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PUBLISHER’S PREFACE

This year we published electronically from Professor Alfréd Toth his great ‘Etymological Dictionary of
Hungarian (EDH)’, which was complemented by three addenda. With this volume we present a different
type of work entitled Ts the Turanian langnage family a phantom?’

The Hague (Holland), June 23, 2007

MIKES INTERNATIONAL
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IS THE TURANIAN LANGUAGE
FAMILY A PHANTOM?
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1. Introduction

The Turanian language family that plays a very important role in Hungarian linguistics as well as
history, comprises the Finno-Ugric (or, together with the Samoyed languages, the Uralic) language
family (FU) on the one side and the Altaic language family (A) on the other side. While the existence of
an Altaic language family has always been doubtful, the existence of a Finno-Ugtic or Uralic family has
become controversial only very recently. This latter fact is the more astonishing, because Hungarian —
besides Finnish the most prominent member of this little family — was originally not considered to have
genetical relationships to Finnish and the languages close to Finnish, although a first attempt to group
Hungarian and Finnish together goes back to the 18th century (Sajnovics). In this small contribution, I
will show the language data necessary to prove that both FU and A cannot be considered to be
linguistic families. At the end of this contribution will stand the question, if the existence of the
Turanian language family is thus a phantom or not.
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2. The alleged Finn-Ugric (Uralic) language family

Even in traditional Finno-Ugric or Uralic departments, the existence of a Finno-Ugric or Uralic
language family has been doubted for a couple of years (cf. Marcantonio 2002). But while more and
more scholars are convinced, that the former Uralic language family is nothing but a Sprachbund, most
Finno-Ugrists defend their position as representatives of a language family.

In this chapter, using the 100 words Swadesh-list and considering 10 Finno-Ugric and 2 Samoyed
languages, it will be shown that neither the one nor the other assumption is justified. The politically
motivated construction of a Finno-Ugric language family in the 18th century shows such a small basis
of common words that would put back Proto-Finno-Ugric or Proto-Uralic long before 10°000 B.C. and
therefore leads itself ad absurdum. On the other side, it will be shown that the theory of the Sumerian
origin of Hungarian, commonly accepted before the invention of the Finno-Ugric and Uralic language
families (cf. Erdy 1974), is acceptable also from a language-statistical point.

The 12 Uralic as well as the Sumerian and Akkadian Swadesh lists were compiled from dictionaries.
Unfortunately, the Ostyak dictionary of Karjalainen (1948) and the Mordwin dictionary of Paasonen
(1990-96) were not available to me, because the Library of Congress does not borrow reference works.
From the living languages only the Finnic and Estonian lists could be controlled by native speakers in
the spring of 2003 in the Institute of Uralistics of the University of Szombathely (Hungary). The
Hungarian list was compiled by the present author according to his native speaket’s proficiency.

Since, as it is known, the Swadesh list was and is still discussed controversially, I would like to mention
here only a few recent cases, in which the list could be applied successfully, i.e. where the calculations
that follow from the list are matching with the chronological data of non-statistical linguistics: Elbert
(1953) for Polynesian languages; Rabin (1975) for Semitic languages, Blazek for Sumerian (including
Emesal), Akkadian, Elamitic, Kassitic, Hurrian, Urartian and Hattic; Forster, Téth and Bandelt (1998)
for 17 Retoromance/Ladinic dialects and recently Forster and Téth (2003) for Celtic languages.
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99

100

Hung.

zolds

sarga®

fehér?

feketer

éj(szaka)?

forro?

hideg?

tele/telia

Gjr

jor

kerek?

szaraz®

néva

Vog.

fard

kasmP

jagk®

pankb

isémb

aserémb

tail®

il'pb

james?

lakwénp

surib

nam?

Osty.

flared

farée

naui®

pitic

e

kawréme

iskic

tet?

jalép®

jem?®

lakégP

kanzéme

nem?*

Syry.

vezs

Sel'd

t'Sot'Skemd

Sedd

voj*

pesd

kind

del®

vil's

burb

gegres®

kosd

Voty.

vOz©

tSuze

todye

§6dd

uj?

pesd

kezite

vil'b

vil's

umoj©

2o¢
kogtres

kosd

Cher.

uzard

sarf

osf

sem®

jutb

Sokso®

julgénf

tiémas®

u?

poréd

jirgesked

ojar¢

lem?

Motrdw.

pize¢

0708

asof

rauzo’

ve?

psif

kel'mes

pesksed

od?

parod

kirksala®

kos'ked

lem?

Finn.

vihreaf

keltainen®

valkeas

musta®

y(")a

kuumag

kylmas

taysit

uusi?

kyvie

pyoreif

kuivaf

nimi*

Eston.

rohelines

kollane!

musts

66°

kuums

kilms

téis?

uus?®

heaf

umars

kuivt

nimi*

Lapp.

ruétne-h

viske-i

veléke-8

caope-h

iggja®

tuolt™

kalash

tievase-¢

odas?

puéred

jorépe-h

koiéoke-8

namma?

Ngan.

toda-t

toda-*

syth

senkél

xejku-1

cesé-icasiql

muntu-f

minda-¢

naga &

dujka-i

xeke-!

nim?

