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1l.0. In his studies of the material culture of ancient
Mesopotamia, Armas Salonen has many times had to deal with
objects and materials imported from the distant country of
Meluhha, which (as far as the early cuneiform sources are
concerned) is with increasing confidence being identified
as Baluchistan and the area of the Indus civilization.
Since we have been studying the script and related aspects
of the Indus civilization for many years, it seems approp-
riate to congratulate our maternal uncle with a contribu-
tion on this subject of common interest.

l.l. It is not our intention to deal here in detail and
the archaological and textual evidence for the location of

the three countries that were the leading foreign parti-
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cipants in the sea trade of Mesopotamia in the late third
and early second millennium BC. For our purposes it will
be sufficient to state that we agree with the following
general identifications which are now fairly unanimously
approved, though, of course, there is still much uncertain-
ty and dispute in regard to the detailed locations:
1) Dilmun = the culture centred on the islands of Bahrain
and Failaka in the Persian Gulf
2) Magan = the Makran coast, probably with the Oman penin-
sula
5) Melubga = the Indus civilization, probably including
NW India with Gujarat as well as eastern Baluchistan
The paper of Hansman (19?3) cited below has convincingly
established the identity of the toponyms Magan and Makran.
The etymology suggested as a possibility by Hansman (p.
568 n. 91), Dravidian E&Egg,l seems to us very plausible,
since this is basic vocable meaning 'son' (and the corre-
sponding feminine form 'daughter'), and is in plural used
not only in the meaning of 'children' but also of 'men,
people, human beings'. Words meaning 'man, human being!'
are very often used by various peoples of themselves, cf.
e.g. ba~-ntu 'men'.2 The Kulli people inhabiting the Makran
coast in the third millennium have also been traced in

3, and seem to be genetically related with the Indus

4

Oman
civilization’, the language of which was also Dravidian
(cf. below 2.4.). The presence of the Harappan settlements
of Sutkagen-dor and other sites almost as far to the west
on the Makran coast as the Iran-Pakistan border, and of
Dabar-kot in North BaluchistanS, is sufficient to account
for the éuneiform references to Meluhha which seem to im-
ply a location in Baluchistan. Otherwise we refer the rea=
der to the subjoined list of select literature for the

data on which the identifications are based.
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A.L. Oppenheim, "The Seafaring Merchants of Ur", Journal
of the American Oriental Society 54, 1954, 6=17.
W.F. Leemans, Foreign Trade in the 0ld Babylonian Period,

as revealed by the texts from Southern Mesopotamia, Leiden:
E.J..Brill, 1960 (Studia et Documenta ad Tura Orientis An-
tiqui pertinentia, 6)

-=--, "Old Babylonian Letters and Economic History", Jour=-
nal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 11,
1968, 171-226 (215-226: "Additional evidence for the Per=-
sian Gulf trade and Meluhha")

M.E.L. Mallowan, "The Mechanics of Ancient Trade in Wes-

tern Asia. Reflections on the location of Magan and Meluh-
bﬂ"i_lzﬁﬂ 3, 1965, 1=T

Hartmut Schmékel, "Zwischen Ur und Lothal. Die Seehandels-
route von Altmesopotamien zur Induskultur", Forschungen
und Fortschritte 40, 1966, 143=147

I.J. Gelb, "Makkan and Meluhha in early Mesopotamian Sour-

ces", Revue d'Assyriologie et d'Archéologie Orientale 64,
1970, 1-8
Geoffrey Bibby, Looking for Dilmun,; Penguin Books 1970

E.C.L. During Caspers, "Harappan trade in the Arabian Gulf
in the third millennium BC", Mesopotamia 7, 1972, 167=-191
Giovanni Pettinato, "Il commercio con l'estero della Me-
sopotamia meridionale nel 3. millennio av.Cr. alla luce
delle fonti letterarie e lessicali sumeriche", Mesopotamia
Ty 1972, 43-166.

John Hansman, "A Periplous of Magan and Meluhha', Bulletin
of the School of Oriental and African Studies 36, 1973,
554-584

1.2, In this paper, we shall concentrate on the clarifica-

tion of a single issue, namely the possible etymological
connection of Sumerian Meluhha with Sanskrit mleccha first
suggested by C.J. Gadds. The matter will be approached
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from three different points of view. First, we present a
fairly comprehensive survey of all relevant contexts in
which the word mleccha and its dialectal variants occur in
order to establish whether its meaning and geographical and
ethnographical implications permit its association with the
area/carriers of the Indus civilization. Second, we inves-
tigate in detail the etymology of the Sanskrit word on the
basis of the clues obtained from the study of the contexts,
and examine the phonetic shape of the Sanskrit and Prakrit
words in regard to the proposed etymology. Third, we study
the cuneiform evidence in order to establish how it would
fit to the results obtained from the analysis of the In=-
dian material. We hope to be able to present the evidence
in such a manner that both Sumerologists and Indologists
will be in a position to distinguish fact from speculation,
and to form, unaffected by our views, an independent jud-
gement of the matter.

2.0. The identification of Meluhha as NW India makes it
fully legitimate to seek a possible survival in the Indian

T

material'. Sanskrit mleccha is a priori a fitting candidate
because it occurs comparatively early (around 700 BC) in
our sources,and is used of the Indian enemies of the Vedic
Aryans, who during the late second and early first millen-
nium BC subdued most of the western and central North In-
dia, and composed the documents which (apart from the
short and still largely unread Indus inscriptions and the
cuneiform references to Meluyga) constitute the earliest
available textual sources of the Indian history. In addi-
tion, it has not been possible to propose any convincing
Indo-European etymology for mleccha, which, tellingly, has
no counterpart in the closely.related Iranian languagese.
On the other hand, there is a number of Middle=Indo=Aryan
(Prakrit)9 words with identical meaning, which are gene-
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rally recognized as etymologically related variants of
Sanskrit mleccha (see 3.1.). Their great and partly irre-
gular phonetic variation has been considered as pointing
to a non-Aryan ethnic name as the most likely source.

In the absence of a comprehensive survey of the occurren-
ces of the word mleccha and its MIA counterparts, we shall
first examine the textual evidence in order to establish
the earliest meaning as precisely as possible.lo

2.1. In the epic texts, dating from the early centuries
A.D. or earlier, mleccha denotes "foreigner" in general,

as opposed to ngg.ll The Puranas > and the canonical texts
of the Jainsl5, the dramas Mudraraksasa and Prabodhacandro-
daya, the commentators of Manu, etc., enumerate by name
mleccha peoples, including both non-Indians, such as
Greeks, Romans, Sakas, Huns, etc., and Indian peoples, a-
mong them many Dravidians, but also more remote Aryans.

