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PREFACE

THE connections between Semitic (or Afro-Asiatic) and Indo-

are being i i more methodically
nowadays, but the rescarchers are still too few and isolated.
Every so often I hear of a scholar in Poland or Brazil or Israel
who has been studying a certain extensive set of comparative
data and working out a theory. Some of these men and women
are ata university; others are in a different profession but expert
in many languages. There is no learned society or journal for us
to share our findings in brief instalments, and thus to profit from
mutual criticism and supplementation. But the subject itself is
rich, and the individuals attracted to it are impelled to write
long monographs; that is the only way to satisfy themselves and
to present the sceptical world with a coherent statement of their
research. To keep it unpublished, for fear that it may contain
errors, would be a disservice all around. Once it is made avail-
able, any competent reader can extract for himself all that is
profitable to him.

Mr. Joseph Yahuda is in a class apart. He wrote to me from
London in 1977, after seeing my book on Tie Indo-European and
Semitic Languages; and that opened up a fruitful correspondence,
interrupted only by periods of illness. He was my senior by many
vears and (in the midst of a legal career) the author of several
books on subjects of Jewish interest, beginning with La Pelestine
rerisitée in 1928 and including the highly relevant Law and
Life according to Hebrew Thought (published in 1932). His latest
book is the outcome of an extended sabbatical, which he has
taken from his profession in order to devote himself, fully and

i ly, to a ic il igation of the vocabulary and
grammar of the Hebrew Bible, and its linkage to Greck.

These are facts which I learned gradually as our friendship
developed, though we have never had an opportunity to meet.
He offered, from the outset, to send me the galley proofs of the
present book, which was already in the printer’s hands. His
cordial manner and my own curiosity would not allow me to
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refuse such a preview. It tuned out that we often disagreed;
butas I read on, T found more and more of truly great value—
irderd, some of it astonishingly or problews that had
baffled me for years.

To illustrate this T shall make 2 few observations about
particular pages, while commending the book as a whole for
careful study by all who have a fair knowledge of Greek and
Hebrew or Arabic, the chief languages treated by Mr. Yahuda.
Furthermore, those who are expert in Sanskrit, Avestan,
Armenian, or Hittite on the Indo-European side, or Akkadian
on the Semitic, can from their several perspectives elucidate
many of the phenomena noted by Mr. Yahuda. When the
recently excavated texts from Ebla are published, they are also
bound to have a great bearing on the e history of Hebrew.

1. T was most gratified to learn from i . 256, 427,668, K} H’
on the homology m and ypda) thai -nmp |ch occurs

nowhere in Bxhh: ebrew except fo

the Greek X xpe(d-. Ever since 1 had discovered
o ‘you need, you must has the same

werbroo wih a pref and s

oyt i
e emphluc quality of the consonan t"”?’
corresponds usually to the non-aspirate x, not o x [K]. |s
left me with an uncomforcable surmise that there was no Semitic
cognate (0 ypr, and that nowsithstanding the impressive cor-
cespondence insiructure the root e was ngaraleled in ny
known language apart from Greel
Now, however, T am satisfied tha nd e are indeed
cognate, and anchored in the most basteStratum of the Hebrew
and Greek vocabulary. The phonetic problem can be eased, if
o quite solvd, by nodng an affiny berween the “emphatic




T"Ef] has no satisfactory Indo-European ctymology,
xm has “eabic (inchuding Soqotri) and EL‘uopl: cognates,
possibly

XE —ever, &5 maintain: ma.numed‘—“ﬂ e : Jof
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Ehoice barley” (genitive singular;
7. 103). The Hebrew form closest to
inine singular form of the stadive verb in

n
perfect] and then she is pure’, 12
fundamEBT TS both Greek snd Hebrew rligion

borrowed from Hebrew after the Bi
cnrrspondence benween the consonants [k-ti-r]
prising but, upon reficction, very attractive JFWE expectes

oy
Hebrew counterpart 10 x9-p to be Becaus wsually
transliterated by x in the Septuagint Znd(N)by 4, Sfething in__rou
the phonology of Hebrew would still block the stqu:nc: P> kot T

which is not found in any Hebrew root; thus the Hebrew fand 000
Aramaic) cognate of i ‘kill’ i iration in 8, how-

component of

& turns up at the beginning of the Hebrew 5

The Hebrew vowels {--3-3F} are best matched by the o-a-d of
Greek dialects outside of Attic and Tonic. For these dialects we
lack evidence whether the short o was pronounced open (which
the phoneticians now symbolize by [2] or [q]) or closed (which
they symbolize by (o] or [o]). The short o in Attic and lonic
was evidently the latter; so the Attic and lonic a in the first
syltable of this word is sall as close as possible phonologically to
the Hebrew [5], a sound intermediate between [a] and [o].t
The shortness of the o in xoflap- is established 2t least for one
dialect, Lesbian, by the meter of Aleacus {fragment 38(B6]. a5 !
Lobel-Page). I am not able to relate the Greek dialect variatig A
xodag-: xabap- 0 the Hebrew morphological altgss, ,um/‘n/
(-5} in the sttive perfect and {3 in thq 792)(ln F’#
or rather causative) imperative and imperiect; e g&;},ro« o6

