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[A complete understanding of Sumerian grammar &ithes up against apparently insurmountable prabtbat
have been studied by a wide range of scholars, withhhis own method of transliteration as welldierent and
often contradicting grammar. The main purpose isf ahticle, which will be published in two parts,tdo sketch out a
brief history of the development of Sumerian stadi@ order to analyse the difficulties that havaditionally
hampered the full comprehension of the languagih@fon-Semitic neighbours of the Akkadian peopieother
words, the article will try to outline the progreashieved in Sumerology until what we consider mbays the
fundamentals of Sumerian grammar, analysing sontieeofost important articles and grammars of thé &&ntury
and of the first quarter of the 26th
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1. The early decipherment of Sumerian and the firshaeological expeditions.

The narration of the decipherment of Sumerian teginthe 19th century. It was the time when the
budding discipline of Assyriology was still colodrdy Romanticism and classical studies provided an
established model for the development of both Aekygy and Egyptology. Therefore, both disciplines

1. The content and main part of this essay was ailyinvritten under the titlSumerian and Sumerologists. A grammatical
history of Sumerology from the discovery of Summet@World War lland presented as a Master's Thesis for the Master
Llengles i Cultures de I'Antiguitat, Universitat Barcelona on March 2011. | would like to thank thstitut fiir Assyriologie
und Hethitologie - LMU (Munich), the SOAS Librarigndon), the Seminar fiir Sprachen und Kulturen\d@sleren Orients -
Ruprecht-Karls-Universitat (Heidelberg) and theitnsffiir Altorientalistik - Freie Universitat (Berl) for their kindness and the
extense use of their libraries | have made. | wdilke also to mention my special and heartfelttigrde to the Institut del
Proxim Orient Antic (Universitat de Barcelona), forcountless list of reasons, to Dr. Marc Such-GugEfor all his valuable
suggestions during the defense of my Master's Bhesid particularly to Dr. Lluis Feliu, for all hisorrections and
recommendations. | have not intended to be exhadtiat is to say, to analyse here everythinghhatbeen published. Instead,
my aim is to provide an sketch of what has beeth about Sumerian in the earliest years since wesdarknow of its existence,
now just over a century ago.

2. See Trigger, B. 199@& History of Archeological Thoughtondon. 67-74.

Aula Orientalis 32/2 (2014) 283-297 (ISSN 0212-5730 Recibido/Received: 23/07/2014
Aceptado/Accepted: 01/09/2014

283



ERIKA MARSAL

depended on written sources to supply chronologies historical records and the growth of both was
initially supported by belief in their relevance Biblical studies’

Nevertheless, as S.N. Kramer has pointed out, Samevas not deciphered in the same way that
Akkadian or Egyptian wdsThe scholars who worked in Egyptology or in tleeigherment of Akkadian
language had access to a great deal of referentaiahanamely Biblical and classical sources. Ha t
case of Sumerian, no such sources existed, nortlvegis any recognizable mention of Sumer and its
people and language in this kind of literature.

The early steps of Assyriology go back to 1765, nvi@arsten Niebuhr (1733-1815) made the first
successful copies of the inscription of BehistimPersepolis, which was soon recognized as triiiyu
By 1802, Georg Friedrich Grotefend (1775-1853) wgascessful in deciphering a large part of the
inscription, and in 1835-1837, Henry C. Rawlins@810-1895) succeeded in completing a copy of the
Old Persian text. Due to the inaccessibility of ithecription it was not until 1847 that the Babyibm part
could be transcribed. In fact, the only travellePersia since Rawlinson’s time who made an atteémpt
re-examine any portion of the text in the nexyfifears was Prof. Williams Jackson, who in 1903ated
doubtful passages in the lower portions of the ilumns of the Persian téxt.

The crowning achievement in deciphering Akkadiargleage belongs to Edward Hincks (1792-1866),
which, in an addendum to his article “On the Fastl Second Kinds of Persepolitan writing” proclaiime
that he had made some steps toward the readifgedhscriptions in the Babylonian part of the tert
the Behistun inscription and that those appeardaat@ much in common with the Semitic langudges.
With considerable contributions from Rawlinson, ¢ka published in 1851 the transliteration and
translation of the Akkadian text of the Behistuadription, which is usually taken as the startiognpof
our knowledge of the Akkadian Langudge.

In 1850 Hincks began to question whether the dwngelig Assyria were the true inventors of the
cuneiform system of writing,arguing that it was unreasonable that the Semitadd have invented a

3. An example to this could be the German AssyrisioEberhard Schrader (1836-1908), whose work igyfslogy was
initially theologically oriented, but who contrilet many German translations of inscriptions inkedinschriftliche Bibliothek
(1877).

4. Kramer, S.N. 1944Sumerian Mythology. A Study of Spiritual and Litgréchievement in the Third Millennium B,C.
“Introduction”. Memoirs of the American PhilosophicSociety 21.

5. Although not firstly correctly identified, we knowoday that those three languages are Old Persimite and
Babylonian.

6. See King, L.W., Thomson, R.C. 190e Sculptures and Inscriptions of Darius the Greatthe Rock of Behistun in
Persia London.

7. Hincks, E. 1846; “On the First and Second KinfiPersepolitan writing”Transactions of the Royal Irish AcaderXXl;

I.: 13,apudCathcart, K.J. 2011; “The Earliest Contributionghte Decipherment of Sumerian and Akkadia@ineiform Digital
Library Journat 2.

8. See Cathcart, K.J. 2011: 2, who, contrary to thdespread belief, argues that although the main Bakan text at
Behistun was copied by Rawlinson in 1847, it was pilished until the end of 1851. Subsequently dyet no role in the
crucial first phase of the decipherment of Akkadian

9. Hincks, E. 1850; “On the Khorsabad Inscriptiorig”;Transactions of the Royal Irish Acader¥XIL, Il: 19 note: “It is
possible, too, that the word from which the phanetilue is derived may be one belonging to a diffetanguage. | will, in a
subsequent section, produce an instance, in whigliéve that the ordinary phonetic character, riarpa was adopted from a
foreign language. This mode of proceeding may lostitated by some of the abbreviations used i Ingnuscripts. The Irish
letters were at first chiefly used in the copyirfd.atin texts. In Latin manuscripts, the letsawith a peculiar mark, which may be
represented by, was used to express the waetl.In the course of time the same mark was usedsh manuscripts to express
acht, the Irish equivalent aed And by a further progress, it was used to exptigisssound, when it no longer signified “but”,
but was a portion of a word of totally differentaméng. Thusts' was used foteacht,“to come™.”
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system of writing that did not fit their languagerfectly’® In 1855, Rawlinson published an article in the
Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, which repdrtee discovery of non-Semitic inscriptions on ksic
and tablets from sites in southern Babylonia suschasa, Nippur and UruR.

During the following yeat? Hincks also sketched some first recognizable giterat understanding
that unknown language, and established that it agggutinative in character. The language was fynall
called “Scythian” or “Akkadian” (in contrast withhat we call “Akkadian”, then called “Assyrian”) and
had no clear affiliation with any other known laage, despite a wide variety of attempts that geeera
large amount of literaturé§.Several years later, in 1869, the French schalsJOppert (1825-1905)
suggested that this language could be called “Sanierbased on the royal title “king of Sumer and
Accad” which could be found in some inscriptidh$lowever, Oppert was not immediately followed by
many Assyriologists and the name “Akkadian” congiduo be used for some yeats.