13

Such lists are in cosmographic descriptions contrasted
with similar lists of Aryan peoples.

Especially in the astronomical and astrological texts
composed under heavy Hellenistic influence the word mleccha
refers specificly to the Greeks and Romans.l4 It is inter-
esting to note that in the classical Tamil literature of
the early centuries A.D., mileccar occurs as a loanword
from Sanskrit, used of the Greek mercenaries employed as
body guards by the Tamil kings.15 Later, mleccha means par=-
ticularly the Huslims.1

More interesting are the cases where mleccha is used as
an ethnic name of a partisular Indian people. Thus, in the
Padmapurapa 1list of the "foreign" or "barbarian" peoples,
it stays in the place of ggggggg in the corresponding
list of the Mahabharata (both lists mention at the end
also "the northern and western r.ulec:chae:").1'-r In the Rama-
yana, mlecgha stays for the Matsya people of Rajputana.la
In the post-Vedic Atharvaveda-Parifistas (50,2,4=6), the

Mlecchas are mentioned between the Matsyas and the Pulin-
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daa.l9 In Varahamihira's Yogayatra (3,19-20), where the
nine "planets" of the Indian astronomy are said to have
been "born" in different countries (the sun rising in the
east in the eastern country of the Afgas, and so forth),
Ketu is said to have been born in the country of the Mlec=-
chas.20 Rather interesting are the isolated references to
the tribe of Tankanas in the north-western Madhya Pradesh
(the upper Sa;ayﬁ ;iver valley) as mlecchas in the Avad-
yaka stories of the JainSZl, and the application of the

word mech (< mleccha) to a specific Tibeto-Burmese tribe

in the Bengali language, but it is certainly very risky
to draw conclusions from these late references about the
identity of the original mlecchas.22

2.2. The early post-Vedic Dharmadastras perpetuate Vedic
traditions. The mlecchas are referred to as ritually im-
pure people comparable to Candalas, whose country one
should not visit, or at leas%.not perform the funeral ce-

23 Very interesting (cf. below 2.3) is the

remonies there.
statement of Manu (2.23), according to which "that land
where the black antelope naturally roams, one must know to
be fit for the performance of sacrificesj (the tract) dif-
ferent from that (is) the country of the Mlecchas (varba-
rians)."24 Immediately before this we have two other defi-
nitions of the Kryavarta25:

(2421) "That (country) which (lies) between the Himavat
and the Vindhya (mountains) to the east of Prayaga [= Al-
lahabad] and to the west of Vinadana (the place [in the
Hissar district] where the river Sarasvati disappears) is
called Madhyadesa (the central region). (2,22) But (the
tract) between those two mountains (just mentioned), which
(extends) as far as the eastern and western oceans, the
wise call Aryavarta (the country of the Eryans)."24 A

noteworthy reference is also Kautilya's Arthadastra 3,13
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where it is said that the mlecchas are not punishable if
they sell or pledge their children, but an arya is not
allowed to become & slave.

Several Dharma$astras contain prohibitions against
learning the language of the Mlecchas.26 The Mahabharata,
too, often speaks of the language of the Mlecchas.27

The Jaina text Suyagadahgasutta (1,1,2,15-16) contains
the following passage:

milakkhu amilakkhussa jaha vuttanubhasae /

na heum se viyanai bhEsiya? vanubhasae J U4

evam annaniya né?a? vayamta bhésiya? sayam /

nicchayat;ham na jEnamti.milakkhu vva aboﬁie //

"As a Mlecch; repea%s.what an Arya has said but does
not understand the meaning, merely repeating his words, so
the ignorant,; though pretending to possess knowledge, do
not know the truth, just as an uninstructed Mleccha.."28
The word milakkha recurs several times in the oldest Pali
texts, but always in the same stereotype phrase, namely,

paccimantesu janapadesu paccajato hoti (or: peccajayanti)

avififiataresu milakkhesu (or: milakkhusu) "(a soul is, or:

many beings are) reborn in the boxdering (i.e., periphe-
ral: the opposite is majjhimesu in the middlemost) count-
ries, among the milakkhas who do not understand (Aryan

9

speech)“.2 Cf. also the glosses in Aggavamsa's Saddaniti,

a Pali grammar: milecha aviyattayam vacayam, milacchati

milakkhu (342,3-4), and milaccheti avyattavacam bhasatiti
milakkhu (530,3~5), emphasizing the indistinct.speech of
the milakkhu expressed by the corresponding verb. A well
known but late (8th century AD) passage in Kumarila's Tant-
ravarttika on Mimagsabhasya 1,3,8 ff. elucidates the mlec-
cha usages and words (including such words of Dravidian
etymology as tamarasa 'lotus', etc.) occurring in the
Veda, -0
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2.3+ By far the most important is the oldest available re-
ference in the éatapatha-BrEhma?a which seems to be the
starting point for much of the later usage, and the only
one that can really elucidate the nature of the original
mlecchas. The relevant passage in the Madhyandina version
is 3,2,1,18-19, and in the still unpublished Kanva recen-
sion in 4,2,1. It deals with the myth explainig.the mea-
ning of the black antelope's horn which the sacrificer ties
to the end of his garment in the ritual.al It may be noted
that the black antelope in this myth is identified with
the personified Sacrifice, who plays a central role in the
myth: this is clearly related to Manu's above recorded
statement (see 2.2) distinguishing the country of the
mlecchas from that where the black antelope naturally
roams and which is fit for sacrifice. The myth itself oc-
curs also in other texts, but in these older versions no
reference is made to Speech (vac) (and consequently also
not to the mlecchas): her place is there taken by the per-
sonified Sacrificial Gift (dak31na) 32 According to the
Satapatha—Brahmana the gods and demons (asura) -- the di-
vine counterparts of the vedic Aryans and their rivals/
enemies (cf. 2.4) -- inherited from their common father,
the creator god PrajEpati, Mind and Speech respectively.
The gods by means of the masculine Sacrifice succeeded in
tempting the female Speech to come to them, robbed her

and made her their own by offering her up. Then follows
the passage 23 (latter part)-24: te 'sura attavacaso he

’lavo he ’lava iti vadantah_pa rababhuvuh // tatraitam api

vacam uduh / upaji jfiasyam sa mlecchas tasman na brahmano

mlecched asurxa halsa vag evam evalsa dv1satam sapatnanam

adatte vacam te syattavacasah parabhavagtl ya evam etad

veda. "And the Asuras, being deprived of speech, were un-

done, crying, 'He ’lavah! he ’lavah!' Such was the unin-
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telligible speech which they then uttered, =- and he (who
speaks thus) is a Mleccha (barbarian). Hence let no Brah-
man speak barbarous language, since such is the speech of
the Asuras. Thus alone he deprives his spiteful enemies

of speech; and whosoever knows this, his enemies, being .de-
prived of speech;are und.one".35 The Kagva recension differs

in having te hattavaco 'sura hailo haila ity etam ha vacam

vadantah parEbahhﬁvuh34, and in accentuating mléccha (4,2,
1,18) f;r mlecchd in‘the Madhyandina recension.35 A third
version hag been preserved in the introduction of Pataija=-
li's MahEbhE§ya (2nd century BC): te ’sura he 'layo he

