among the Hittites was very strong, 
manifesting itself in virtually every phase of the H ittite civilisa
tion and underlined by the Hurrian names occurring among 
members of the H ittite royal family and nobility.27 H ow ever, 
there was also considerable warfare between these tw o peoples 
and it is only reasonable to assume that when the Hurrians de
pleted their ethnic reserves in the north by expanding towards 
the south, they shifted some other people or peoples in their 
place to guard their northern and north-eastern frontiers. A t the  
time this step becam e necessary, i.e., around the eighteenth cen
tury B .C ., the Subarians w ere already living in the foothills of 
the Kurdish mountains and the mountainous regions of northern  
M esopotam ia28 and as they were ethnically related to the H ur
rians and their way of life was similar, they must have been a 
logical choice as replacem ents.

Assuming, therefore, that the proto-M agyars were part of the 
Subarians, it appears extremely likely that they w ere m oved to 
Transcaucasia by the Hurrians. It follows that they m ust have  
had a H urrian aristocracy and m ust have been initially classified 
as Hurrians themselves. This was a standard method of conquest 
and integration am ong Ural-Altaic peoples throughout their long 
history and there is no reason to suppose that the Hurrians acted  
otherwise. Such a process would necessarily involve strong iden
tification by the proto-M agyars with their Hurrian rulers, in
cluding assumption of their name and some of their basic 
national traditions.

Subartu and the Hurri People
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It is then quite likely that when the proto-M agyars moved to 
Transcaucasia they becam e known as Khur or Khor, in m uch the 
same way as the six Horite tribes in Palestine bore that name. 
In time, the initial kh  probably gave way to the softer g , result
ing in G u r  or G or. Since the Sevordik Hungarians were still 
living in the valley of the river Kur in the twelfth century A.D., 
it is a fair conclusion that both the name of that river and the 
ancient city of Gori perpetuate the original name of the Hurrian- 
ruled proto-M agyars. The same probably applies to their subse
quent name Makor or Magor. In Sumerian as well as several 
Finno-U grian languages, the word for the inhabited land or 
country is т а  and although this word is 110 longer part of H un
garian vocabulary, it is still found in Vogul and therefore must 
have been used by the early M agyars. The land of the Khor or 
Gor people was therefore called Makhor or λ la gor and a person 
froni that country was called M agori (th e suffix i means ‘o f , 
‘from j, as would be "the case even in present-day Hungarian. 
Indeed, it is significant that whereas Anonymus calls the an
cestral home of the M agyars M oger, he calls the people them 
selves Mogeri ( M o gerii  in the Latin te x t). This distinction was 
therefore still observed in the twelfth century but faded subse
quently, just as the distinction between M agor and Gor must 
have disappeared at an earlier stage.

The people called Makor in the writings of Herodotus and 
Xenophon were therefore the inhabitants of the land so called  
who by that time identified themselves by the name of their 
country, and not the earlier nam e of Khor or Gor from which the 
nam e of the country itself was derived. The earlier name, how 
ever, was probably preserved by the neighbours of the M agyars 
as Gor, and in time Ugor, which must have survived in that 
region long enough to be transferred to a branch of the C au
casian Huns when they arrived there and m erged with the 
M agyars. The name of the city of U garit, which had a strong 
H urrian upper stratum ,29 suggests that the designation U gor may 
have been even more generally applied to Hurrian-dom inated  
communities in the Near East. W hilst this aspect requires more 
elucidation, the m atters already discussed in this chapter and 
Chapter 5 make it reasonably clear that the name U gor by which
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the Hungarians make their appearance in early Byzantine, Slavic 
and Frankish sources can be directly traced  back to the Hurrian  
Khor through its subsequent forms of Kur and Gori which w ere  
deposited, so to speak, as geographical designations at various 
stages during the stay of the M agyar people in that area and now  
testify as to its ethnic identity.