Selk.

padyni

patil”

seril

pitd

qecil'

tiril's

Sentid

somaP

kol'al'i

tekkipil"
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The evaluation of the 12 Uralic lists results in the following percentages. In parenthesis we ad the
percentages elaborated by Raun (1956):

Hungarian = Vogul: 41%
Hungarian = Ostyak: 36%
Hungarian = Syryen: 34%
Hungarian = Votyak: 35%
Hungarian = Cheremis: 31%
Hungarian = Mordwin: 29%
Hungarian = Finnic: 33%
Hungarian = Estonian: 31%
Hungarian = Lapponic: 26%
Hungarian = Nganasan: 14%
Hungarian = Selkup: 12%
Average: 29.27% (Raun: 24.2%)

Vogul = Ostyak: 59%
Vogul = Syryen: 28%
Vogul = Votyak: 32%
Vogul = Cheremis: 28%
Vogul = Mordwin: 22%
Vogul = Finnic: 30%
Vogul = Estonian: 29%
Vogul = Lapponic: 21%
Vogul = Nganasan: 15%
Vogul = Selkup: 13%
Average: 27.6%

Ostyak = Syryen: 31%
Ostyak = Votyak: 31%
Ostyak = Cheremis: 29%
Ostyak = Mordwin: 23%
Ostyak = Finnic: 25%
Ostyak = Estonian: 25%
Ostyak = Lapponic: 25%
Ostyak = Nganasan: 16%
Ostyak = Selkup: 11%
Average: 24.0%
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Syryen = Votyak: 64%

Syryen = Cheremis: 33%

Syryen = Mordwin: 27%

Syryen = Finnic: 31%

Syryen = Estonian: 30%

Syryen = Lapponic: 23%

Syryen = Nganasan: 16%
Syryen = Selkup: 11%

Average: 29.38% (Raun: 27%)

Votyak = Cheremis: 37%
Votyak = Mordwin: 30%
Votyak = Finnic: 34%
Votyak = Estonian: 35%
Votyak = Lapponic: 25%
Votyak = Nganasan: 14%
Votyak = Selkup: 12%
Average: 26.7 %

Cheremis = Mordwin: 30%
Cheremis = Finnic: 32%
Cheremis = Estonian: 30%
Cheremis = Lapponic: 26%
Cheremis = Nganasan: 14%
Cheremis = Selkup: 12%
Average: 24.0% (Raun: 32.2%)

Mordwin = Finnic: 29%
Mordwin = Estonian: 25%
Mordwin = Lapponic: 23%
Mordwin = Nganasan: 12%
Mordwin = Selkup: 11%
Average: 20.0% (Raun: 27.4)
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Finnic = Estonian: 73%

Finnic = Lapponic: 34%

Finnic = Nganasan: 15%

Finnic = Selkup: 14%

Average: 34.0% (Raun: 28.6%)

Estonian = Lapponic: 31%
Estonian = Nganasan: 15%
Estonian = Selkup: 13%
Average: 19.67%

Lapponic = Nganasan: 12%
Lapponic = Selkup: 8%
Average: 10.0%

Nganasan = Selkup: 22%
Average: 22.0% (Raun: Yurak Samoyed: 14.6%)

Average Finno-Ugric: 31.91% (Raun: 27.88%)

Average Uralic: 24.54% (Raun: 25.6)

Total average Finno-Ugric-Uralic: 23.33%

Given that Raun’s percentages are generally even lower than ours, this shows that our language data are
not biased by choosing the “wrong” dictionaries and by native speaker’s (or linguist’s) mistakes.

Generally, according to Swadesh (1955), a language keeps each 1000 years 86% from its vocabulary.
Therefore we get the following table:

After 1000 years: 86% After 7000 years: 34.8%
After 2000 years: 73.96% After 8000 years: 29.92%
After 3000 years: 63.6% After 9000 years: 25.73%
After 4000 years: 54.7% After 10°000 years: 22.13%
After 5000 years: 47.04% After 117000 years: 19.03%,
After 6000 years: 40.46% etc.

According to the calculated percentages, Proto-Uralic should have existed therefore about 9000 years
ago. The separation of the Samoyed languages (Nganasan and Selkup) from Lapponic should have
happened even about 11’000 years ago, i.e. still 2000 years before Proto-Uralic, whose members they
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arel As one can see very easily, both the hypothesis of a Finno-Ugric and of an Uralic language family
lead themselves ad absurdum.

Languages with such small common lexical stock can best be considered Sprachbiinde (loose language
complexes), but never language families. Principally, also the question arises, if it is possible to
reconstruct languages at 11’000 and more years back. Concretely speaking, this would mean — since the
Uralic languages are a member of the Nostratic “language family” -, that the latter must be still several
thousands, if not ten-thousands of years older then Proto-Uralic: an assumption that very probably has
to be considered in the light of glottogony as pure nonsense.
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

16a

Hungarian

én

te

€z

az

ki?