10. See Cathcart, K.J. (Ed.). 200The Correspondence of Edward HincKs, Dublin: 297; “I accompanied the
announcement with what | considered a necessaiseqoence of this newly discovered fact, that theslenof writing must have
originated with a non-Semitic people; as non-Senpgoples could have invented a system of writimgiscongenial to their
language. [... It is now pretty evident that thegrel people who spoke a language different (oreratberhaps a more ancient
form of) the Akkadian of the habitual tablets.Conversely, not all the scholars received this anoement with the same
delight. The French Orientalist Joseph Halévy (:82T7) wrote ferociously against the existence ofm&rian as a real
language. Muss-Arnoldt in 1894 wrote: “For upwaodswenty years Oppert has fought for the realityhis Akkadian language
against Joseph Halévy, who maintained that it weg @ system of cryptography invented by the Babigo priests and scribes.”
(Muss-Arnoldt, W. 1894; “The Works of Jules Oppeiiti Beitrage zur Assyriologie (und semitischen Sprackerischaft) 2,
523-556: 526). However, Oppert provides a large warof consistent evidence for its existence, ©ppert, J. 1876Etudes
SumériennesParis: 74. For a detailed overview of Halévy'sdis see Fossey, C. 190anuel d'assyriologievol. 1-2 Paris.
281-381. Also Cooper, J. S. 1991; “Posing the SiandQuestion: Race and Scholarship in the Earlydrisbf Assyriology” in
Aula Orientalis 9 , 47-66.

11 Rawlinson, H. 1855; “Notes on the Early historyBafbylonia”, Journal of the Royal Asiatic Societ: 215-259, 431-
433.

12. Cathcart 2007: 297.

13. See Cathcart, 2007: 11, 114, nt. 2 where Hingkss “Chaldean” for Sumerian, a language he corsstddse a Turanian
language. Jules Oppert in an article work publisieed876, entitled “Sumérien ou Accadien?” (OppkE®76: 1), the French
assyriologist explains: “Quel était le nom a donaere peuple représentant une antique civilisatlenfroposais alors, faute de
mieux, d’appeler I'idiome casdo-scythique ou casdée mot hébreu Kasdim, la Chaldée: le nom propteé je I'avoue, assez
mal choisi. Aussi n’y eut-il qu'un seul savant gign servit. M. Rawlinson proposa le mot chamitiquél changea plus tard
contre celui de chaldéen; ne discutons pas la valewes termes que le grand savant britanniquéo@mgncore, et avec lui
quelques autres savants anglais. Au mois de jUiB&5, j'eus, pour la seule fois de ma vie, I'h@ge= occasion de rencontrer
Hincks. Il rejeta, non sans raison, les termesadel@scythique et chaldéen. Il proposa I'expressiaccadien, et se fonda sur la
considération suivante: Tous les rois de la Mésupia se servent, aprés leur titre principal, de Subsidiaire de roi des Sumers
et des Accads ou de Sumer et d’Accad: il pourmitcdétre bien probable que 'un des deux peupleritienteur de I'écriture;
Hincks propose celui d’Accad parce que ce nom églans la Bible.” See also Lenormant, F. 186des sur quelques parties
des syllabaires cunéiformeParis: 2. For a complete survey of the controgveround the name for the newly discovered
language see Fossey 1904: 275-280. For the Akkadian Sumer(l seEhe Assyrian Dictionary of the University of Chicago
273; von Soden,WAkkadisches Handwérterbuch272.

14.However, in his work published in 1870, A.H. Sagemtes the same formulation in a different senske“early kings of
that region entitled themselves rulers of “Sumird &ccad”, or, still oftener “of the land of Accadhly. Accad is explained as
“high”, and would refer to the mountainous countinythe east of the Euphrates. Sumiri (also callessifas apparently “the
plains”...” (Sayce, A.H. 1870; “On an Accadian Seal The Journal of Philolog®, 1-50. 1) vol. lll: 114, 160, 229.

15. See Cathcart 2007: vol.lll, 114, 160, 229.

Aula Orientalis 32/2 (2014) 283-297 (ISSN 0212-@)73
285



ERIKA MARSAL

2. Towards a first sketch of a Sumerian grammar

Before the publication of the first sketch of a ®wian grammar, only a few publications, most of
them written by the aforementioned Paris academidiales Oppert, shed new light on the newly
discovered language. In turn, Hincks (and otheplsek) had also made some progress in transliberati
as can be seen from his personal correspondeneevdo, it was not until the publication in 1870thé
article “An Accadian Seal” by Archibald H. Sayce846-1933), that it can be said that a first attetopt
write a Sumerian grammar was matle.

Sayce begins his article with the hopeful annouresgnof the discovery of a new language that is
neither Semitic nor Aryan. More important, the igephic origin of those characters revealed that, a
Hincks had pointed out, the cuneiform system ofimgiwas, in fact, an invention of the speakerthat
language and the evidences show that it is outie$tipn that the new discovered language is thygnooif
the Akkadian syllabary.

Due to the lack of texts at the point in that Sayeete his article, the author decides to take @ust
single inscription and to make a philological asiyof it'® What surprises us is, nevertheless, how
Sayce, although the pointed lack of texts, madenaarkable brilliant approach to the Sumerian laggua
By using a method of comparison with other langsagédiich he mastered through his many expeditions
in the Pacific Islands, Sayce tries to locate v discovered language within the already knowrilfam
of languages and concludes that that new languagaiped to the Allophylian famil}’. As he points out,
this term is used here as a synonym of “Agglutugti[1870: 45]. In addition, he establishes a
comparison between Sumerian and Basque, arguirtgthiee is a similarity in the way that both
languages place the genitives and adjectives andimp out the necessity of a deeper study of the
similarities between both languages, which areomes way related [1870: 46].Many sign values are
correctly specified, as well as their significanae part of the nominal chain [1870: 8, 10]. The
frequentative character denoted by the repetitidhe verbal root is also remarked, along with pheal
signification by repetition of the noun [1870:4].

Regarding the verbal chain Sayce highlights thetfeat the Sumerian verb uses a number of auxiliary
words which denote what in other languages is ega trough tenses and conjugations. Sumerian, he
says, distinguishes between present and past. 8dtespindicated by the bare root, whereas theeptes
marked by a prolongation of it [1870: 36]. Lessreotly, Sayce writes about the negative indicat&7p:

41], although he correctly gives the function & o+ particle as the negative prefix.

As a conclusion Sayce states that a further criticmparison between Sumerian and other languages

like Iberian or Basque would, independently of thege interval of space and time between them,

16. See the paper by Haupt, P. 1884; “The Babyloniaoah’s Language™, ilfhe American Journal of Philolody, 1:
68-84: 68, where he recognizes the primacy of Saygammar.

17. Sayce 1870: 2.

18. For that inscription, which was not published dvef seeThe Royal Inscriptions of Mesopotamia, Early pésio
3/2.1.2.2039 with previous bibliography.