Hurrian influence in the N ear E ast declined markedly around
1,300 B .C. when the state of M itanni was destroyed by Assyria 
and the Hurrians did not em erge again as an im portant factor 
until they reorganised themselves in the Vannic kingdom of 
U rartu in the ninth century B .C . During the interval, the M ag
yars must have been left pretty much to themselves and it is 
fair to assume that they com pletely absorbed their thin H urrian  
upper class in this period. Indeed, they may have indulged in 
some southern ventures themselves, for they were a w arrior 
people and the vacuum  left by the collapse of Hurrian pow er 
must have been very tem pting for them. Biblical references to 
‘Gog in the land of M agog’ (E zekiel 38, 1, 2; 39, 1, 2 )  are 
strongly suggestive of ‘Gor in the land of M agor’ and it surely 
cannot be ignored that both times the country of M agog is m en
tioned in the Old Testam ent (G en. 10, 2; Ezekiel 38, 1, 2 ; 39 , 1, 
2 ) ,  the context places it in the same geographical area where we 
later encounter the Makors in H erodotus and Xenophon.30 There  
is therefore nothing inherently im probable in the suggestion that 
the military campaigns of the M agyars m ay have occasionally  
taken them as far south as Palestine, making them appear as the 
scourge of God descending suddenly from a faraw ay northern  
land.

These southern escapades w ere probably even encouraged  
during the rise and expansion of U rartu  in the ninth and eighth  
centuries B .C . U rartu was a federal state comprising several 
peoples under Hurrian rule31 and at the height of its power, 
its hegemony extended to the Transcaucasian area. An Assyrian 
source dating from about 735 B .C . refers to the land of Guriana 
as lying next to the Cimmerians and paying tribute to U rartu .32 
This reference is clearly to the M agyars in their Transcaucasian  
home, not only because Guriana is an obvious Assyrian distor
tion of Gur or Guri — confirming the transition from Khur to  Gur
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suggested by us above — but also because the Bible expressly 
refers to the Cimmerians as living next to the land of M agog 
(G en. 10, 2 ) .33 The M agyars therefore were tributaries of the 
Urartians and probably took part in some of their campaigns but 
they maintained a m easure of independence, and repeated refer
ences to revolts by outlying provinces in the annals of U rartu34 
suggest that, being rem oved from the centre of U rartian power, 
the M agyars did not give in easily to this late Hurrian domina
tion.

By this time, the M agyars must have well and truly converted  
their horsemanship from chariotry to horseriding, as the U rar
tians did themselves.35 There is ample evidence in the in scrip -v 
tions and art of the Urartians that they were proud horsemen 
and cavalry played a leading part in their arm y.36 W e must make 
the same assumption concerning the M agyars in this period. The 
proximity of the Scythians and Cimmerians, fierce horseriding 
nomads, also must have had a profound effect on them and the 
geographic features of their mountainous homeland also mili
tated against the use of chariots. By the eighth century B .C ., 
therefore, and probably much earlier, the M agyars must have 
conducted all their w arfare and most of their daily activities on 
horseback.

W ith the collapse of U rartu at the beginning of the sixth cen
tury B.C . and the eastw ard thrust of the Armenians at the same 
tim e,37 the M agyars were effectively sealed off from the south 
and did not again play a role in the N ear East until the advent of 
the Huns in the Caucasus. In the intervening period, they must 
have lived as an entirely free and independent nation, as the 
pre-Turkic or ‘U grian words in Hungarian relating to state and 
political affairs — such as fe jc d e le m  (ruling prince, k ing), ural- 
kodo  (ru le r), u r  ( lo rd ), orszdg  (re a lm ), biro da lo m  (em p ire), 
tartom dny  (p ro v in ce), fo e m b e r  (chief official), elokelo  (high- 
ranking), eloljaro  (m ag istra te ), orszdggyiiles  (parliam en t), 
n e m e s  (n o b le ), h a d  (a rm y ), h a d n a gy  (g en era l), uradalom  
(lord ’s holding), to mention only a few — testify to a high degree 
of political organisation. W hen the Hun brothers arrived, there
fore, the M agyars received them entirely on equal terms poli
tically and probably had a lot to teach them in other respects.