’laya iti kurvantah parababhiivuh (ed. Kielhorn I, p. 2,7).
Since the Mah&bhisya nearly agrees with the Kanva version
36 in continuing with the words bréhmapena na mlecchitavai
(ib. 8) instead of na brihmano mlecchet in the Madhyandina

version, it may have preserved the correct Kanva reading

4

for hailo haila ity, which is corrupt. In any case it

seems certain that SEyaga, the mediaeval commentator, is
right in glossing the exclamation of the mlecchas with the
Sanskrit words he ’raxo. This is borne out by the research-
es of P. Thieme, who has shown that the vocative of the
word ari (which he interprets as "stranger": simultaneous-
1y "guest" and "enemy") is in Pali and Prakrit attested as
a term of address; often with an impoiite addition, cf.

e.g. are kﬁtaja?ila "you there, a false ascetic" (Jétaka

III, 86,9) or ale canddld, "you there, outcasts" (Mrccha-
katikd V, 31/2). Thieme also quotes Pali avudha < Alidha <
Skt. ayudha as a parallel for the genuine Prakrit form

preserved in the SB: he ’lavo « he ’lad < he ’layo = Skt.

he ’raxo.38 The conclusion drawn by many scholar339 that
we have here a Prakrit, and more specificly a Magadhi-
like expression (with the characteristic 1 for r) seems

quite warranted.
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The importance of the linguistic aspect is emphasized
by the use of a verbal derivative from the word mleccha in
the sense of "speaking indistinctly or aorruptly" (cf. also
2.2). That a Prakritic speech is concerned, is confirmed
also by the only other occurrence of the word mleccha in
the old Vedic texts.40 Baudhéyana—érautasﬁtra 2,5 compri-
ses a long formula in which the sacrificer drives out of
himself his own defects by banning them into beings or ob-
jects somehow associated with these defects: mleccha,
which one of the two commentators undoubtedly correctly

explains as apabhraméabhinggg "gspeaking a corrupted form

of the Aryan 1anguage"41, is here banned to enter the peop-
le living (in uncivilized state) in the forests (vanyesu
me mleccha@).42 The Baudhﬁyana—érautasﬁtra may be as old
as the éatapatha-Bréhmaga, with which it is closely rela-

43

ted, or even older '™, but the uniqueness of this long for-
mula and the accompanying ritual, as well as the fact that
the context is somewhat abrupt, make one to suspect with
Kashikar that a later interpolation may be concerned.44
2.4. It is possible to make two conclusions with regard to
the people called (in all likelihood after their own eth-
nic name) mlecchas around 700 BC. Firstly, they spoke a
language which was of Aryan affinity but sounded very cor-
rupt in the ears of the Vedic Aryans. Second, this Prakrit
had Magadhi-like features and was apparently encountered
45

in the lower Ganges valley. The latter conclusion is cor-
roborated by the probable place of composition of the
Yajﬁavalkya books of the Satapatha-Brahmana, to which our
reference belongs.4 A third clue leading to the same re-
sult is provided by the analysis of the word mleccha (see
4.3).

The fact that the earliest known mlecchas spoke an Ar=
yan language does not preclude the possibility that the
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word originally denoted the pre-Aryan Indus people. On the
contrary, this is suggested by the following considera-—
tions.

A number of phonological and syntactic features as well
as loanwords clearly show that Sanskrit has been influen-
ced in North India by a Dravidian suba'tra'tum.4T This holds
good already for the most ancient document, the @gveda,
but the main influence was exerted between the late Vedic
and the early classical period, in the Madhyadeda and the
central Gangetic plain.48 The fact that the Dravidian lan-
guages of Brahui in Baluchistan -and Kurukh and Malto in
Central and Eastern India have in common & number of inno-
vations which are not shared by the other Dravidian langua=-
ges also proves that Dravidian has once been spoken over
almost entire North India, though it later has been repla=-
ced by Indo—Aryan.49
The only archaelogical culture matching the age and area
of this proto-North-Dravidian dialect is the Harappan ci-

50

vilization, The decipherment of the Indus script is only

beginning, but enough is already known to us to be certain
about the Dravidian affinity of the underlying language.5l
A reason for the relatively small number of Dravidisms in
the Rgveda seems to be an Aryanization of the upper Indus
valley that had taken place long before the arrival of the
Rgvedic Aryans. The people with whom the Rgvedic Aryans
were fighting in these regions called themselves dasa,
which in later usage means "slave" (originally, "captured
enemy"), but which etymologically is an Aryan word meaning
"man", and which is attested as an ethnic appellation also
for an Iranian tribe.52 That a different branch of Indo=-
Iranian speakers is involved, is shown also by religious
and linguistic differences from the Vedic Aryans. Thus the

word asura which originally means "lord, god" was used by
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the enemies of the Vedic Aryans in this sense, but in the
Brahmana texts means "demon" and is asgsociated with the
enemy, especially the "easterners", a name used by legas=
thenes for the Magadhana.53 There is already in the Rgveda
evidence for the existence at that time of non-Sanskritic

o4

Aryan dialects showing Prakrit features” ", and it has been
suggested that such Dravidisms as the retroflection of the
cerebrals in the Rgveda are derived from these Middle-

55

Indo-Aryan-like languages. Dravidian has originally no
initial consonant clusters and in the middle of the word
only double consonants and clusters of homorganic nasal +
voiceless stop.56 The simplification of the consonant
clusters through assimilation, anaptyxis, etc., which is
the most characteristic feature of the Prakrit languages
when compared with Sanskrit, seems to be mainly due to the
adaptation of Indo-Aryan to the Dravidian pattern of their
mother tongue by the first bilingual generations initia-
ting the Aryanization of North India. The phenomenon is
paralleled by the changes of Sanskrit loanwords in Tamil,

cf. e.g. tottiram « stotram.

The descendents of the Indus civilization had thus lar-
gely abandoned their original Dravidian speech and adopted
the language of the pre-Rgvedic Aryans. While the words
dasa and vratya used of this Prakrit-speaking hybrid popu-
lation in our earliest texts are of Aryan origin, the non=-
Aryan word mleccha in all probability perpetuates the ap-
pellation used of itself by the Dravidian component of
this mixed population. This is suggested also by the fact
that it was encountered by the Vedic Aryans in Eastern In-
dia, where Dravidian was (and still is, though to a much
lesser extent) a sizeable portion of the population.