19. Allophylian was a general term introduced by #gtBnologist James Prichard (1786- 1848) to dertmgepeoples of
Europe and Asia who are neither Aryan nor Semditd the languages spoken by them, without espeeimrd to their
characteristics. It is sometimes used to incluieagkes outside those families, and sometimes raadequivalent of Turanian,
another term that has been used in reference &sgi\groups of people. See Wilson, D. 2(Arghistoric Annals of Scotland,
238ss. For a discussion of the nineteenth-cenhegry, which divided languages into three familizsled Semitic, Aryan and
Turanian, see Van Driem, G. 20QBnguages of the Himalayals 334-8.

20. Sayce’s interest in comparing Sumerian with Bastprebe easily explained by the fact that Basques teorized to
have Turanian ancestors.
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doubtlessly yield valuable results. Such comparisonthe author's own words, “may yet stand to
Turanian philology much in the same place thaRlteVeda stands to Aryan philology” [1870: 46].

After Sayce, the next important work on the fiedcby the French scholar Francois Lenormant (1837-
1883). Since 1867 Lenormant had turned his atteritdhe cuneiform inscriptions and published saver
texts on the newly discovered language of Sumeaamng others, hikettres assyriologique€l871-
1872),Etudes Accadienng&873-1879) antla Langue Primitive de la Chaldée et les idiomesraniens
(1875), as well as other important works abougrefi and magic. Some have claimed him as having
discovered the Sumerian langu#lgéut this credit really belongs to Rawlinson os hiticle already
mentioned abouhe non-Semitic inscriptions on bricks and tabfedm sites in southern Babylonia.

The first chapter starts with an description of se@rces of information on Sumerian. As Lenormant
explains, the pronunciation of Sumerian cuneifosrdifferent from Akkadian. Whereas Akkadian can be
read ideographically, logographically or phoneticaBumerian has to be read only ideographically. A
the moment, he continues, we have a fund of 50@svoonfirmed by numerous examples established in
the Sumerian texts, but this amount can be incdems£000 if we compare them with the Akkadian gext
[1873: 7].

A special mention is made of tablets called syllesa which, as Lenormant explains, are displayed i
three columns: in the first place, the phonologidaecription of the word to be explained, which is
represented by a set of simple syllabograms; ségotid Sumerian logogram and finally, the Akkadian
translation. Further investigation reveals thaypbbny is more developed in Sumerian than in Akkadi
[1870: 9], which is a consequence of the exclugivdeographic use of the signs. This assertion is
followed by an extensive explanation of the natafethe polyphony [1873: 9-13]. However, as we
continue reading, we find that most signs are hemd as in Akkadian. On the other hand, not alktbas
now have the same reading that they had in Sagcttse. For example, Lenormant reddgal, “king” as
ingal [Lenormant 1873: 49], which in Sayce [1870: 2] wth read3ar.

After describing the peculiarities of vowel harmofayfeature that was already mentioned by Sayce
[1870: 45]), Lenormant agrees with Sayce in refatio the frequentative character denoted by the
reduplication of the verbal root [1873: 40]. Whte reduplicated word is an adjective, he adds the
have the superlative. Finally, the reduplicatiormaafoun marks the idea of an augmentative or actole
(i.e. the plural of the word). In addition, in Suia@ there are many compound words formed fromdwo
more nouns or a verb plus a noibid.]. Unlike Sayce, Lenormant already talks abouletesions [1873:
75]. However, he incorrectly considers the partitde(or ta, [1873: 77]) to be the comitative [1873: 76],
and the particlenato be the ablativealjid.].

It is not until chapter eight [1873: 96] that Lemamnt discusses the verb properly. He distinguishes,
mixing Akkadian and Sumerian, eight principal vaféewhich differ from each other by changes in the
radical. The indicative form, which is the simptarh, is the easiest to conjugate because it preseat
verbal root without additional incorporated pronsa873: 100]. The difference between the present
tense and the preterite is indicated by the addiican-e vowel to the basic root. As Lenormant explains,
when this happens, the root is “extended”. Thisiriion between the two meanings in Sumerian és th
same as the difference between #tatus rectusand thestatus absolutusn the noun. However, he
continues, when the radical ends in @ an additional-a is placed after itibid.]. For the verbal
conjugation, Lenormant quotes Sayce extensively31804].

21 E.G.Budge, E. A. 1925Rise and Progress of Assyriolgdyndon: 209.
22. As we shall see, the discussion of voice in Sianes as old as the discipline itself. See, faragle, Woods, CH. 2008;
The Grammar of PerspectivEhe Sumerian Conjugation Prefixes as a System cE\28.
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The last lines of the grammar [1873: 206] brieflgntion the new name “Sumerian” that Oppert had
considered. The convenience of the change of namthis language should be properly examined. The
third volume of the_ettreswill be devoted to that purpose.

In 1876, a few years later, a collection of Oppedtticles fromRevue d'Assyriologigvas published
under the titleEtudes SumérienneBurther articles, this time in tfitschrift fur Assyriologieresulted in
a slight improvement in the study of the Sumerimgliagé’® The main subject of these articles was the
name of the language itself, but some progreskdmréading of the signs is also noticialflé&lthough
Oppert’s opinions were not accepted unanimoushalbyAssyriologists, the publication in 1880 of the
Manuel de la langue Assyrienaad later, of.es Langues Perdues de la Perse et de I'As§y885-1886)
by Joachim Menant (1820-1899) confirmed and vadidahe results obtained by Rawlinson, Hincks and
Oppert. Menant’s works, therefore, signified inr&r@ the definitive acceptance of Assyriology asedl-w
founded discipline, and proved the reached achiemsito be adequate.

Meanwhile, in Germany, Paul Haupt (1858-1926) hadblished his important worlSumerische
Familiengesetz€1879), which at the time was also the best caution to the comparative phonology of
the Semitic languages on the basis of a comparatmadysis of Akkadian bilingual texts. Haupt also
edited and translated the text of tBabylonian Nimrodepo$1884-1889), an article on th&kkadian
Language(1883) and a paper on the 12th tablet of Nii@rodepog1890), to list but a few titles of his
vast output®

In his Grundziige der akkadischen GrammEthtaupt begins with the distinction of two dialeatsthe
Sumerian languageEmé-guand Eme-sal,which are further analysed on his artidlae Babylonian
Woman'’s Languagé® Sayce and Lenormant, independently, had showrttikdirst two columns in the
so-called “Trilingual Tablet” in Il R 3% do not represent two different languages, butrdiet forms of
the same language. Haupt [1884: 68] recognizesthigafirst scholar to point out the existence ob tw
Sumerian dialects was A. H. Sayce in the introducthf a paper read before the Society of Biblical
Archaeology on November 18741t was Haupt, however, who idber einen Dialekt der Sumerischen
Sprache(1880) established the phonological changes beiwse two dialects, which was undeniably a
very significant contributiof*

23 See Oppert 1889; “La langue sumérienne dans l&bayles assyriens”, ifieitschrift fir Assyriologie4: 172-173, on the
loanwords from Sumerian to Akkadian, and Oppert61&7 “En 1869, j'exposai les principes de cettgglae antique au Congrés
des Orientalistes a Kiel. A la fin de 1872, jedi$a Société asiatique de Paris une esquisse teetsystéme grammatical de la
langue que je nomnmaimérienng

24. See Lenormant 1873: 64; the sign fan, is still read asmu but the interpretation of the postpositions isatty
established more precisely. There the readirkpothe allative, iku, but its meaning had been understood correctly.