min-d-en-ki

sok-an

ng

ketté

nagy

hossza

kis/kicsi

né

asszony

Sumerian

ga-c ,I” (Gostony, no. 811)

ma, mae, me ,,I” (Zakar, p. 32)

za, zae, zi, si,,»” (Zakar, p. 32)

me ,,we” (Gostony, no. 814; Zakar, p. 32)

e4 ,,this, that” (Halloran/Hamori, A 2)

as ,,a” (Gostony, no. 835)

a-bair ,,who?” (Gostony, no. 818)

mi ,,who?” (Gostony, no. 816)

na-am/nu-a,m ,,no, not” (Gostony, no. 58)

na, nam ,,no, not” (Zakar, p. 33)

em-nam (Halloran/Héamori, p. 18)

e$ (Halloran/Hémori, p. 20)

Akkadian

minam, miima ,,what?” (Zakar, p. 33)

mimmiium ,,all” (Zakar, p. 33)

ge, gi ,,one” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 37, 43) edu, ed ,,one” (Zakar, p. 34)

ig ,,broken numbet” (Zakar, P. 34)
a, g'e$ ,,one, alone” (Halloran/Héamori, E 6)

sag', as (Halloran/Hamori, p. 21)

kad/katss, katu ,,hand” (Gostony, no. 214; Zakar, p. 34)

nus(..g) (nu-)g/nun/na/nad ,,big”
(Bobula, Herencia, p. 46, 1 51; Gostony, no. 154,
167-170; Zakar, p. 34)

us ,long” (Gostony, no. 113, 171)
he-su-su-ud ,,long” (Zakar, p. 34)
guz (Halloran/Hémori, p. 27)

kisi/ki§im ,,ant” (Gostony, no. 749)

gudadu ,,small, little” (Zakar, p. 35)

na-na ,,to become”/nu ,,statue, little idol”

nunuz ,,Ei, shoot, young animal” (Gostony. nos. 387, 470, 771)

gasan, gazan ,,lady”

(Gostony, no. 457; Halloran/Hamori, p. 31)

nadu ,,grof3” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 46; Zakar, p. 34)

assatum ,,wife, spouse” (Zakar, p. 35)
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17 fér-fi bat, bara ,ruler” (Halloran/Hamori, E 17)
¢r/eri/erum ,,male servant” (Gostony, no. 493;

Halloran/Hamori, p. 32)

18 szem-€ly si-ams-lu ,,eye-human” (Zakar, p. 35; Halloran/Hamori, p. 33)

19 hal ha + lu , fish + people” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 22)
kua ,,fish” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 49)
kus/ha ,,fish” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 45; Gostony, nos. 730, 731;
Zakar, p. 36)

20 madar musen/mutin (Bobula, Herencia, p. 23)
musen, musen ,,bird” (Gostony, no. 740; Zakar, p. 36;

Halloran/Hémori, p. 35)

21 kutya kudda ,,biter” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 45)
ku-ti-a ,,biter” (Zakar, p. 36)

22 tetd uh(u) (Blazek, p. 10)
23 fa pa ,twig, tree” (Gostony, no. 792; Zakar, p. 36)
24 ma-g mu + ag ,,seed + to work” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 50)

mud ,,blood”/mas ,,to grind”/mu ,,grain” (Gostony, nos. 243, 400, 810);

Halloran/Hamori, p. 41; Zakar, p. 36)

25 levél lum, lam ,,(dry) leaves (?)” (Zakar, p. 36)

26 gyokér dur(-a); suhus, suhg; eren; i-riv-na (Blazek, p. 11)
27 kéreg kus ,,skin, leathet” (Halloran/Hamori, K 29)

28 bor bar , side; skin” (Gostony, no. 205; Zakar, p. 37;

Halloran und Hamori, p. 48)

29 hus kus ,,skin, body” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 23)
us ,,embryo”/uzu ,,meat”/kus ,,skin” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 30;
Gostony, nos. 113, 203, 204; Halloran/Héamori, p. 49)
kus (kus?), guz ,,hand” (Zakar, p. 37)

30 vér bir ,,blood” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 45)
bur ,,blood” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 49)

bar ,,side; skin” (Gostony, no. 205; Zakar, p. 37)
uri (Halloran/Héamori, p. 50)
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31 csont gir-pad-du/da (Blazek, p. 7) sientum ,,bone” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 118)

esentu, esimtu ,,bone” (Zakar, p. 38)

32 zsir i/ia [Samnul] ,,0il, fat” (Gostony, no. 556; Zakar, p. 38) zal ,fat” (Zakar, p. 38)
33 tojas nunuz (Blazek, p. 8)
34 szarv si + rus ,,horns-beater” (Gostony, no. 767; Zakar, p. 38;

Halloran/Hamori, p. 55)

35 far-ok kun (Blazek, p. 12)
36 toll dal ,,to fly” (Bobula, Origin, p. 33; Halloran/Hamori, p. 57)
37 haj ka + 4 ,,hair” (Gostony, no. 220)

kulla ,,membrane, skin” (Halloran/Hamori, K 7)

38 fej be ,,sit” (Gostony, no. 514; Zakar, p. 39)
pa ,,head” (Zakar, p. 39)

pa ,,point, peak” (Halloran/Hamori, F 19)

39 fal bur ,,ear” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 50)

pi ,ear” (Gostony, no. 226)

40 szem en ,eye” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 53) seim ,,grain” (Zakar, p. 39)
$e/8i + am ,,cereals-grain” zimu ,,Auge” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 45; Zakar, p. 39)