“purify me’ (Ps. 51: 4). Greek has, for example, afcpodpcr

ical period. The vl

"(NF/'a

* The Englsh word car has [a] (in the American proguaciatin), cesgid has
[, sod coa (o]
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@znd the glottal sm;@n the one hand and possibly between .

and 7 on the other.From the morphalogical point of view
terpretation of e xpr fits very well: ‘you are aled

epd (37 xqp_n rom s Jorm could be
et a
however, is stative: ‘you are (or she is) alaid, afeatéd"; I6F the
difference in vocalization between active and stative is neptral-
|, ized in the imperfect tense of Hebrew verbs that end in

rp<

of a type that was originally‘
laimed; with the internal vocal-
2 passive rather than a stative formaton.
Occurring in a relatively late text, it typifies a trend away from
1he stative [-¢-] and toward the passive [-i7] ], which has pre-

led Hebrew. I not

,
Feex
means ‘need’ o [omer and ‘aracular prornun:emtm in
the Alexandrian poet Apollonius (Argonautica . :q1). The latter
meaning can be salel posited as early 35 Horser; for he uses
yéos, xpeios in both meanings (aracular pronay:
Od. 11. 479). Greek has very few femi

has many feminines Iik
5: 8} “something asked
“something stolen’, corresponds ricat

‘The imperative form of the verlf X7
and-so) is addressed by God to a prephiec in lsaiah so: 6, 38,
Jesemiahu1:6, Jonah :2,3: 2, Zechariah 1: 15,17 The Greek
active imperative, *xpd in lonic or *yps in Atic, is not
attested but can be inferred from the indicative xpd, o ‘he
{or she) pronounces orzcularly’; the subject is usually the
Pythia, Apollo’s prophetess, but it can be any prophet
prophetic god himself (Herodotws 1. 53. 2, 75,7 141
2, etc.; Sophocles, Electra 33). Wheu;\@m fuself conveys
nothing extraordinary about the voice E¥ept loudness, the
Greck xpg, xpfi may have suggested an unearthly tone.

 proclain (1050

my atticle in the Festceift for Winfied P, Liimarn
m(mu-,...umm of Linguistic Science, series 1V, vl. v, 1977), pp. 317-35-

iy
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Offhand we would take the circumfiexed & for a contraction
of de, the ¢ being a ‘thematic” attachment to the end of the root;
but the § does not lend itself (o this sort of anaiysis. So X
structurally, not just phonetically, very close to the Greek ward
for‘prochaim’ n an oraculas stdog

2. By com e with the e in 38, Mr. Yahuda
(p. 76) has enabled ;€ to clarify tun long-standing perplexities:
What are the affnities of this ubiquitous Greek particle, which
has no evident Indo-European cognates? And why does the

parallel dj
peculiar to Greek among the Indo-European lsngy
Hebrew (including Phoesician snd Mo
among the Semitic, not extend 10 articl

ros ‘this mound” (Gen. 3 6).

+
were translated 6 fawss e (instcad of

; 33} I
NEY e me—nm‘f.) both morphological and syntactical—

‘ﬁ would become palpable. In anc respect i cven behaves more

than an ordinary adjective such as & péyas behaves

m normal position of & is after the noun (3.,
Furi 43, Phoen. g20, Heracles 839), whereas most
VAP almbuuve ad]ecu\'s in Greek and the demonstratives oros
Y and éreives precede the noun more often than not (except in
the Septuagint, where the translacors Shed 10 vhe outes of

words in the Hebrew original).
ize a pointing gesture to accompany [de] or [z¢]* In
sound these two syllables are similar, although -B¢ lacks an

a0t ey to mean e e peososoce an arce’ (e AP Nam.

S Yt
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accent. However, & 8¢ exists also, but limited to
position; with that accent it cannot follow a noun

3. Another problem of Greck syntax, which Mr. Yahuda's
book throws unexpected light on, s the rule that a god's name,
in prosc (and comic verse), will be preceded by the article:
§ Zess, § dqpsirnp. The name of a man or 2 woman takes the
article only when it recurs.t The Hellenists of modern times
have explained that the article marks the person as already
known 1o the listener or reader, because of a previous mention
if the person is human, whereas  god is already known when-
ever he is mentioned.

e 2 in no way undermines this by equating § Zeds
3\ P Skl op- 4,38, 110), which s conventionaly ransated
é,( ‘God ’ But. suspected

Before: that( ?¥)'God" in the Hebrew expression is functioning

» like !he deﬁn % article in the Greek. To grasp the syntactical
paral ot adopt his phonetic argument that the