3.0. Having thus established the probable earliest meaning

of the word mleccha, we shall now examine its etymology.



ON THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE SUMERIAN TOPONYM MELUHHA 217

3.1. The MIA and NIA counterparts of Sanskrit mleccha may

be divided into the following groups:57

1) Pali milakkha, milakichu’®
Ardha-Magadhi milakkhu, milukkhu

Sinhalese malak ‘'savage', malaki-du 'a Vidda woman'

59

2) AMg, Jaina MaharastrI, Sauraseni, Apabhraméa m&ccha
AMg miccha
Prakrit maleccha60
AMg miliccha
Kashmiri Eiéﬂ! dat. Eiégg m. 'non-Hindu'

61

Panjabi milech, malech- ms. (f. milechni, malechni) 'Mos=-

lem, unclean outcaste; wretch!'
West Pahari (Bhadrawdhi dialect) malE€gh 'dirty!
Bengali mech 'a Tibeto-Burman tribe'
Sinhalese milis (< MIA miliccha)
3) Pali mildca 'wild man of the woods, non—Aryan'62

4) Sinhalese maladwu, milidu, milindu 'wild savage'

The first group seems to be independent of Sanskrit

63

mleccha, and the second dependent on it. The third is in

all likelihood a contamination of mleccha and pifacd 'de-

64

mon', and the fourth a similar contamination of mleccha

and pulindd 'name of a barbarous tribe' (8inhalese pulinda,
65

stem puliddu-,'a barbarian,a Vidda'). ° In the following
we shall take into consideration only the first group,
which is also represented by oldest sources.

3.2. The considerations in 2.0 and 2.4 suggest that Skt.
mleccha and Pkt. milakkha etc. is a Dravidian loanword. The
form milakkha makes it very likely that the latter part of
the original Dravidian etymon is the Dravidian word akam,
which primirily means 'inside, house, abode'66, but which
is also used in the sgense of 'country', 'place', cf. espe-
cially early 0ld Tamil tamii—akam "Mamil country'67 be—69

sides tamil-nﬁpg "Mamil country! 8 and tamil-n&tﬁ—akam.
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Akam is in classical Tamil literature also used with spe-
cial reference to agricultural land (marutam).70 It occurs
in a number of Tamil compounds in the general sense of
'place' or 'country'Tl. The intervocalic =k- is in Tamil
spirantized, as it probably was already in Proto-Dravidianj
72in all the three languages of the North Dravidian group,
Brahui, Kurukh and Malto, it has been realized as [x] or
Eyﬂ,Tz described as follows: Brahui kh is "pronounced like
Persian-Arabic khe, i.e., like ch in German and in the
Scotch word 100h“73; in Kurukh "the bottom of the throat
and the upper portion of the windpipe being kept well open,
pronounce the sound h; the resulting broad sound will be
a satisfactory approximation to the pronunciation of
kh"74.
3:3. The first part of the Dravidian etymon to be reconst-
ructed poses a more difficult problem. We would like to
suggest for consideration two tentative solutions. 3.3.1.
It may have been preserved in the latter part of the name
Tamil (cf. Tamilakam in 3.2) on the hypothesis that this
is a;parable ingo two elements. The etymology of this
ethnic name is an old problem. It is attested in the South
Dravidian languages, and in Indo=-Aryan since Mah@dbharata
and Manu's lawbook (i.e., since the latter part of the
first millennium BC when contacts with South India develo-
ped).75 Here is the evidence:
Dravidian

Tamil tamil 'Tamil language, the Tamils, the Tamil country'’

tamiIan 'a Tamilian'
Malayalam igéil '"Mamil language'
Toda tobfl 'Tamil language'
Kannada t;miza, tamba{a '"Tamil language'

Tulu tamulu, tamujlu, tambulu 'Tamil’
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Indo=Aryan
Sanskrit dravida, (adj.) dravida 'name of a people, the
Dravidians'
dramida, dramila
Pali damila
Prakrit damila, davila, davida
0ld Sinhalese demel, Sinhalese demald 'Tamil'

Sanskrit dra- with r has generally been explained as a hy-
persanskritism, but it seems more likely that it is due to
borrowing from Telugu or some Central Dravidian language
with the characteristic initial me‘batheais.77 The EZE al-
ternation, both initial and medial, is common and wide-
spread in Dravidian.78
Since the Proto-South-Dravidian probably was introduced by
traders and settlers coming from the third millennium Indus
valley and giving the impetus to the formation of the
Southern neclithic culture,?9 the name Tamllakam might
stand for Proto-Dravidian Tam-Mll[u2[V11§u[-akam, from
which the first two elements have been abstracted as an
ethnic appellation, though originally the last two would
have formed a more coherent compound. Phonologically and
semantically this explanation seems plausiblej :EZE: may
be the result of original E:EBO perhaps reflected by =mb-
in Kannada and Tulu. Tam- is the oblique form of the third
person and reflexive pronoun tam 'they, themselves’,al
which is commonly prefixed especially to kinship terms in
the possessive sense: 'one's own, their own', B2 and is in
this sense attested in 0ld Tamil also before the word natu
‘country'. 85 The etymon of the middle part could be Dravi-
dian yvilu 'to fall (down), descend (hill or mounta1n)',84
which would suit the "low" lands of the Indus valley (to

which the Brahuis still use to descend yearly)85 and of the
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Tamilndtu. Cf. also the toponym Milalai, mentioned as a
part of the C5la country in 0ld Tamil ferte, 28

3.3.2. Another possibility might be that the fiwrst part of
the word ml&ccha/milakkha goes back to original Dravidian
*mgl(u) 'what is above, that is high, superior, lofty,

goodj the top, sky'.aT The form mél is the result of a

syncope from *mike<al, but it is not yet clear whether it
may be posited for the Proto-Dravidian, or for South Dra-
vidian only.88 The Sanskrit name of the cosmic mountain,
Méru, the abode of the gods, attested since the Mah&bha-
rata, and occurring as mér in the Dardic language Khowar
in the Hinduku$ (Citr&l) in the appellative meaning 'moun-
tain', seems to be derived from this Dravidian etymon.89
The name M&l(u)-akam, which phonologically is not so plau-
sible as the former alternative (cf. 4.2.4), might have
been either the mountain country of Baluchistan, which was
the home land of the pre-Harappan neolithic settlers of the
Indus valley who later evolved the Indus civilization, or
it may have referred to a central cosmological concept in

90

the Harappan world view.” MEl-akam is attested in Tamil,
but only in the meaning 'upper storey' (T1).