(Gostony, no. 69; Zakar, p. 39; Halloran/Héamori, p. 33)

41 orr ur ,,dog” (Gostony, no. 734)

(k)i-ir ,,nose” (Zakar, p. 39)

42 524] $u + ai ,,mouth + opening” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 33) saptu , lip” (Zakar, p. 40)
su,,lip”/sas ,,to name, to call” (Bobula, Hetencia, p. 45;

Gostony, nos. 221, 311; Zakar, p. 40)

43 fog pa-d ,,to bite” (Halloran/Hamori, F 35)

pag ,,to catch; to close” (Zakar, p. 40)

44 nyelv eme + il ,,tongue + to lift” (Gostony, no. 227; Halloran/Hamori, p. 69)
45 karom u; si (= horn) (Blazek, P. 8)

46 lab lahs ,to push, to take s.0. away” (Gostony, no. 254)

47 térd dug, dugs ,,knee” (Gostony, no. 233; Halloran/Hamori, p. 73)
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48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

kéz

has

nyak

mellek

sziv

maj

inni

enni

harapni

latni

hallani

tudni

aludni

halni

olni

uszni

kad/kats5/gis/ki-si-ib ,,hand”

(Bobula, Herencia, P. 45; Gostony, No. 214, 251, 252;
Zakar, p. 40; Halloran/Héamori, p. 75)

has, has ,thigh”

gu ,,neck” (Gostony, no. 248; Zakar, p. 41;
Halloran/Hémori, p. 78)

kuk ,,joint” (Halloran/Hamori, p. 79)

gaba, ga; ti-ti; zi; $a; ubur (Blazek, p. 7)

zi ,,gorge, throat”/$ag ,,heart” (Gostony, nos. 52, 209)
sa, sa-a ,heart” (Zakar, p. 41)

ba ,liver” (Gostony, no. 34; Halloran/Hamori, p. 82)
im-ma , thirst” (Gostony, no. 319)

immeli ,,to drink” (Zakar, p. 42)

nas, nafl (Halloran/Hamori, p. 83)

es ,eats” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 45)

esa ,,noutishment” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 33)

sus (Halloran/Hémori, p. 84)

és's'a ,,full up, satisfied” (Halloran/Hémori, E 20)
kurs (Halloran/Hémori, p. 85)

14 (Halloran/Héamori, p. 86)

aka (Halloran/Hémori, p. 89)

tug-dugs-ga [tudukku] ,,invocation” (Gostony, no. 3)
usaras ,,sleeps” (Bobula, Herencia, pp. 53, 54)
a-a-lum , to sleep” (Gostony, no. 472)

u, udi, usa ,,sleep; to sleap” (Zakar, p. 43)

lalal [alallu] ,,bad demon”/

hul ,,fatal” (Gostony, nos. 31, 98)

hal ,,to go down” (Zakar, p. 43; Halloran/Héamori, p. 94)

ul7 ,,to beat; to lead” (Gostony, no. 371)

uzmen [uzu| ,,goose” (Gostony, no. 773)

a-usum , raft” (Zakar, p. 43)

kappu ,,hand” (Zakar, p. 40)

hasu ,intestins, lungs” (Zakar, p. 41)

idu-u ,,to know, to recognise” (Zakar, p. 42)

halaku ,,to disappear” (Zakar, p. 43)
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64 repilni lil ,,wind, air”, lal ,,to be in the air” (Zakar, p. 43)

ti ,,to throw” (Halloran/Héamori, R 8)

65 menni mud ,,beeilt sich” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 51)
en ,,to go”, men/me ,,to be; to move”

me-en/ma-an ,,there is” (Zakar, p. 44)

66 jonni gin ,,to go” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 51; Gostony, no. 255;
cf. dial. gy6nnil, Zakar, p. 44)
du ,,goes” (Zakar, p. 44)

67 fek-tid-ni uku ,,to make flat, to fall down” (Gostony, no. 394)
68 ulni ur [utlu]/urs ,lap” (Gostony, nos. 245, 471)
69 allni gal, mal ,,to be, to exist”, alad ,,bull”, ga-al

,»to be, to exist”, gal> ,,to be” (Zakar, p. 45)

70 adni sum// zeg; si; rig7; mu, ni-ba, dug(-ga),
duio//zeb; kur-ku; $a-ga (Blazek, p. 9)

71 mondani mu ,,to say” (Gostony, no. 301)

72 nap nap ,,winter sun; gods” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 43;
Gostony, no. 48)

nab ,,heaven” (Zakar, P. 45)p

73 hold ud , light, moon” (Bobula, Hetencia, p. 30, 43; Zakar, p. 46)
hud ,,to shine; light” (Bobula, Herencia, pp. 54, 2 28)
hal + ud ,,enjoyment + light” (Gostony, no. 88)

udss ,,moon”; had ,,to shine” (Halloran/Hamori, p. 106)

74 csillag zalag, zallag , star”; zall ,,to be bright”
(Bobula, Herencia, p. 43; Gostony, no. 91; Zakar, p. 46;
Halloran/Hamori, p. 107)

75 viz bi + e§ ,,drop + water” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 33)
id ,,river”/biz/bis ,,drop” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 43;
Gostony, nos. 54, 657; Zakar, p. 46; Halloran/Hamori, p. 108)