25. Budge 1925: 208.

26. As Budge 1925: 247 has pointed out, Haupt wroteertttan 400 papers on topics concerning the BibdeAasyriology,
which, for obvious reasons, we cannot list her¢hiir entirety. These works contributed considerabl his understanding of
Sumerian grammar as well as to the compilation &kadlian and Sumerian word-lists and sign-lists. R complete
bibliography see Adler, C., Ember, A. (Eds.), 1928iental Studies published in Commemoration of Rbetieth Anniversary
(1883-1923) of Paul Haupt as Director of the Or@rfeminary of the Johns Hopkins University.

27. Haupt, P. 1882Akkadische und sumerische Keilschrifttexteipzig: 133-147.

28 Haupt, P. 1884; “The Babylonian Woman’s LanguageThe American Journal of Philology, 1: 68-84.

29. RawlinsonH.C., 1861-1866The Cuneiform Inscriptions of Western Asia.

30. Published on Sayce, A. 1874; “The languages efdimeiform inscriptions of Elam and Medi&tansactions of the
Society of Biblical Archaeolog@; 465-485.

31 Cf. Prince 1907; “Sumerian as a Language’Aimerican Journal of Semitic languages and Literag 23, 3: 202-219.
who gives directly the main credit to Haupt, menithgy Sayce in second place.
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When speaking about the verbal roots, Haupt remédis primitively the verbal roots would have
been monosyllabic and with both nominal and ven@ining. In a second stage of the language, wéth th
necessity to use the words only in a nominal obaksense, the number of syllables of the root doul
have increased. Haupt speaks aboutdlend-e that appear at the end of some constructionsimigrms
of “Verlangerungsvokal”. The indicator of the da&tiis ra, which can be shortened-0[1882: 140]. The
genitive can be expressedlag (key) (for ki-ta, as it is interpreted) or is simply not expressetheDcase
markers areSu (Sg) “above, on”, “to, in”,ru(m), ka “in”, -gim(é) “like”, -a “in” (locative is thus,
correctly identified). Specifically about the vetBaupt observes that there are in Sumerian twoaberb
tenses: the present and the imperfect. The vedmlitself has an imperfective meaning, so in otder
express the present it is necessary to reduplib&teroot or to add the suffixe before the root, i.e.,
whereasn-lal means “he is counted-lal-e would mean “he counts” [1882: 142].

Another remarkable title from the same authoDis akkadische Sprachi@d883], which was also
included in the third part of his bookkkadische und sumerische Keilschrifttextesummarises some
important aspects of Sumerian grammar, includirg gbquence of elements in a sentence [1883: 5],
which is correctly established as S-O-V, and then&ian verbal conjugation [1883: 9], here called
“postpositive conjugation”. Haupt also speaks thabsut an th-Stamm” and a B-Stamm” for the
Sumerian prefixesna mi, mu andba, bi respectively ipid.]. The formsimma, umma ... are intensive
allomorphs ofmi > im or mu> umwith the consonant doubleHaupt suggests that the consondrasdn
represent the abbreviated form of incorporatedatd)jehich also appear reflected in the verbal form.

During the spring of 1880 and under the directibthe French archaeologist Ernest de Sarzec (1832-
1901) the remains of a Sumerian temple and a ceraite amount of small objects were found, some of
which were inscribed with the names of Mesilim, NlknSe or Entemena, as well as great diorite statues
of the early governors of the ancient Sumerian oftysirsu. De Sarzec returned to Telloh many times
between 1881 and 1891, and excavated again atugasites in the seventeen mounds where he had
already worked? The first volume of the monumental woBlécouvertes en Chaldéwritten by Léon
Heuzey, appeared as soon as 1884 and used Saegoits. When de Sarzec died, further excavations
were conducted at the site of Telloh by Gaston das€ (1861-1915), a French army officer and
archaeologist.

In the following years, the British Museum acquiredarge and important collection of Babylonian
and Assyrian tablets. This made it increasinglyessary to carry out a rearrangement in order tcertfak
new tablets more easily accessible. That rearraegehowever, hampered until 1896 the publication of
any other greatorpusof cuneiform texts.

In those years, George Bertin (1848-1891) was esployed by the Trustees of the Museum to copy
the texts of Babylonian contract tablets and alldbWwen to make direct contact with the texts, degvin
the development of an extensive study of Sumeniammar in several articles and works.

L'incorporation verbale en Accadigii885) begins with a reference in a footnote todheect name
for the Sumerian language [1885a: 105]. Bertin egreith Oppert for the convenience of the name
sumérien but he is not yet convinced of the correct intetgtion of this language, namely, as Halévy
expected, if the statement that Sumerian is isseffal language was wrong. Bertin starts with hidyssis
of Sumerian grammar. The “incorporation pronomihaeone of the foremost important characteristics

32. Sadly remarkable is also the high level of logtthat took place on that period. Some sculpture® wtolen before the
arrival of Sarzec, some when he returned to Basséuatther looting continued until 1928, when officexcavations restarted
after the First World War. For that subject see @auB. 2009; “The historical context of Sumeriasaiveries” inMuseum
International 61, 1-2: 75ss.
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of the Sumerian language. There are four pronontireahesma, ba, na anda,. These pronouns are now
seen as particles which add various nuances todh®al root and are not, as previously thought, the
personal pronouns themselves.

The second part of the article is on the incorgatgironouns when they are inserted into the verbal
chain [1885a: 148]. In such cases, the change ahmg of the verbal root is more intense than wihen
pronoun appears before the verbal chain. An exaofpllkis can be seen in the analysis of the foltmwi
chain: mu-un-na-ni-ib-gi-gi Here mu is the explicative complementn is the direct objectpa is the
indirect object governed by the partiahe and ib is the subject. The Sumerian sentence corresponds
therefore to French “il lui réplique”.

The prefixim-macan be found frequently. According to Bertin ithewever difficult to say if it is a
plural form of the first emphatic pronoun (namehe, mu or im-, with the consonanm as the
characteristic marker) plus, which, by assimilation of the, turns into-ma- or if it is indeed the second
pronounna where the consonant is assimilated and governetthdyarticleni [1885a:149]. The plural
option is somewhat remote, as well as differingrficenormant, but it can be considered as an intages
attempt®

The incorporated particla [1885a: 150eems to be used only with certain verbal formstiBelso
detects a relationship between this particle mndvith which it sometimes interchanged. The pagtiths
a certain meaning of moving away from a point aoidesponds to Frenamin the compound verbs “en-
voyer”, “em-porter”, etc.

For the compounba-ra Bertin established that it is possibly a defecfen of ba-a-ra whereba- is
the object anda- the indirect object, governed by the partice

Finally, the particleSi has a certain nuance of repose. It appears soptetiith verbs of movement but
“cela vient de ce que dans ce cas le régime indioee un réle passif et que I'action de mouvemesit
indépendante de lui; ainsi dans le premier exetepsejet se meut, mais le régime indirect resteodbita
[1885a: 151].”