3.4. The word akam means 'country’ (3.2), but mleccha, mi-
lakkha, and milakkhu are ethnic appellations. In Dravidian
we have besides the country name such as kutakam.'Coorg
country' also ethnic derivatives with the masculine suf-
fix -an corresponding to Indo-Aryan :ELE » as kutakan
‘Coorg-ﬁan', and in addition forms ending in -u denoting
primarily the country, but also its language and people,

2

such as gggaku.91 These Dravidian -u forms” offer a sa-

tisfactory explanation to the milakkha/milakkhu alterna-
tion.95
4.0. We shall now examine how the phonetic shape of the

Sanskrit and Prakrit forms conform to the proposed Dravi-
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dian etymology.

4.1.1. Prakrit kkh instead of kh (= aspirated k, which was
phonematic in Indo-Aryan) may be taken as a fairly accurate
transcription of the (North) Dravidian spirantic [x] or

[3»] which does not exist in Indo=Aryan.

4.1.2. In the Veda there is variation between (c¢c)ch and
5994, and on the other hand between ks, ké and9%§1,95 and

in later times between kh, g, and Eg. 6 Bailey is un=-
doubtedly right in positiné_“mlek§g as the older form of
mleccha, and in saying that "this -ks- could be accepted

as a substitute for a foreign velar fricative =)~ (the
sound expressed in Arabic script by # kh [also transcri-

bed B])", such as the (North) Dravidian [x]. Pali and
Ardhamagadhi —~kkh- seems to be independent of Sanskrit,
though Sanskrit ks is replaced in different Prakrit dia=-
lects chiefly by kkh or palatalized _(2)0_.98

4.2.1. Dravidian E&liE) corresponds well with Pali and AMg,
mil-: for the replacement of Dravidian 1 [r]99 by 1 in 0ld
Indo=Aryan,; cf. e.g. ggig black' < Drav. Egl 'black'loo.
4.2.2. Sanskrit mle- is also easily explained from Dravi-
dian *milakam when one takes into regard that it was al-
most cer;ainly borrowed in Central or Eastern India (cf.
2.4): Telugu (occupying a middle position between the
South and the Central Dravidian languages) and the Central
Dravidian, situated in Central and Bastern India, are
characterized by metathesis, with or without vowel-con-
traction, resulting in initial consonant clusters not
otherwise occurring in Dravidian. This metathesis shifts

alveolar and retroflex consonants from medial to initial
position, c¢f. Tamil vilufku, Malayalam miluffiuka 'to

swallow': Telugu mriﬁgi < "mli-ng- < -”mil—ﬁg-.lol
e is the regular result of the contraction of ia, %2 1n

this connexion it may also be pointed out that the desig-
nation of the Telugu speakers, Sanskrit andhra, makes its
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appearance in our sources very much at the same time as
mleccha: it occurs for the first time in Aitareya-Brahmana
7,18, together with Pundras, éabaras, Pulindas and Mitibas,
which often figure in the lists of mleccha peoples or are
mentioned in the immediate vicinity of the mlecchas when
these are included as a people in such lists. Also the ex-
pression that these peoples "live in large numbers beyond
the borders" (udantyd bahavo) in the AB passage reminds us
of the standard phrase used of the milakkhas in the Pali

canon (see 2.2).

4.2.3. While the above explanation smoothly fits both the
Sanskrit and Prakrit forms, the derivation of the Prakrit
form from Sanskrit or vice versa is difficult because of
the irregular correspondence Pkt. a : Skt. §.103 Pkt. mil-
could otherwise be a regular anaptyxis of Skt. ml-, and
this a hypersanskritism for Prakrit mil-, if the latter
be regarded as primary. But as in the case of kkh/cch it
seems better to take the two as independent reflexes of a
Dravidian etymon.

4.2.4. While Pkt. miccha < meccha < Skt. mléccha is regu=-

lar before a long consonant, milakkha < Drav. *mélakem

would be difficult to explain. Sanskrit mlé- < Central
Drav. *ml8- <& *mél suffers also from the difficulty that
no forms with metathesis are cited from these languages,
and ;gz antiquity of the proto-form *mél is also doubt-
ful.

5.0. In this section we shall study whether it is possible

By contrast, there are no difficulties in 4.2.1=2,

to associate the Sumerian geographical term Meluhha with
the reconstructed Proto-North-Dravidian etymon *mil(u)-

akam/*mél(u)=-akam on phonetic grounds.

5.1. Writings. In the 3rd millennium and early 2nd mi%len-
(ki
H

nium texts, Meluhha is regularly spelled Me-luh-ha
L ————
the determinative being optional and therefore frequently
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omitteal®?

tion kur "(foreign) land".

3 sometimes the word is preceded by the apposi-

106 This standard spelling pre-

dominates also in late 2nd millennium and 1st millennium

107

texts. In the Middle-Assyrian period and afterwards,

corrupt and hypercorrect inflected forms (Kugﬂg:lgg, KUREE:
luh-hi) as well as gentilic back-formations (LUMe—luh:he—e,
e-luh:gg:ggI) occur besides the standard spellingj Oswe
have several syllabic spellings with -lu~ replacing =luh-
in the middle syllable (KURMe—lu—higa)log, and some spel-
lings with an initial gi—llo
hubullu renders the toponym in Greek letters as MHA S S

2:2. Reading. Though all the signs in the standard spelling

ja hellenistic copy of HAR-ra-

have polyphonic values, their traditional reading Me-luh-
ha is most natural and can hardly be seriously questioned.
It is supported by the late writings and by the following
consideration: since a foreign toponym is in question, a
"syllabic" spelling is expected, and the reading Me-luh-ha
—u—
encompasses the only "syllabic" values attested for the
signs concerned in the 3rd millennium.ll2 One reservation,
occasioned by the Indian evidence, must however be made.
Though the syllabic value ;ég for LUg does not seem to be
attested in the 3rd millennium, it can virtually certainly
1153
could, were it not for the late spellings, be equally well
read Me-lah-ha, which would better tally with the Prakrit
114
forms and the Dravidian etymology suggested above. This

be posited for the period, and consequently the toponym

possibility must remain just a possibility for the time
being, because we do not know how seriously the late ex-
plicit spellings with u and omega have to be taken;115 in
particular, we do not know whether the correct pronuncia-
tion of the toponym was preserved in literary circles even
after the word itself had become obsolate (in living usage)

after the break-up of trade connections with India in the
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turn of the 3rd millennium B.C. Per se, it seems entirely
thinkable that the reading Me-luh-ha could have been based
on an ancient misunderstanding, for the sign LUH was in
the later periods truly ambiguous in contexts where no
morphological considerations were of help in deciding whe=-
ther the value 1lah, 1ilh or luh was %o be chosen.116