76 es6 e ,,slope” (Gostony, no. 188)

su (Halloran/Héamori, p. 109)

77 kb ku ,,to found” (Gostony, no. 353)
ka ,,basalt” (Zakar, p. 47; Halloran/Hamori, p. 111)

ki-min ,,to go” (Zakar, p. 44)

udu ,,taxes” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 118)

id-din, hadu, nadanu ,,to give” (Zakar, p. 45)

nap ,,god” (Zakar, p. 45)

siutu ,,sunset”, usan ,,evening” (Zakar, p. 47)
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78

78a

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

87a

88

homok

pérond

fol-d

felh$

fust

tlz

hamu

égni

at

hegy

piros

vOros

zold

ukum ,,cloud of dust” (Gostony, nos. 61, 198;

Halloran/Héamori, p. 112; cf. hamul)

epirti ,,dust” (Zakar, p. 47) epiru ,,dust” (Zakar, p. 47)

uz + u7 + du ,acre” (Zakar, p. 48)

par-im ,,dry land” (Halloran/Héamori, F 36)

ubilla ,,soot” (Halloran/Hamori, p. 114)

i-izi (Blazek, P. 12)

te ,,flame” (Bobula, Herencia, pp. 43, 52)

de-izi ,fire”, izi ,,id.” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 43;
Bobula, Origin, p. 33; Halloran/Héamori, p. 116
tus ,,invocation” (Gostony, no. 453)

izi, deizi , fire”, tu-izi ,,magic, stake,

fire” (Zakar, p. 48)

ukum ,,dust” (Gostony, nos. 61, 198; Halloran/Hamori, hamatu ,,to burn”, hamu ,,to destroy” (Zakar, p. 48)

p. 118; cf. homok)
kim ,,hot” (Halloran/Hamori, K 42)

ug ,,burning heat” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 43)
¢ ,,house, temple”/dg ,,to measure”/es ,,to be dried
out” (Gostony, nos. 8, 305, 330)

sengg ,,to be hot, to cook, to heat” (Halloran/Héamori, E 3)

ud (,,?”")(Bobula, Rokonsag, P. , 64) usu ,,way” (Zakar, p. 49)
id ,,tivet” (Gostony, no. 54)

u ,,to drive”, kut ,,road” (Zakar, p. 49)

he + ge ,,mass + abundance” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 43) eddu ,,pointed” (Zakar, p. 49)
he-gal ,,abundance” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 51)
gug, gur, kur ,to roll” (Zakar, p. 49)

rusu, urudu (Halloran/Hémori, p. 122)
si4 ,,dark read” (Gostony, no. 177)
russu ,,red-shining clothes”, urudu ,,copper;

red”, rus ,,red” (Zakar, p. 50)

sig7, seiz ,,green” (Gostony, no. 176; Zakar, p. 50;

Halloran/Héamori, p. 124)

pilt ,,dark read” (Gostony, no. 177; Zakar, p. 50)
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89

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

100

sarga

fehér

fekete

éj(szaka)

forrd

hideg

tele/teli

jo

kerek

szar-az

név

sig ,,yellow” (Bobula, Kétezer, p. 70)
sigr, se12 ,,green” (Gostony, no. 176; Zakar, p. 50;
Halloran/Hamori, p. 124)

bar, paar ,;white” (Bobula, Herencia, pp. 46, 48)
babbar, bats ,,white” (Gostony, no. 155; Zakar, p. 50;
Halloran/Hamori, p. 125)

bu ,,dark” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 46)

gig ,,schwarz, dunkel” (Halloran/Hamori, P. 126)

gig, ges ,,dark; night” (Gostony, no. 49)
gi-c ,,night” (Zakar, p. 51)

bar ,,to burn” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 54)

hal-ba ,,coldness, frost” (Zakar, p. 51; Halloran/Héamori, p. 130)
si-e-di ,,coldness” (Zakar, p. 51)

dil ,,perfect, full” (Bobula, Origin, p. 33)
til ,,to be old, to be at the end” (Bobula, Kétezer, p. 79)
til-la , to live; life” (Gostony, no. 71)

de ,full”; til ,,complete” (Zakar, p. 52; Halloran/Héamori, p. 131)

u ,,to spread out; to sleep” (Gostony, no. 417)

la ,,excellence” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 46)

i(-a) “the revered, praised thing” (Gostony, no. 13)

kar + ag ,,to turn around” (Bobula, Kétezer, p. 54)
kar ,to avoid”, gilil, kililu ,,ring, circlet
gatland” (Zakar, p. 52)

kar, gar, gur (Halloran/Hamori, p. 134)

sig, sahar , dry, dried out” (Zakar, p. 53;
Halloran/Héamori, p. 135)

na ,,to name” (Zakar, p. 53)

nam, na (Halloran/Héamori, p. 137)

ar-ka ,,yellow”, arku , yellowish” (Zakar, p. 50)

bikitu ,,eclipse of the sun” (Bobula, Herencia, p. 46)

erru “ring, circlet” (Zakar, p. 52)

su-ur ,,to dry out”, siru ,,steppe” (Zakar, p. 53)

nibu ,,name” (Zakar, p. 53)
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The evaluation of the three Swadesh lists results in the following percentages:

Hungarian = Sumerian: 91%

Hungarian = Akkadian: 27% (2%)

These indications that are on the first sight contradictory, have to been understood as follows: From
the 27 words, that Hungarian shares with Akkadian, 25% are to be considered either as Sumerian
borrowings in Akkadian or as Akkadian borrowings in Sumerian. For 2 Hungarian words there is not
(vet?) a Sumerian etymology. To say it in other words: 93% of the Swadesh list has a Mesopotamian
etymology — while, as one remembers, Proto-Uralic has only 24.54% and Proto-Finno-Ugrian-Uralic
even only 23.33% common words.