The last part of the article is consigned to thebaksuffixes. As Lenormant has pointed out, expai
Bertin [1885a: 152], a final vowel is occasiondltye marker of the participle, thie-e, dib-a, sa-a kur-
ra. This vowel is not rather than the fourth pronoun.

33 The morpheme /-m-s perhaps the trickiest problem in the whole Suamegrammar. See e.g. Falkenstein, A. 1959;
Grammatik der Sprache Gudeas von Laga®\nalecta Orientalia28-29: 48-49, who understands /-m-/ as derivethff-b-/, the
inanimate pronominal element; Jacobsen 1965; “Alibat Sumerian Verb”, ilAS 16: 77 regards /-m-/ as an independent
morpheme which marks propinquity to the area ofgheech; Yoshikawa, M. 1978. “The Sumerian Venswnd lentive”, in
Orientalia, Nova SeriesA7: 461 relates /-m-/ with the ventive; also Jagea, A.H. 2010A Descriptive Grammar of Sumerian
497, who considers as well mu- as the basic verftua, where the /u/ is lost in the sequence /muGWitl others (sefor
example Foxvog, D. A. 2014ntroduction to a Sumerian Gramme80; Edzard, O. 2008umerian Grammai93 and 103, who
considers that the coincidence between the morpheémé&umerian and Akkadian is due to a later rerpretation of the
Akkadian morpheme under Sumerian influence; Postgat N. 1974; “Two Points of Grammar in Gudea”,Journal of
Cuneiform Studies26: 24 suggested that /-m-/ is derived from /mAttinger, P. 1993Eléments de linguistique sumérienne
270-280; Thomsen, M.L. 198&he Sumerian language. An introduction to its histand grammatical structurel72, §329,
relates also the /-m-/ with the ventive, althoulgh do not discard a relation with the prefix-; see also Jestin, R. 1946 verbe
sumerien 2 vols. Il, 113-127; Sollberger 195Re systeme verbal dans les inscriptions royalesgngoniques de Lagash?20;
Kang, S.T. 1968A study of the Sumerian verb in bilingual gramnwltiexts 11-18; 22-27, Zélyomi, G. 2006; “Sumerisch”, in:
Sprachen des Alten Orient82 about the ventive morpheme. Woods, C. 200& Grammar of Perspectivéhe Sumerian
Conjugation Prefixes as a System of Voib&l-219 relates the prefimma-with the dimensional indicators and describesit a
“typified by elements in which the subject is affsgt by the action that he brings about, eventshithvthe Initiator and the
Endpoint are the same entity”. The prefix can,umhsbe also identified with a “middle voice marker
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The imperative and the precative are explainetiénast page¥. The imperative is the shortest verbal
form. It appears, however, also in a secondarytoacton, that is, formed with the prefixme: Bertin
quotes here an article of M. Pinchiasthe Journal of the Royal Asiatic Socidtywho explained this
secondary imperative as a “polite imperati¥eAccording to Bertin this interpretation is not qoletely
clear, but could be related to the copulative plrdf Akkadian [1885: 154].

Bertin was one of the first scholars to describee@gnizably modern Sumerian grammar. Many
shortcomings are still noticeable in his terminglogvhich are due to the limited development of
linguistics and philology at that time. Howeverjrgtial success in understanding and explaining the
peculiarities of Sumerian is quite appreciable #mel clarity of mind and brilliance of the scholars
involved are evidently undeniable. I¥ordre syntactique en suméro-accadi@88), for example, Bertin
undertakes a completely different method of stuglyihe focus here is not the morphology but theaasyn
In Bertin's treatment of the language one can semahattempt to understand something beyond a mere
reading of the signs. Here a further step is madeartds a complete understanding of Sumerian grammar
and the role which the different parts of a serggulay in it. With Bertin, after the discovery bietsite of
Telloh, which contained a large amount of Sumeniaterial, we find a new wave of Sumerologists, and
noticeable a sensitive increase in the forms they tsolated. With so many more inscriptions avdda
Bertin was able to determine additional charadiesf the noun and the verb. As we have seertjrBer
was also the first to considien-maas a compound, namely, a variation of the pnafix >im-, and not as
an independent prefix. Bertin is even thought tothe first to suggest thahu- can have the specific
nuance of proximity, that is, to give a certain dimsional meaning to the Conjugation prefixes.

In 1888, Arthur Amiaud (1849-1889) had also writkdvout the inscriptions on the statues of Gudea
and a Cappadocian tablet. Together with the cotitlun of L. Mechineau, he compiled a valuable
comparative table of archaic Sumerian signs withirtlBabylonian and Assyrian variarifsOne last
noteworthy scholar of this period is also FranzWhkissbach (1865-1944), who in Hsir Losung der
sumerischen Frag€l897) largely proved the inconsistencies of Hawarguments. This was followed
by his other main work on Sumeriddie sumerische Fraggl898), where he returned to those arguments,
insisting on the existence of tfi&me-saldialect as the main evidence for the existenc&wheriart®
With the publication of these important works, thality of a Sumerian language was proved defiglgiy
although Halévy’'s arguments would still continudtoquoted in the first pages of all Sumerian gransm
for some years to come.

34. About the imperative see also Romer, W. H., 1886;Sumerologie. Einfiihrung in die Forschung untliBgraphie in
Auswahl. Zweite, erweiterte AuflagE?29-130; Thomsen, M.L. 1984: 251-253; Yoshikaiva,1980; “Aspectual Morpheme /a/
in Sumerian”, inZeitschrift fir Assyriologie69, 191-176: 165-170; Jacobsen, T. 1988; “Thee3iam verbal core”, iZeitschrift
far Assyriologie 78, 161-241: 206-208.

35. Pinches, Th. G.; “Observations upon the languadiéseoEarly Inhabitants of Mesopotamiapurnal of Royal Asiatic
Society 16, Il, 301-324.

36. An interpretation that we can still find nowadaysome authors. See Edzard 2003: 122 who sugilpesidea of a polite
imperative. Thomsen 1984: 209, §412 underlinesttimidea of a polite imperative is a consequericheoparallelism found in
the Akkadian translations, which translate the trmig§on as an imperative. However, she consideas it is nothing but the
modal prefixi-, which in enclitic position turns into [u]. Yoslala in 1989."The Origin of the Sumerian Verbal Brefatives”,
in Acta Sumerologicall, 293-304: 299 compiles several referencesiiiisily made about the function of-. In 1989: 300 he
also relates this particle with a possible origirtie wordu, “day” and argues that the conjunction‘is never attested as such in
the pre-Sargonic texts, thus indicating tbabas been borrowed from the Akkadian later thanptieeSargonic period. The fact
thatu; was already in use in the pre-Sargonic period sumygest that [the Akkadian conjunctian]is not the origin ofi.” See
also Rémer 1999: 121.