5.3. Phonological interpretation. The reading Me-luh-ha

(or perhaps Me-lah-ha) must of course not be taken at face
value. It is just a sign-by-sign transliteration of a se-
quence of cuneiform signs and does not - as such - tell
much about the phonetic shape of the word these signs seek
to render. Two cautions in particular are necessary: First,
though the transliteration of Sumerian is intended to be
phonemic, it is that only up to a certain limit, and the
exact definitions of quite a few phonemes are still open

to deba.te.ll7 Second, consonantal and vocalic quantity was
as a rule not expressed in Sumerian script, and double con=-
sonants occurring in writing usually find their explanation
in orthographic cnnventions.ll8 In the present case, ac—
cordingly, the double < hh> may be taken to indicate

a long consonant, but far more likely 4t indicates that

the Sumerian scribes had etymologized Me-luh-ga as a com=-
pound ending in the participle morpheme -a. L Such an in-
terpretation would imply that the syllable preceding =—ha
was stressed, since the place of stress in Sumerian words
with suffixes was certainly on the last syllable of the

lexical morpheme.120

Passing now on to a consideration of
the segmental phonemes discernible in Me—luh—gg, the fol-
lowing approximate definitions may be taken as generally
accepted:

m = bilabial nasal consonant, IPA [m]

e = half-close front vowel, IPA [e]

1 = dental or alveolar lateral, IPA [1]
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u = close or half-close back vowel, IPA [u] or [o]

b = voiceless velar fricative, IPA [x]

a = open central vowel, IPA [a]

Depending on whether the middle sign is read as 13% or
1ah, we can, on the above premises, approximate the phone-
tic shape of Me-luh-ha as [mel'uxa], [mel'oxa] or [mel'axa],
to be compared with the Dravidian etymon reconstructed as
['mil(u)-'axam] or ['m:el(u)-'axam]. It should be noted
that the phonetic correspondence may have been even closer
originally, since final -m was frequently left unexpressed
in Sumerian acript.lzl
6. We may conclude that Sumerian Meluhha "country of the
Indus civilization" can with good reasons be linked with
Sanskrit ml&ccha "stranger of ill-pronounced speech'", and
over Prakrit milakkha, further to an original Dravidian
etymon that seems to have been preserved in the 0ld Tamil
designation of South India, Ta-mil-akam.It is true that
the exact interpretation of the n;me Tamil, including its
suggested segmentation, remains hypotheti;al, but the re-
sults of our examination seem to be sufficiently feasible
in fitting well the historico-geographical contexts and
the linguistic forms. In our opinion these names, linking
Mesopotamia and India and, in India, the third and first
millennium BC, are of great importance for the study of
Indian protohistory and Sumerian phonology in particular.
They provide one more proof for the Dravidian affinity of
the Indus civilization and, so far, the only foreign lan-
guage in addition to the Akkadian to check the Sumerian

pronunciation.
Footnotes

1) See DED (= T. Burrow and M.B. Emeneau, A Dravidian Ety-
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mological Dictionary, Oxford 1961, and the same, Supple-

ment, Oxford 1968) no. 3768. The probable ancient pronun-
ciation [maxan] or [mayan], with the spirantization of in-

tervocalic ~k- (cf. K. Zvelebil, Comparative Dravidian

Phonology, The Hague 1970, [Janua linguarum, Series practi-
ca 80], p. 120), in plural [ma(gkkal], fits well the Su-
merian spelling.

2) For further examples see e.g. H.W. Bailey, "Iranian

arya=- and daha-", Transactions of the Philological Society
1959 (oxford 1960), 71-115, p. 110.

3) Cf. Karen Frifelt, "Excavations in Abu Dhabi (Oman)"
Artibus Asiae 33, 1971, 296-9.

4) Cf. Mortimer Wheeler, The Indus Civilization, 3 ed.,
Cambridge 1968, p. 15-18.

5) Cf. Wheeler 1968, p. 59-62.

6) C.J. Gadd apud Leemans 1960, p. 164 and 1968, p. 223.
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P. Aalto, "Marginal notes on the Melubha problem": Prof.
KoA. Nilakanta Sastri Felicitation Volume ... (Madras
1971), pp. 234-238.

7) For the etymological relation of Meluyga and Baluchi-

stan, suggested by Hansman 1973 (see 1.l), see Bailey's
comments in his annexe to Hansman's paper.

8) Cf. M. Mayrhofer, Kurzgefasstes etymologisches Worter-—
buch des Altindischen II, Heidelberg 1963, p. 699.

9) The term 'Middle-Indo-Aryan' is not quite appropriate,

for Prakrits have existed in India from pre-Rgvedic times.
Cf. below, 2.4.

10) For previous discussions of the word mleccha, see in
addition to the literature mentioned by Mayrhofer (see note
8) and L. Renou, Introduction générale to J. Wackernagel's

Altindische Grammatik, G&ttingen 1957, p. 73 n. 236, espe-
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36, 1973, 584-7. Cf. also the references cited below, in
3.1. Bailey gives a very short list of the contextual
meanings. See also O, Bohtlingk & R. Roth, Sanskrit-Wor-
terbuch, 5. Bd., St. Petersburg 1868, p. 934 ff. (and
1678), with many references not discussed here.

11) For Mahabharata see S. Sorensen, An index to the names
in the Mahabharata, London 1904-1925, p. 480 f. For Rama-
yana, see Ramashraya Sharma, A socio-political study of
the Valmiki Ramayana, Delhi 1971, p. 24 and 296,

12) References in %.R. Ramachandra Dikshitar, The Purana
Index, II, Madras 1952, p. 745 f., and Kirfel (note 13).
13) See especially W. Kirfel, Die Kosmographie der Inder
nach den Quellen dargestellt, Bonn und Leipzig 1920, p.
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14) Cf. e.g. Jfianabhaskara quoted in A. Weber, Verzeichnis

der Sanskrit-Handschriften der Koniglichen Bibliothek zu
Berlin, I, Berlin 1853, no. 939: mlecchajanmabhuva bhumau

praticyam romake pure, and Varahamihira, thatsa@hita o

15 quoted ibid. no. 849, p. 239: mleccha hi yavanas, tesu
ees For Varahamihira, cf. also Bailey 1973, p. 585.

15) Mullaippattu 65=66.

16) Cf. P.V. Kane, History of Dharmadastra, II:1l, Poona

1941, p. 389 ff.
17) C¢f. Kirfel 1920, p. 78 f.

18) S. Lévi, Journal Asiatique XI sér. 11:I, 1918, p. 123
cited by Bailey 1973, p. 584.