The extremely high percentage of 27% Akkadian-Semitic words in Hungarian goes along with an
observation by Ida Bobula: ,,] am convinced that the Hungarian language bears the stamp of not an
early, but of a very late stage of Sumerian culture. This is shown by the quantity of Semitic cultural
loanwords in Hungarian; from Akkadian and Babylonian® (Bobula 1996, p. 51; cf. also Bobula 1951, p.
11, note 3). Gostony, too, who did not work with the Swadesh list either, but etymologized all available
Hungarian words, came to the conclusion that from the (according to his counting) 1050 words in his
Sumerian etymological dictionary 923 are shared with Hungarian words, this are 87.9% (cf. also Oldh
1980, p. 12). These results show firstly a pretty exact correspondence between two methodically fully
different approaches and secondly their independency of the Swadesh list.

Aside from that, Gostony has shown that Hungarian and Sumerian correspond in 51 of 53 grammatical
(phonetical, morphological and syntactical) features (Gostony 1975, pp. 175ss., esp. 194ss.). The
correspondances between Hungarian and the Turanian and Non-Turanian languages are according to
Gostony (1975, pp. 201s.): Hungarian: 51; Turk languages: 29; Caucasian languages: 24, northern
Finno-Ugric languages: 21; Tibeto-Burmanic languages: 12; Munda-Khol languages: 9; Paleo-Sibirian
languages: 8; Oceanic languages: 7; Akkadian: 5; Sanskrit: 5; Dravidian languages: 5; Chinese: 5, Indo-
European languages: 4; Bask: 4; Hamitic languages: 3; Japanese: 3.
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3. The alleged Altaic language family

Unlike the situation in the FU languages, in the A languages, most linguists assume that Turkish,
Mongolian and Manchu are not genetically related, but have relationships due to early mutual
borrowings. This is the standpoint of leading researchers like Sir Gerald Clauson and Gerhard Doerfer,
while other capacities like Nicholas Poppe and Karl H. Menges not only accept a Urverwandtschaft,
but consider also Korean and Japanese to be members of the alleged A family. However, in order to
decide if Turkish, Mongolian and Manchu — the ,,hard-core® A members — are related or not, we will
use, like in chapter 2, the 100 words Swadesh list. Since this has already be done by Clauson (1969),
with a slightly different list in the alphabetic order of the English words that does, however, not
influence our results, we can trust his list that we reproduce in the following. Borrowings are italicized
according to Clauson.

English Early Turkish Early Mongolian Manchu
1 ashes kil (h)tunesii(n) fulenggi
2 (birch) bark  to:z uyilsun calfa, alan
3 belly karin ke’eli hefeli
4 bird kus siba’un gasha
5 blood ka:n c¢isun senggi
6 bone sugiik yasun giranggi
7 breast, chest  tO:s ce’ejt tunggen
8 claw, nail tirnak, tarma:k kimusii(n), kimil osoho
9 cloud bulut e’tlen tugi
10 dog 1t noyay indahon
11 ear kul(k)ak c¢ikin san
12 earth (gen.)  yéir yajar na
earth (soil) topra:k koser, siroy boihon
13 egg yumurtga: dmdegen, 6ndegen umhan
14 eye ké:z, g6:2 nidun yasa
15 fat ya:g e’tikin, 6 tkun nimenggi
16 feather yug 6don funggaha
17 fire o:t, o:d al tuwa
18 tish balik jiyasun nimaha
19 flesh, meat et migan yali
20 foot adak kol bethe
21 hair (gen.) kil (h)usa funiyehe
hair (of head) sa¢ (h)tsu funiyehe
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22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

hair (of body) tii:

hand
head
heart
hotn
knee

leaf

liver
louse
man, male
moon
mountain
mouth
name
neck
night
nose
person
rain

road, path
root

sand

seed

skin
smoke
star
stone

sun

tail
tongue
tooth
tree, wood
water
woman
all

big

elig

bas

yiiref
bz

tizz, di:z
yapurga:k
bagir

bit

er, érkek

ay

ta:g, da:g
agiz

a:t, a:d
boyun

tin, din
burun

kist:
yagmur
yo:l, oruk
kok, yiltiz, t6:z
kum, kay1r
urug

teri:, deri:
tutun
yultuz

tas

kin

kudruk

til, dil

t1s, dis

18ag

su:v

evel:, ura:gut
barga:, kop, kamag
ulug, bedik

(h)tsu

yar
teri’iin
Jirdige, Jiirvige
eber
ebudug
nabcin
(h)elige(n)
bd’estin
ere

sara(n)
a’ula
ama(n)
nere
kiajigin
stni
qabar
gui’in
qura

jam, mor
(h)uja’ur, uju’ur
elesii(n)