37. Amiaud, A.-Méchineau, L. 190Z:ableau comparé des écritures

38. Weissbach, F. H. 189Bje Sumerische Frag&5-61.
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3. The 20th century. A new generation of Sumerologists

With the beginning of the new century it was puldid an enormous amount of new articles on the
Sumerian language. The most prolific and discersiciyplar from this period was perhaps Arno Poebel
(1881-1958). Before him, Francois Thureau-Dang®i7¢t1944), with whom Poebel maintained several
discussions on important aspects of grammar, fhddiseveral texts and grammatical comments, which
contributed to the development of a reliable gramofaSumerian. During these years John D. Prince
(1868-1945), but especially Stephen Langdon (1&&#)1also made significant contributions.

Thureau-Dangin was one of the first Assyriologistsurn his attention to the study of the inscops
on the monuments at Telloh. In 1892 he began hitribotions on the Cylinder A of Gudea. Three years
later, in 1895, he had also published the first pathe text, with transliteration, translatiomnementary,
grammar and vocabulary. His papers in fRevue d’Assyriologieadded considerably to our basic
knowledge of Assyriology, as well as provided mangurate transcriptions and copies.

In his articleSur les préfixes du verbe suméri@®07)° Thureau-Dangin makes an approach to the
Sumerian verbal prefixes from a semantic pointietw These considerations provided the future bafsis
the directional theor$f resulting in the paradigm that predominated uRtlebel’s Grundziige der
sumerischen Grammatfd923]* In this article, Thureau-Dangin describes verbalfiges not only as
indicat%s of voice, but also as marks of a spati@ntation, which is not only limited to the verbf
motion.

According to Thureau-Dangin, the Sumerian verbatesy comprises a total of eight prefixesm-
class (u, mi, im etc.), b-class ba, bi, i etc.),n class i, na, ne etc.),ra, da, ta and 3i. After
establishing this, the author analyses which azartbst frequently used prefixes. The one that segurst
seems to be the chamu-na, with the variations: thu - dy (translation = “il + construire”mu-ni-duy
(trans .= “il + le + construire”mu-na-dy (trans. = “il + lui + construire”mu-ne-dy (trans. = “il + leur +
construire”) mu-na-ni-dy (trans. = “il + lui + le + construire”). Therefgrenu must be the pronoun
representing the subject [1907: 381].

On the other hand, the partialg is one possible way to mark the imperative, buhitle difference
in meaning. Prefixes themselves do not seem toesgpdirectly the notions of cause, reflexivity loe t
passive. Only the particlea- is an exception to this [1907: 384], and gives\h& a nuance of “sens
réflechi-passif*® The prefixes have neither gender nor number whieh therefore expressed by the

39. Thureau-Dangin, F. 1907; “Sur les préfixes dibeesumérien”, irZeitschrift fir Assyriologie20: 380-404.

40. See Woods 2008 : 24.

41. Woods 2008: 30-32: “It comes as no surprisetti@tirectional theory, semantic in its outlook¢dsnpletely absent from
Falkenstein’s assessment. Yet, in the years fofigwihe publication of th&rammatik der Sprache Gudeas von Lagasil the
present, a number of scholars have pursued andfigtbdie theory first put forth a century ago byuféau-Dangin. (...) The
result is that some aspect of the directional théais been accepted by most scholars, even ifsdisixiot considered a primary
function ofmu (andim-).” The directional theory was, however pointed for other Sumerologists from the time of Thureau-
Dangin, as Scholtz, R. 1934; “Die Struktur der Susetien engeren Verbalprafixe speziell dargelegieml. und 1l. Form”, in
Vorderasiatisch-agyptische Gesellschaft. Mitteileng34, 1l, 1-180 and Witzel, M. 1912Jntersuchungen uber die Verbal-
Praformative im Sumerischen

42. For modern approaches to this theory, see. dliae® 1990; “Sumerisch und Elamish: TypologischeaRelen”, inActa
Sumerological2: 143-176. 147, who describesr as a “zentripetale Préafixg- / i- as “zentrifugale Préfixana- / an- / al-as
“neutrale Préafix”.

43. This fact seems to have been commonly acceptemguine old Sumerologists. However not all moderthars agree
with this asseveration. See Z6lyomi 19%%iice and Topicalization in Sumeria®: “this controversial prefix occurs in passive
forms so often that some scholars have even prdpbse: it is theba- that carries the passive meaning in the forms ewmed.
We will review the various contexts the prefix agtur in and suggest that one of the functionsasiis to mark middle voice in
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personal pronouns, sometimes attached to the Vdith. respect to number, we can see that the dative
prefix has a form that corresponds to the plurat,tbe marker of the plural is more frequently gaded
by a suffix, although this can be omitted. The femmu-um im-mi, im-ma are considered emphatic
variants ofmu- The other prefixes-, b-class ana- class are also used to indicate the subject [1387].
The pronoumi is used to express the accusatitsél[].**

The last and most important point is to analyseréason for the choice of prefix. For that purpose,
Thureau-Dangin draws from a collection of Presaigaablets and compares the use of the different
prefixes in the texts. First of all he identifiéetuse ofi- ande-. As he explains:

du point de vue du rédacteur le sujet est danedersl cas au premier plan et comme “au centreées tb
premier cas au second plan, “au dehors”; de plos Bapremier cas I'action est dirigée du “dehovsts le
“centre” dans le second du “centre” vers le “deh{807: 396].

The clue, therefore, is on the one hand, the logaif the subject and on the other, the locatiothef
object, that is, the direction of the action. Asesult, the essential significance of these padidb
basically deictic, imparting a directional forcettee verb, which can be applied “metaphorically’alb
types of verbs. Withmu- the result of the action is “external” to the sdbj whereas wittba-, it is
“internal” to it [1907: 398].

John D. Prince was a linguist and professor at Nevk University and Columbia and combined his
scientific career with his occupation as diplomad aolitician, as minister to Denmark and Yugosdaun
The first and second persons in SumefiE®03) Prince describes the interesting ideaS$aterian could
be a tonal language. In his opinion, the suffixu and the indeterminate prefiru- are most likely also
etymologically identical. The author suggests thate was presumably a difference of tone prontincia
in Sumerian, as had been suggested already byHzauplf®. As early as 1879, Haupt had conjectured a
difference of “accent” (i.e. tone) in pronouncingngerian syllables. As in Chinese, in Sumerian itdo
had become necessary to distinguish between sevenrabsyllabic elements which apparently had the
same sound value [1903: 207].

Sumerian. Moreover, we will argue that thee prefix of passive forms functions as a middlefigréln Zolyomi 2006: 31 calls it
“Mediumpréfix”: “Das Mediumprafix /ba/ driickt auslass der Sachverhalt das grammatische Subjekt saiee Interessen
bertihrt. So wird es bei intransitiven Verben mihegi entsprechenden Bedeutung verwendet (...) odennvder Agens
weggelassen wird, was ein intransitives, passives\érgibt. (...) Bei Verben der Bewegung resultgat indirekt-reflexive
Gebrauch in eine separative Bedeutung. zaBrafix driickt hier aus, dass sich der EndpunktB#svegung und das Subjekt der
3. Person am selben Ort befinden. (...) Wahrscichirdekundar ist die Funktion von /ba/ als pronatds Prafix vor den
adverbialen Préafixen der Slots 6-9 (...). In dieBanktion hat /ba/ das Allomorph /b/”. Diakonoff, 1965; Semito-Hamitic
languages. An Essay in Classificatidt6 considers that the essence of the ergativetemtion lies in the inexistence of the
direct object and cannot likewise have voices. Tsmml984: §275 follows Falkenstein and considexs Samerian verbal roots
are not transitive or intransitive, but neutralzBal 2003: 94 treats this prefix as a compoundb-odnd a- and does not consider
it as a “conjugational prefix”, the function of shidimensional indicator”, as it is called, is “ap&om indicating a locative
proper, (...) with verbs of motion, denote the mavaway.” Edzard finds also a special functiorbaf to denote passive voice
first attested in Ur Ill. see also Attinger 199842and 280, who sees lia- a possible junction of the elemetks(= pronominal
element) +a.