19) The text here gives a list of the peoples affected by
the moon when it has human form:

balhikan yavana-kambojafi chalvan madran udinaran /
godhamé ca hhadrakagé caiva madhyam ca kurubhih saha//4

saurastran sindhu-sauviran vaneyapé capi sigsakan /
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ksudrakdn mdlavén matsydn mlecchin saha pulindakaih//5

SastropajIivi-kudyam§ ca brahmina yodhinad ca ye /

etafi janapadan hanti somah purusa-laksanah // 6.
20)‘See H. Kern's edition, translation aﬁd.n;tes in Indi-
sche Studien 10, 1868, 161-212, Ketu is associated with

the descending node but is to be taken here, as Kern sug-

gests, probably as the causer of the solar eclipses (as
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to sway everywhere (cf. J. von Negelein, "Zum System der
fritlhen indischen Astrologie", Festgabe H. Jacobi, Bonn
1926, p. 448). Ketu is obviously identical with Mrtyu
Dhiumaketu in Atharvaveda 19,9,10, and therefore to be iden-
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of the week (see P. Wirz, Exorcism and the art of healing
in Ceylon, Leiden 1954, p. 20 f.).

21) Die Avadyaka-Erzihlungen, hrsg. von E. Leumann, I,

Leipzig 1897, (Abhandlungen fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes
10:2), p. 39: uttardvahe tankand nama meccha. Taﬁgagas and

Paratanganas are mentioned immediately before uttarad
capare mlecchah in the lists of Brahmapur&na and Mah@bha-
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p. 286 f,

23) See Kane II:l, 1941, p. %82 ff.
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Samhitd 6,1,3,6-7.

33) Transl Eggeling, p. 31 f.

34) Cf. Eggeling, p. 31 n. 3.

35) Cf. W. Caland, The éatapatha Brahmana in the“Eévaya
recension edited, I [all published], Lahore 1926 (The Pun-
jab Sanskrit Series 10), p. 3l.

36) Cf. mlecchitdvyam in SBK 4,2,1,18 (Vishva Bandhu, A
Vedic Word Concordance, Vol. II:2, 2 ed., Hoshiarpur 1973,
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37) Eggeling, p. 31 n. 3, suggests (with query) he il3

"ho, speech!"

38) P. Thieme, Der Fremdling im Rigveda, Leipzig 1938
(Abhandlungen fiir die Kynde des Morgenlandes 23:2), p. 3 f.
39) Cf. also e.g. A.A. Macdonell and A.B. Keith, A Vedic
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further references)j J. Bloch, Indo-Aryan from the Vedas

to modern times, transl. A. Master, Paris 1965, p. 75 f.
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1973.
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of the Northern Black Polished Ware (cf. Parpola 1974 in n.
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see C., Maloney, "The Beginnings of Civilization in South
India", The Journal of Asian Studies 29:3, May 1970, 603-
616,

76) Cf. DED no. 25083 Turner, CDIAL no. 66323 Mayrhofer,
EWA II, p. 73.

77) Cf. Master, BSOAS 12, 364, cited in Mayrhofer l.c. Cf.
also below, 4.2.2.

78) Cf. Zevelebil 1970, p. 125 ff.

79) Cf. A. Parpola, as cited above, notes 50 and 53.

80) Cf. maram 4+ v8r > mara-vdr 'tree root' in Tamil (Bey-

than, Praktische Grammatik der Tamilsprache, Leipzig 1943,

P. 41). In Tamil m + m in sandhi normally results in single
m, but one-syllable first components form an exception, the
result being mm (ibid. p. 40 f.).

81) DED 2582.

82) C¢f. M.B. Emeneau, "Dravidian kinship terms", Language
29, 1953, p. 339-353.
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83) Narrinai 183,1, where tanndtu 'own country' in the
first verse is contrasted with piranatu 'foreign country'
in the second. h

84) DED 4457. Note also the variation m/v in the near homo-
phone miluriku, viluiku ‘'swallow', DED 3985.

85) Cf. imeneau.l962 (see n. 49), p. 1: The Brahuis "are

nomadic in their habits, most strikingly in the matter of

their winter migrations from the ferocious climate of their
highlands to the softer winter of Sind and of the Kacchi".
86) Puram 24,19.

87) DED+S nos. 3966, 41733 JAOS 92, 1972, p. 4183 Pfeiffer
1972, p. 18 f. no. 80. Cf. also Aalto 1971, p. 236 (see
above, fn. 6), suggesting a different meaning.

88) Cf. Zvelebil 1970, p. 75, 120 ff. The word 1381 < tukal
occurs in a number of Central Dravidian languages, too,
but so far it is a rather isolated example. Cf., however,
Gondi mélta, etc.

89) Skt. méru has so far been connected with DED 4180
(Kannada m8ruve 'pile, pyramid, high top', Telugu méruvu
'pyramid, cone'); for other suggestions see Mayrhofer. Cf.
also Buddhist Sanskrit meluh 'a high number'.

90) The word méru 'cosmic mountain' figures as the latter
part of several cities in Western India founded around 1000
AD; e.g. éigég < Ajaxamsru' cf. G. Bithler, "The Origin
of the town Ajmer and of its name", WZKM 11, 1897, 51-6.
91) DED 1374. Cf. also DED 1692 (konkam, kohku, korkan),
2820 (telu(r)kam, telu(d)ku, telu(s)kan). )

92) Cf. kunru besides kunram (DED 1548), kuntu/kuntam

(DED 1389), etc.

93) Pischel 1900 § 105 p. 89 suggested that the change

2 > u hangs together with the accent, which in Sanskrit

is on the final syllable in this and other similar cases.
The Kanva SB has, however, mléccha (see 2.3.).
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94) Cf. J. Wackernagel, Altindische Grammatik I, Gottingen
1896, p. 158 § 135b3 M. Bloomfield and F. Edgerton, Vedic
Variants II, Philadelphia 1932, p. 96 f.

95) Bloomfield and Edgerton 1932, p. 99 f.

96) Wackernagel 1896 I, p. 136 f. § 118.

97) Bailey 1973 (see n. 10), p. 585.

98) kkh has been considered an Eastern and cch a Western

development on the basis of inscriptional evidence. H. Ber-
ger, Zwei Probleme der mittelindischen Lautlehre, Miinchen
1955 (Miinchener Indologische Studien 1), p. 65 ff. has,
however, suggested that kkh is the regular development and

cch due to special conditions onlyj; for different reac-

tions cf. the reviews by M. Mayrhofer in Indo=Iranian

Journal 1, 1957, p. 101 f., and by P. Tedesco in Language
32, 1956, p. 501 ff. - Cf. above, note 45.

99) On this problematic phoneme see Zvelebil 1970, p. 147-
155 with further references.

100) DED 1253.

101) Cf. Zvelebil 1970, p. 164 ff. with further literature.
102) Cf. Zvelebil 1970, p. 75 and 122,

103) Pischel 1900, p. 102 § 129, records only two cases of
Pkt. a : Skt. e: n3liara (besides pdlierI and nariela) =
nalikera, and pavattha = pravesta.