(h)tre
arasun
(h)uni
(h)odun
Ctla’un, guri
naran

se’tl

kelen
sidu(n), sudi(n)
modon
usu(n)

eme

buri, gamuy

yeke

funiyehe
gala

uju
niyaman
uyhe
buhi
abdaha
fahan
¢ihe
haha
biya

alin
angga
gebu
meifen
dobori
oforo
niyalma
aga
jugon
da
yongga
use

suku
sanggiyan
usiha
wehe
sun
uncehen
ilenggu
wethe
moo
muke
hehe
yooni

amba
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57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92

black
cold

full
good
green
hot
long
many
new
red
round
small
white

yellow

we
thou
this
that
who?
what?

one

not
bite
burn
come
die
drink

eat

give
hear
kill
know

kara:
soguk
kurug
tolu:, dolu:
edgti:, yaxst:
yasil

isig

uzu:n

ukus

yant:

kizil
tegirmi:, degermi:
kicig

ak

sarig

ben

biz

sen

bu:

ol

kim

ne

bi:r

¢kki:

yok

1sir-, tigla:-
orte:-, kufiir-, yak-
kel-, gel-
6l-

ic-

yé:-

uc-

bé:r-

ésid-, tinla-
olir-

bil-

qgara
koyiten
qokimay
di’iren
sayin
noyo’an
qgala’un
urtu
olon
sine
(h)sla’an
tigorigey, 10°erig
tclugen
caya’an
Sira, sira
bi

ba, bida
¢i (*ti)
ene

tere

ken

ya’u
nigen
qoyar
tge’uy
ja’u, qaja-
tiile-
ire-
uki-
u’u-

ide-

nis-

Ok-
sonos-
ala-

mede-

sahaliyan
sahorun
olhon

jalu

sain
niowanngiyan
kalhon
golmin
geren, labdu
ice

Julgiyan
muheliyen
ajige, osohon
Sanyan
suwayan

bi

be, muse

si

ere

tere

we, ya

ay, ya

eme

A

juwe

aka

sai-

tufada-

i-

buce-, buda-
omi-, waida-
je-

teye-

bu-

donji-

wa-

sa-
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93 lie (down) yat- kebte- dedu-

94 say té:-, sozle:- ke’e-, tgtile- se-, gisure-
95 see kor-, gor- Uje- tuwa-

96 sit olor- sa’u- te-

97 sleep udi:- umta-, unta- amga-

98 stand tur- (*dur-) baiyi- ili-

99 swim ylz- onba- selbi-

100 walk yort:- yabu- yabu-

The evaluation of these lists are much simpler than in the FU case, since we can see immediately that

- Turkish and Mongolian have maximally 16 words in common, i.e. share 16% of the basic
vocabulary

- Turkish and Manchu have 0 words in common, i.e. are completely unrelated

- Mongolian and Manchu share a number of common Chinese borrowing (Clauson 1969, p. 22) and
maximally 22 common words, i.e. 22% of their basic vocabulary

This goes with Doerfer’s statement: ,,Meines Erachtens nun haben diejenigen Forscher recht, die eine
Urverwandtschaft der sog. altaischen Sprachen ablehnen® (,,Now according to me, these researchers
are right who denie an Urverwandtschaft of the so-called Altaic languages®) (Doerfer 1963, p. 51).
Doerfer goes even further when he denies that azy words between Turkish, Mongolian and Manchu are
related — according to him, these are merely borrowings (Doerfer 1963, p. 53). Therefore, we would
have 0% and total genetical unrelatedness between all three A languages. It is thus anyway superfluous
to prove that the further languages, Korean and Japanese, that some researchers wanted to show to be
genetically related to the A languages, cannot be related to these languages, since these are not even
related to one another (cf. Doerfer 1974) — after all, even given the above percentages of 16% and 22%
- these are — like amongst the FU languages — much to low in order to prove a genetical relationship.

Our conclusion is simple: neither the FU nor the A languages form a language family, since they can in
no way be genetically related. This thus, of course, not exclude mutual borrowings or the existence of
Sprachbiinden between these languages.

A next question is, how the respective relationships look in other language families. Are there even real
language families or not, and if yes, how do the respective percentages of their relationships look like?
From an important article by Samuel H. Elbert, we get the following percentages for the Malayo-
Polynesian (MP) languages:

Futunan vs. other MP languages: 63.9%
Uvean vs. other MP languages: 61.6%
Niue vs. other MP languages: 55.1%
Tongan vs. other MP languages: 53.7%
Tikopian vs. other MP languages: 66.9%
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Ellice Island vs. other MP languages: 64.9%
Samoan vs. other MP languages: 58.3%
Sikiana vs. other MP languages: 56.8%
Fila vs. other MP languages: 55.8%
Ongtong Java vs. other MP languages: 53.5%
Nukuoro vs. other MP languages: 49.2%
Kapingamarangi vs. other MP languages: 49.5%
Easter Island vs. other MP languages: 63.1%
Marquesan vs. other MP languages: 71.2%
Mangarevan vs. other MP languages: 69.2%
Rarotongan vs. other MP languages: 82.5%
Tuamotuan vs. other MP languages: 79.6%
Maori vs. other MP languages: 72.0%
Hawaiian vs. other MP languages: 76%

One gets a total average of 63.3%, whereby the maximal value is 86% (Uvean = Tongan) and the
minimal value is 44% (Nukuoro = Mangarevan). The MP languages, therefore, do form a language
family — unlike FU and A.