44. For a revision of this particular point see thidcke by Poebel 1908. Also Poebel 1923: §206-Zodkenstein 1949:
8196-199; Edzard 1959; “Fragen der sumerischena®ynin Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlandischen Gedediftc 109,
235-253; Foxvog 1975: 395-396; Yoshikawa, 1977;mM8oremarks on the Sumerian Verbal prefixes -n-hba preradical
position, inJournal of Cuneiform Studie29: 80-84; Thomsen 1984: §145-147; Attinger 198%&s préfixes absolutifs de la
premiére et de la deuxiéme personne singulier @sfermesmariergatives”, inZeitschrift fir Assyriologie75:161-178, Rémer
1999:92.

45. Haupt, P. 1917; “Tones in Sumerian” Journal of the American Oriental Socie87: 309-323.
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Pupil of Prince and Thureau-Dangin was Stephen damgwho will later become Professor of
Assyriology at the University of Oxford. He was@lhe author of many editions and monographs, like
the Annals of Ashurbanipa(1904), Building Inscriptions(1906), Inscriptions from Drehen{1911),
Kdnigsinschriften(1912), Babylonian liturgies(1913), Historical and religious text$1914), History of
Sumer and Accafl922) and more. His most important contributioowbver, was the publication of the
first complete grammar of Sumerian, for which thiécke La syntaxe du verbe Sumérig®07) is only an
intuitive starting-point.

La syntaxe du verbe Suméri¢tB07) departs from the texts published by Thuf@angin inLes
inscriptions de Sumer et d’Akk&t905) andrecherches sur I'origine de I'écriture cunéiforfi898). As
Langdon explains, the article is divided in twotpaiThe first part analyses the structure of theagpd
developing into the verbal conjugation, the mainjagations constructed with the auxiliary verb e’
and compound verbs. The second part is an attengungugating the Sumerian verb, according to the
principles explained and derived from classicatdeXhis second part is also followed by a compazat
analysis between the Sumerian conjugation andith@European verb system.

In the primitive conjugation [1907: 213], he writeke verbal radical (infinitive) and the noun waul
have been merely juxtaposed. However, this statemmenerely a supposition: as the author admits, w
do not have any proof of such a construction, beitcan infer its primitive form through the use loét
infinitive in the classical language. In additidghe verb “to be” is not used in this primary stafye.
relation to the “classical” conjugation, the maimpiple is that the verb is always followed by pessive
suffixes and determinatives. In Langdon’s opinithre classical conjugation is a development from the
construction infinitive plus a possessive pronoun.

This primitive possessive pronoun attached to #mdal root would have connected the subject with
the verb. The primitive verb-subject relation thghuhe possessive pronouns would have been replaced
by the demonstrative pronouns. These elements wagdcbduce preceding elements of the sentence
(subject, direct and indirect object, locative, r@gend instrumental). At the same time, those
demonstrative pronouns would express the samensog®pressed in Latin through the different cases.
However, Sumerian has only two different declengiages: nominative-accusative and ablative-dative.
The genitive is used only to indicate possessi@T1221], and is displayed in two forms: the direse
(g€ and the indirect cas&d). The demonstratives, as Bertin [1888b] has erplhi can be divided into
three phonetic elements: /m/, /n/ and /b/.

If one Assyriologist deserves major consideratioroagst the others that is without any doubt Arno
Poebel (1881-1958). Poebel was one of the foredwsgriologists of all time. His first steps in thaidy
of the ancient Near East had begun in 1909, wighptlblication of his first important wotabylonian
Legal and Business Documents from the Time of itise Bynasty of BabylarThis, together with his first
articles, which belong to the author’s early yeams)stitute a proposal that would reach its zemthis
Grundziige der sumerischen Gramma#1ig23)

His first article,Das Verbum im Sumerischét808) was written when he was only 27 years olfiian
is a response to the article by Thureau-Dangin &atim Sumerian verb. According to Thureau-Dangin,
the differences between the prefixesba- andmu- are in some sense similar to the difference betwee
“kommen” and “gehen”, “revenir’ and “retourner”,ahis, from “Zentrum nach aussen oder von aussen
nach dem Zentrum” [Poebel 1908: 216]. These spaitaitions can be also expressed in Sumerian by the
postpositionsta and3u and perhaps also bya [Poebel 1908: 217]. The german Assyriologist havev
establishes an opposition between the prefixeand mu- but, contrary to the spatially orientated
conception of Thureau-Dangin, he situates the mifféation of the verbal prefix on a temporal axiei-
prefix, therefore, denotes an action that is takethe present, but had its beginning in the pasti{l
wirde demnach bedeuten: ‘er hat gewogen und neas igewogen’ " [1908:218]).
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The prefixba-[1908: 220] is used in the same cases @sand its presence depends only ongéeus
verbi. Its meaning can fluctuate between a medial vda®alogous to the Babyloniarform), the
intransitive and the passive. On the other hamd,is temporally neutral, that is, it has no refeeto any
particular point in time [1908: 224] and it canaalse used for the historical narrative tense [1227].
Thureau-Dangin interprets as the marker of the accusative. Poebel in resportbat observes:

Ein Blick in die &alteren Inschriften lasst uns wadinmen, dass in der Gberwiegenden Anzahl von S#ieen
aus Subjekt, Objekt und Pradikat bestehen, daswfeilberhaupt kein Infix und bei dem Hinzutreteresin
entfernteren Objekts nur das Infix na oder ne aigiw8o finden wir nur mu-du, nicht mu-un-du, nuu-ma-

du (...) Erst in der Dynastie von Ur und spéaterdvdre pleonastische Wiederaufnahme des Akkusatbkidb]
durch vokalloses n gebrauchlicher, bis sie zur deitersten Dynastie von Babylon fast die RegelebilDa
somit in den alteren Inschriften die pleonastisdhéederholung des Akkusativobjekts unzweifelhaft
entbehrlich war, so liegt es nahe, anzunehmen, alads das in den alteren Inschriften auftretendeiatit
den Akkusativ bezeichnet. In der Tat glaube ichfotgenden nachweisen zu kdnnen, dass dem ni viglmeh
die Bedeutung “darin” (resp. “hinein”) eignet [19(82-233].

As a result, the infixni- is not correctly determined whereas it has, in, fadocative meaning. To
express the accusative there remain the infixedauantsb and n, without any vowels, as already
identified by Thureau-Dangin.