104) Cf. above, notes 87 and 88.

105) Me-lubh-ha: Barton, HLC III, no. 368 i 63 CT 3,
14594,6.12; Chiera STA no. 19 ii 15 Gelb, Studi ... Levi
della Vida I (1956), 3813 Gudea, Cyl. A IX 193 XV 5; XVI
223 Cyl. B XIV 133 ITT I 14263 II 7053 IV 71573 80153 Lau,
OBTR no. 242 ii 113 Iutz, STR no. 65:63 PBS V 34 - XV 41
vi 9'; Pettinato, UNL I 2 iii 533 SLT 213 viii 83 UET III
368 1 23 430,23 660,33 703 ii 8y 752 x iiy T57:5s T61l:4s
T64:45 7683 TT703 6283 14213 14983 etc.

Me-lup-ha¥l: €T 5, 17751 ii 1j Gudea, Stat D iv 2y PBS V
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34 - XV v 9'y UNL I 2 iii 18, etc.

106) na,,-gug na4—za~gin kur Me-luh-ha-ta, SLINi 61, 138,
107) Me-luh~ha: Hh III 155; 2053 2873 IV 993 1953 2833 XI
3433 XVI 973 5 R 33 ii 39.

KURye-luh-ha: Reiner, JNES 15 129 £f. no. I i 33; KUB III
no. 513 203 52,6.

For additional examples, see S. Parpola, AOAT 5 p. 245f)
note the artificial spelling KUREI\{E:(= _Jll_gx)—_il_.ghu:.‘r&g_ in
Luckenbill, Sn. 156, 19.

108) References in AOAT 5, s.v. Melu@@a. Note also lMe=luh-
he-e Hh III 1553 Me—luh-hi ibid. 2053 CT 14 21 v 22; Me-
luh-hi-tum Hh IV 2833 Me-luh~hu-d ibid._ 993 1953 XI 343;
KURye un-hi, KA 1T 1613 ““Me-1up-ha'™, KBo I 15 r 9.

Ei il 40 o s £33

109) Borger, Ash Klch D 5; Knudtzon, VAB 2 (1910), p. 1578.
110) Borger, op. cit. Frt M 43 Knudtzon, loc. cit.

111) Sollberger, Irag 24 (1962) 66.

112) ME had also the phonetic value i%ib (> Akk. [2nd
mill.] éig), but this was used in Sumerian contexts only
in the logographic function. Lug had a logographic value
Sukkal, never used syllabicallyj; for LUH = 11ih, lah see
below, fn. 112. The only syllabic value attested for HA

is ha. Sollberger, ZA 54 49, sub no. 317, considers a va-
lue ku, in en (= ZAG)—kus(d), but it is preferable to read
in this case ZAG.KUé, assigning the latter sign a semantic
rather than phonetic function.

113) The phonetic value LUE = ;ég is assured from at least
OB times onj cf. ap-ladh Gilg. IX i 5 (OB); pi-lah, CT 2
39,253 Lutz, PBS 1/2 1, 20, and the examples cited in
vSoden-R611lig, AnOr 42, p. 33. Since a phonemic merger of
/a/ and /u/ is unthinkable in Akkadian (as well in other
Sem, 1anguages) in the environment L__E, it is legitimate
to assume that the value 13h was inherited from Sumerian,

even though this wvalue cannot be unequivocally proven for
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the 3rd millennium. Note that vowel alternation of the type
luh-lah is a well attested feature of Sumerian (cf. Civil,
JCS 20 119ff., and note la-ah = mi-su-u (var. lu-uh) sP

II 743 lu-uh LUH = mi=su-u Ea IV 76 (Hallock, AS 7 p. 18);
also [lu-i]h LUH = me-e-su-um,Ur-Ea A £ 1 (MSL 2 p. 138).
In one case (Gudea,Cyl. A XII 13: 1—§a-LU§), ;ég rather
than luh is actually required in view of the "vowel harmo-
ny" operating in Sum. polysyllabic lexemes. It may be no-
ted; furthermore, that in 01d Akkadian, LUg certainly had
at least the phonetic value 1}h in addition to luh (cf.
Gelb, MAD 22 p. 88); that lah is not attested may be simp-
ly due to the scarcity of our sources. Note lastly the ab=
sence of the phonetic value lah (= UD) in 3rd millennium
texts.

114) Notice that the Pkt. variant milukkhu and the recon-
structed Pr.NDr. etymon (Qi%u—akam, m&lu-akam) also permit

the reading Me-luh~ha, and it is hence unnecessary to ar-
gue categorically for either of the possible readings.
115) In Greek texts quoted, M»d® is preceded by two like-
wise corrupt forms,Audeer (for Tilmun) and Mecpec(for Mak-
kan). If the late tradition could substitute voiced stops
for originally voiceless ones in the toponyms Tilmun and
Makkan (cf. the explicit writings KURTil-muuun in KAH IT
no. 61y Ma-ak-ka-nu-u in Hh III 286, IV 194 and passim),
nothing guarantees that it based its reading of Meluéga on

anything else than written texts.

116) Cf. vSoden-R51lig, loc. cit.

117) See the contribution of S. Parpola elsewhere in this
volume.

118) In accordance with its historical development, Sume-

rian orthography required that lexical morphemes be repre-
sented by given graphemes (or combinations of graphemes)

regardless of their allomorphs or grammatical forms. In-—
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flectional morphemes could be represented in script, but
their representation did not affect the writing of lexical
morphemes. Since the scribes mostly carried out the seg-
mentation into lexical and inflectional morphemes on the
basis of syllable division, the following graphemic repre-—

sentation often resulted:

morphemic segmented as graphemic

Qursa§-+ Se hur | sag Il %e yur-saé—éé
Qursaé + ta gurl saé Il ta gur-saé-ta
gursaé + a hur | sagz Il éa Qur-saé—éé

That the last spelling is only due to orthographic con-
ventions is borne out by spelling? like Eur-saéua (occur-
ring far less often than Qur—saé—gé), in which the scribe
has segmented the word on the basis of its morphemic con-
stitution.

119) Given a Sumerian "etymology", Me-luepga would mean
"washed cult" or similar. Of course such an "etymology"
does not make any sense to use, but who knows what the Su-
merians might have thought about the matter? For the sake
of curiosity, it may be recalled that Landsberger (ZA 35
[1924] 2172) considered Meluyga a "Sumerian-sounding" name!
120) See Falkenstein, ZA 53 (1959) 97ff; Krecher, AOAT 1
(1969) 177 ff.

121) See e.g. Falkenstein, GSGL I p. 47 f.