Sons of Nimrod

90



Since the presence of the M agyars in Transcaucasia in the pre- 
Christian era is not generally postulated in modern historio
graphy, no archaeological investigations have been directed so 
far at tracing their occupation of the Kur valley and adjoining 
areas. A surprising find has com e to light, however, in Karmir 
Blur, near Yerevan in Armenia. Among the ruins of a large  
Urartian fortress dating from the middle of the seventh century  
B .C ., a carved stone jar with hunting scenes was found which  
Piotrovskii, the greatest contem porary expert on Urartian art, 
considers so unusual that he doubts its Urartian origin. The  
scene carved in relief on the side of the jar, which is now in the 
Armenian Historical Museum, represents a procession of animals, 
namely a goat, a lion, a bird sitting on the lion’s tail and a stag, 
followed by an archer resting on one knee, a horseman and a 
warrior bearing a sword and a shield.38 Since birds do not norm 
ally sit on lion’s tails, the entire scene must have a mythical 
significance. The constellation of bird, stag and archer is strangely 
reminiscent of one of the hunting scenes on the famous Horn of 
Lehel, a tenth-century ivory horn found in Hungary, where the 
archer is in the same position as on the Karmir Blur jar and the 
bird, again clearly of cultic significance, sits on the stag’s back. 
Since Karmir Blur is very close to w hat we suggest was ancient 
Hungarian territory, the recurrence of the same hunting motif 
seventeen centuries later in H ungary proper cannot be mere co
incidence, and the likelihood of direct transmission is strength
ened by the cultic ch aracter of both finds.

Assuming, therefore, that the carved jar of Karm ir Blur was of 
Hungarian origin, its em ergence among the ruins of an Urartian  
fort furnishes further proof of close H urrian-Hungarian relations. 
These can be also traced  in another im portant way. W e have  
already referred to the fact that in early Christian tradition and 
Moslem mythology Edessa (U rfa )  was particularly closely as
sociated with Nimrod (C h ap ter 1 ) ,  and we have also pointed  
out that this city was probably the capital of the Hurrians. I t  is 
therefore very likely th at N im rod was a Hurrian mythical figure, 
or perhaps even an early Hurrian ruler, and that he personifies 
that people in the Bible and N ear Eastern tradition. Biblical 
references to the role played by him in Assyria are certainly con-
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sistent with the Hurrian occupation of that country and although  
there is no evidence that the Hurrians engaged in any large scale  
building activities throughout the N ear East, it is quite possible 
that the Israelites simply attributed to them the works of the 
Sumerians of whom they had no memory. After all, the Hurrians 
were still around at the time the Genesis was written (c . 950  
B .C .) but the Sumerians had com pletely disappeared nearly a 
thousand years previously.

It is then quite likely that the early Hungarians acquired  
Nimrod as their ancestor from a Hurrian upper class, which  
subsequently becam e completely assimilated among them and  
lost its ethnic identity. The memory of Nimrod, however, was 
preserved by the leaders of the people and when the Huns ap
peared on the scene, they were added as another son, thus integ
rating them in an age-old legend antedating their arrival by 
many centuries.

Nim rod’s connection with the Hurrians is confirmed by the 
most ancient traditions of the Armenians relating to a legendary  
fight between their eponymous ancestor, Haik, and Nimrod.39 It 
is reasonably clear that the co u p  d e  g ra ce  to the declining U rar
tian kingdom was administered by the invading Armenians,40 and 
it is highly probable, therefore, that Nimrod represents U rartu  
in the legendary fight referred to. Indeed, the memory of this 
struggle may have been originally preserved in the writings of 
the Urartians w hence the Armenians adopted it after attaining 
literacy.41

Having first identified Nimrod’s sons, we have now found the 
father himself. H e was a H urrian, the foremost potentate on 
earth in his tim e and a m ighty hunter before the Lord. It was 
he who set off the Hungarians on their long journey through  
history which took them to the Caucasus and later on to the 
Carpathian Basin. Kezai m ay now rest in peace: his genealogy  
of the M agyars has been proved correct and im peccable beyond  
reasonable doubt.
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C H A P T E R  9

A New Hungarian Prehistory

The past is im m utable because it has already happened but our 
understanding of it changes continuously. The divers origins 
attributed to Hungarians have undergone many changes in the 
past and we cannot expect the views outlined in this book to 
rem ain uncorrected over the years to come. W hat we hope to 
have achieved, how ever, is to give a new direction to the search  
for truth in H ungarian prehistory. L et us now summarise our 
findings.