According to an eatlier study of mine, English and German share 70.0% of their vocabulary and the
Slavonic languages amongst themselves according to a study by Fodor (1961) even almost 90%.
Moreover, Kroeber and Chrétien have shown (1937, 1938) that the percentage of relationship between
the IE languages is higher than 70%, so that we can conclude that the IE languages, too, form a
language family — unlike FU and A.
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4. Conclusions

In his influenceful book ,,The science of language®, in 1891, F. Max Miiller, comprised amongst the
,» Turanian language family* the following language families: Samoyedic, Tungusic, Mongolic, Turkic,
Finnic (incl. Hungarian), Taic, Malaic, Gangetic, Lohitic, Munda, Tamulic. The Turanian languages thus
comprise, according to Miiller, not only the FU and A languages, but a geographically vastly extended
group of languages reaching, roughly speaking, from the Ice Sea via China to the South Seas.

In my ,,Etymological Dictionary of Hungarian® (EDH), I have shown that following the identity of at
least 1042 basic Sumerian words with their respective Hungarian cognates according to Gostony
(1975), all of Miiller's language families are genetically related with one another — up to a certain degree
that goes from 61% down to 3%:

Hungarian (100%) > Chinese (61%) > IE (58.3%) > Turkish (55%) > Tibeto-Burman (ca. 50%) >
Dravidian (36%) > Munda (33%) = Etruscan (ca. 33%) > “FU” languages (31.9%) > Japanese (23%) >
Mayan (11%) > Bantu (8%) > Caucasian (7%) > Austronesian (incl. Mon Khmer, Australian and
Tasmanian) (3%).

In default of reliable historical dictionaries using strict sound-laws, I did not treat other members of
Miller’s language families (f. ex. Mongolian and Manchu as representatives of the A languages) that
form the “macro-family” of the Turanian languages. Although Miiller’s method — the reconstruction of
proto-languages — and my method used in EDH — the reconstruction of sound-laws given a common
ancestor language — are not the same, both methods lead to the same languages and language
“families”, but the number of languages and language families shown in EDH is even larger than
Miller’s. It is thus important to state that the languages of such a vast area from Europe to Tasmania,
as presented in EDH, are only related to one another because they share their common ancestor,
Sumerian, up to a certain degree. However, the languages in the above downward hierarchy, starting
with Japanese, can hardly be considered to be genetically related to Sumerian, but even their low
percentages show that Sumerian did not just die out when it was replaced, in the 17th century B.C., by
Akkadian, but influenced most other languages in the world in an extremely vast area.

We can thus answer the question in our title: No, the Turanian language family is not a phantom, it
exists — but only because all of it’s languages are related to their common ancestor language Sumerian.
As shown in EDH, the Turanian language family is even much larger than it was assumed in the 19th
century, when the Turanian concept was brought up. A simple example shall show what is meant here.
As we have seen in chapter 3, Turkish and Manchu have no common word in the 100 words Swadesh
list. From that one concludes that these languages are not related 7 the Altaic langnage family. However,
this does not exclude that they are related in a bigger macro-family. For example, Latin cuprum and
Greek kaprion are related i the IE language family, i.e. both cuprum and kaprion have a common
ancestor word in the IE proto-language, but German Kupfer and English copper don’t, since they are
borrowings from Latin cuprum. Thus, Kupfer and copper are not related either with one another  #he
Germanic langnage family, but they are in the IE language family. The same is true for Latin avunculus on
the one side and German Onkel, English uncle on the other side. Latin avunculus developped to
French onlce, and from here the German and English words have been borrowed, i.e. Onkel and uncle
are not related in the Germanic language family, but they are related in the bigger IE family.
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It is therefore possible using the simple Swadesh list and classical historical linguistics to prove that the
FU and the A languages do not form language families. But while it is impossible with simple
reconstruction of proto-languages to learn how far an ancestor language like Sumerian spread out, it is
possible by comparing this assumed ancestor language with possible successor languages, using strict
sound-equations and the best available dictionaries. Exactly the same method was used by Indo-
Europeanists. Our method, however, is much more strict, since we compared always three or more
languages at the same time. Our results go together with the basically historical results of Karoly
Dombi: “Thus, from the evidence left by this process of colonization, it appears that the Sumerian city-
states were able to exert a preponderant economic, cultural, linguistic and ethnic influence during
several thousand years not only in Mesopotamia and the rest of the Near East, but also beyond, in the
Mediterranean Basin, in the Danubian Basin, in the regions North of the Caucasus and of the Black
Sea, the Caspian-Aral, Volga-Ural, and Altai regions, as well as in Iran and India. It seems therefore that
the Sumerians and their civilization had a determining influence not only on later Near-Eastern
civilizations, but also on the Mediterranean, Indian, and even Chinese civilizations, as well as on the
formation of the various Eurasian ethno-linguistic groups” (Dombi 2001, p. 7).
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