Two years later, in 1911, appeared the first Suamegrammar to be published as a monograghy:
Sumerian Grammar with Chrestomathy S. Langdon. One of the first interesting newtdess of this
grammar is his special attention to phonetic pheran Langdon begins discussing phonetic elements
and sound changes, which are also classified bypdiv of articulation [1911: 36]. He also suggebis
existence of a labialisegda sound betweanandi, like Frenchu or Germarii [ibid.]. This would explain
the sign variations in various grammatical condtoms. An analogous case is found between the short
vowelsi andé, which are sometimes interchanged in Sumeriais. larticularly interesting to note that
Langdon also isolates a velar nasal sound: “Thatalafi after i and e offers the only reasonable
explanation for the processm> ng afteri. The dialect formdimmerfor digir > digir (difiir) “god”, and
kengir> Sumershow the reverse process. It will be seen, thezefbat palataf, always writteng , on the
one hand became labial, on the other hand represents the end of a spefciedatalisation of gutturalg
>fAork>A"[1911: 39].

The verbal conjugation appears as suffixed in Sian®1911: 127], showing the close relationship
between the subject and the verb. There are thftsctied infixes n, n, B, which represent the three
demonstrative elements [1911: 131]. When infleciimgtatus rectusnd status obliquusthey become
mu, mi, meandma Later on, Langdon correctly states that thosdixa® have no connection with the
pronoun of the first person, but with subject arjleot. Regarding the forrmmi-, we find it as an
emphatic form ofmi- [1911: 132]}" The formimma on the other hand, is interpreted as follows 191
133]:

46. See Prince 1911; “Certain Grammatical Phenomen&umerian”, inAmerican Journal of Semitic languages and
Literatures, 27, 4, 328-330. 74, who recognises his debt af fluint to Haupt, whom Langdon does not mentioallatAlso
Prince, on his review of Langdon’'s grammar (Pring®. 1911. “Sumerian Grammar and ChrestomathyTle American
Journal of Semitic Language and Literatu8: 68) notes that Langdon did not mention Dsdités authorship of the concept of
“gunification”, which Langdon describes on 1911:&1d which was however originally brought to gehatgntion by Delitzsch
in hisEntstehung des altesten Keilschriftsystéh@&97).

47. Later he explained: “If the subject may be emgeakby doubling the characteristic consonaritrami (imi), inni (ini),
the same process is of course possible in case@fdverbial elementu-un-na-dy andmu-na-du...” [1911: 141].
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in the formim-ma-na-ibgar , “he constructed it for him’immi is the subject is partially assimilatedria

On the contrary, in forms likém-ma-ni-u$ “he caused to be there”, the element ma appearset
independent of the element im in so far as theefafcthe two is concerned. Compare atsma-ni-tu-ra
“(when) he brought it in for him”, where in-na apeatly serves both as subject and as dative olfje§tThe
formsim-miandin-ni, im-maandin-na may be both emphatic expressing a single idebe@o extended as
to serve in a double sense. The reduced fammsn, and by analogip (for a supposed foriib-bi) are really
direct forms and can be employed only as subjecbggct. Ifimmibe the emphatic of mi, im-ma appears as
the emphatic of ma in such casesnasna-bar-ra-mu...) “which is plundered”, where the oblique pxam-
maclearly indicates the passive.

The particlesma and ba are most frequently used in passive construct[@@41: 134]. In certain
constructions they can indicate the subject. Tresiga construction aina andba appears to have been
discovered independently by Thureau-Dangin and dangf Thureau-Dangin also attributes a reflexive
function toba. Langdon believes théiia can also represent the middle voice [1911: 13Blie" choice of
ba for the middle voice to the exclusion ofa depends upon an inner psychological distinctionhef
elementgn andb which as yet escapes us.”

Inspired by the article of Thureau-Dandir,angdon notes that there seems to be a certaimcaust
the locative in the elements m, nandb [1911: 137]: “The prefixes seem originally to havad local
distincions™ e is used for a subject which acts at the place svties tablet is redacted antli denotes a
subject near the centre of actidm.andni denote those subjects which are at some distaAdef this
statement, Langdon agrees with some of the viewShoireau-Dangin but he adds that this theory is
“linguistically too mechanical” [1911: 138}.Certain locational idea seems however to play ia nude in
Langdon’s distinction of the prefixeau andba [1911: 139] for the subject and with andbi for the
object [1911: 140].

The first part of this article finishes here. As have seen, Langdon synthesized what other scholars
said before him about Sumerian, adding some impbdiaservations and presenting them under the form
of the first complete Sumerian grammar. In its gagd the important elements of the nominal ched

48. See Langdon 1907; “Syntax of Compound Verbs in &ian”, in Babyloniaca, études de philologie assyro-
babylonienne2: 73 and Thureau-Dangin 1907. “Sur les préfixesehbe sumérien”, iZeitschrift fir Assyriologig20: 398.

49, Thureau-Dangin 1907.

50. See Yoshikawa 1989, who believes in an advexnigin of the verbal preformatives, conjunctiongdnterjections.
According to this author, these particles wheregdaoriginally before the finite verb with an adviat meaning and later became
a member of the verbal complex itself.

51 Cf. Prince 1911: 74: “Langdon admits the locatidition (§163). Thus, he gives as indicating a subject near lgyu-a
subject near the center of actidnir; andni- a subject at a distance. | have given the meanifinigese same prefixes as followes.
denotes final past actiomu the relating pasthi refers to the nearer subject of object amdto the remoter subject or object
[1908. “The verbal prefixes and Infixes in Sumetjan American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literas@4, 4, 354-365.
Langdon agrees with Thureau-Dangin only in parhdgon says: “the theory that a particle has irfitee power of denoting the
direction of an action and beautiful hypothesia@ion from the centeg), and towards the action and the beautiful hypsthef
action from the centere], and towards the centebd), and from the center back to the interioi) (is linguistically too
mechanical.” Yet he himself referau to the center of action and speaks of nearer ast@rdi objects. As to the mechanical
character of such distinctions, how about the comaemonstratives in Germadigserandjener, or, to take a widely differing
idiom, the difference in Turkish between the denti@tivesol andbu? The fact seems to be that the many prefixesreie$ in
Sumerian have meanings indicating direction, pugposeans, and finality of action [Prince 1908: 33%] important future task
of Sumerologists must be to tabulate every verbifor the inscriptions with sufficient context, inder to correct or verify the
results set forth by Thureau-Dangin and Langdoth lod whom have undoubtedly paved the way to a @ramderstanding of
the Sumerian verb in all its varied and difficidtmifications.”
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been established already, although Sumerian icetikidered to follow a nominative-accusative gratt
In the important chapter on phonetics in his Gramiiangdon correctly identified the velar nasalrshu
and explained other consonantal characteristics.

Although his findings are now mainly outdated by tlvorks of later scholars, Langdon definitely
constituted a starting point of the modern studiasSumerian language, setting the course for later
scholars to follow. After Langdon, authors like ArrPoebel and hisGrundziige der Sumerischen
Grammatikand not less important, Adam Falkenstein and &moricalGrammatik der Sprache Gudeas
von Laga$ among others, continued this work and made sggmf progress to our understanding of the
Sumerian language. These scholars, each takingtepdurther than his predecessor, shaped Sumgrolog
as it is today.
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