Hungarians em erge from the darkness of early prehistory as 
an independent branch of the peoples speaking the present Ural- 
Altaic languages. It seems that som e 10,000 years ago, or even 
earlier, they lived in an area also occupied by the ancestors of 
the Finno-U grian peoples and the Sumerians. The geographical 
position and precise time slot of this cohabitation cannot be 
determ ined in our present state of knowledge.

From  the first half of the fourth millenium B.C. and most 
likely even a millenium earlier, the proto-M agyars appear as part 
of the Subarians living in U pper M esopotam ia and the region 
betw een the Tigris and the Zagros mountains. Fo r a period of 
nearly two thousand years, they are subject to strong Sumerian 
linguistic and cultural influences, accom panied by some degree 
of ethnic intermingling. At the beginning of the second mil
lenium B .C ., they are sw ept to the north by the turbulence 
caused by the H urrians and are settled in Transcaucasia as 
frontier guardsm en.

From  c. 1800 B .C . until c. 1300 B .C ., the proto-M agyars, now  
separated from  their Subarian milieu, form themselves into a 
distinct nation in Transcaucasia under the rule of a Hurrian 
upper class. This upper stratum  becom es entirely submerged  
during the following five centuries, when the M agyars assume 
independent existence as m asters of their own destiny. In the
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eighth and seventh centuries B .C ., they come again under late 
Hurrian (U rartian ) hegemony for a short time but their associ
ation with the kingdom of U rartu is only of a loose nature and 
they soon reassert their independence.

Around the sixth century B .C ., the Magyars probably receive  
their first infusion of -Xiujdc  blood by mixing with a branch of 
the Scythians. About the second century B .C ., a branch of the 
Huns settles in the Caucasus and for the next six hundred years 
the M agyars mix with them so thoroughly that they m erge into 
one nation. In the process, the Huns becom e the politically 
dominant element but they assume the language and identity of 
the M agyars and, as a unified people, they achieve a position of 
pre-em inence among the other Hunnish and Turkic peoples in 
the area.

In the fifth century A.D., this H un-M agyar amalgam splits into 
three parts: one remains in Transcaucasia, one shifts gradually to 
the north and the main body sets out in a western direction, 
ending its journey in present-day H ungary at the end of the 
ninth century.

W hilst the writer regards the main aspects of this brief sketch 
as clearly established or at least strongly indicated by the facts 
known to us at this stage, there are many details which require 
further investigation. The language or languages of the Subarians 
will have to be studied and properly classified. M ore precise 
analyses of Sumerian-Hungarian linguistic affiliations will have  
to be carried out, with particular regard to the traces left in 
H ungarian by the various stages of development and dialects of 
the Sumerian language. The possibility of Hurrian loanwords in 
H ungarian will have to be investigated. The same goes for pos
sible H ittite and Armenian influences. Archaeological studies will 
have to be m ade in various areas of M esopotamia, Subartu and 
Transcaucasia with a view to determining the presence and 
successive stages of development of the early M agyars. Sumer
ian, Akkadian, Assyrian, Persian and other Near Eastern sources 
will have to be re-exam ined for possible references to the H un
garians and their history. In other words, all our researches into 
H ungarian prehistory will have to be reorientated and proceed  
on the basis of fresh assumptions.
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It is the firm conviction of the writer that the speculative char
acter and high degree of uncertainty, not to speak of obvious 
untruths and deliberate distortions, manifest in most works 
dealing with the origin of the M agyars over the last two hundred 
years is largely due to the fact that our historians have been  
looking in the wrong direction. They have tried to find the M ag
yars in places where they have never been. The M agyars them 
selves have never claimed to have lived in those places: it was 
the speculation of linguists which put them there. No wonder the 
present state of Hungarian prehistory is so unsatisfactory.

L e t us look boldly and with unbiased eyes at the area where 
K ezai placed the ancestral home of the M agyars: the region of 
Persia and beyond. L et us set out on a pilgrimage to those an
cient lands in our search for the truth. The writer is confident 
that we shall not be deceived.

There will be many centuries to go through and the going will 
be often rough. There will be gaps here and there, dark ages and 
inconsistent reports. W e will stumble at times and we may  
hesitate and even follow dead-end paths at the crossroads of 
history. But the journey will be worthwhile. It will lead us to 
truth.

And there, at the end of the road, Nimrod, the mighty hunter, 
awaits us with a kindly smile.

A New Hungarian Prehistory
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