H:hnw sounds are just 3 Modsfication of the Greek sounds. Tt ,

only necessary to remark {a) xhak@s beyené questio G

close 1o the Arabic article i, 2nd 5; tha
is charactsisioof Hebrew poerr like Z

fyou ~—auti m. b * o highestr e el 8
ring 10 God, oo pr ded by(Pfn prose (cu 4218, 19,

20, 22) but not in poetry (n{cepl or Ps. 78: 35,
§) —_ Soshe problem s now t ind the mesning arginally common
and JI. Was it something like ‘the famous'? Il in Latin

had that sense—e.g., magnus ille Alezander {Cicero, Pro

Arehia, 10 [24])—when it was just beginning its devalution into

+ Details in B. L. Gildensleeve and C. W. E. Miller, Synser of Clssicel Gre, i

" ity
pyed \ (.67 Scuisiog ol 6 Bark 5 1 Ty 6 incoeporaca tha
. b s Alheigts bt

it bas commonly been taken to meas ‘hail’, an alterative and

Vords in Greek
(18g2), 70, 20d earlier scholarship cited by him.
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the definite article of the Romance languages. Putting Hehrew
and Greek usage together, T weuld conclude that in
speech the essential mark of divinities was their glory.

o

T;M;( y initial reaction to Mr. Yahuda’s derivation of it
s ( ;v) “harlot’ from yw “woman® (pp. 46, 425) was shiFply

e

®

: “could be taken for a calumny against the whole female

sex, Inotedin aletter dated March 20 1938, Bml;\ml reflected

that the Old English word csens ‘woman' (related to yum,

though not an exact cognate) was often used duparngmgly ay .
served to translate the Latin meretriz.t So T can :nnsngﬁ ;J’rw
developing from yws (or a dialect form such as ywd) in a b

sense, as it designated an wamarriageable woman, onc presented

10 the Hebrews through commerce and not one of their own.

ardlybe.an accident that the word for ‘yesterday’
Gree Hebrew—is amns ihe very o
cither language Al sometimes have g

without any change of meaning: &0
Greek the é-i !
of the prefix attached 1o verbs to show past time, but optional
omitted in poetic narratives. &8s occurs only in prose or com
texts, where the ¢- is obligatory with past verbs.

¥ . TP
6. Ina belated discovery, as important as any taken up in v
k or more so, I find that Mr. Yahuda has parg

(pP- 44, 59), but most recently I have realized re is an
excellent structural match, not only in the consonantal root but
in the vowels within it and the suffix. The feminine form of the
adjective (nominative singular) that means ‘purc’ or ‘clean’ i

* L . which
e Old English cuen "(king's) wit’. Over many centuriss, however, he superior
20 the inferor ward were commonly confused in spelling 3nd no doub in pro-
unciion. s 180, though e diincion in spling vas ol sandacicd,
€ ivesedibly Bomophe
" i modsre Amaon and g of cucns

(Byron, Den Jusn 6. 96}
Duricg e long g o e vt o et Vit ol e ing
e pejorative
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will purify’ (Xenophon, Oecanomicus 18. 6) ; but the verb happens
not to occur in what little survives of the dialects that show the
adjective as xofl

The correspondence of -4 (4 in lonic and sometimes in
Attc) to the Hebrew feminine suffix {-5%) remains somewhat
problematical in regard to the quality of

“Moabite', etc. The accent on the last
W 5t momentous feature of all, because it allows
poxelxid s o Lhrow a flood of light upon the original or principal
* function and placement of Greek descriptive adjectives. xoflaad
aBapd, xaflapr resembles the Hebrew non-terminal for
much more than the terminal fnrm, which has a differen Vovel

;
T ~pd

Jollowed by 2 subject rather than preceded. So it was originally
(as Linfer) in Greek with the adjectives that are most i
verbs: they served primasily as predicates, followed rypically
2 roun. In the classical Greek language, although the order of
words is remarkably free on the whole, still that collocation is

xafapd 7 xpions ‘the decision is pure, untainted”
(Aristode, Ridorica 3. 12. Ly14't3-14; cf. Euripides, Cpelops
562; Plato, Menexenus 2454, ctc.

The altemation of vowel and accen, depending upon the
position of a word in a phrase or sentence, is {in my considered
opinion) an archaie characteristic of Hebrew. In particular the
shilting of the accent, when the word is initial or non-terminal,
to the last syllable—sa chat it comes on a suff us an
idea of what developed in the prehistory of Greck, and perhaps
other Indo-European languages. Such an accent
syliable is unstable. In Hebrew it will be
word has an accent on the first syllable
press is full’ (Joel 4: 13; ¢k Ps. 26. 10},
and-accent pattern of any given sword it sable, ot sabilized, no

L gpoeet
4
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matter where it happens to be placed in the sentence or how it
functions : whether the adjcclivc xoBapd is predicative ‘(is) pure’
or attributive ‘(a) pure’, nothing will displace the accent to
*xéfapa,’ nor can there be a terminal form *xodépa. But this
accent on the last syllable, to judge from all the ancient evidence,
is weak, unlike the firm accent—a raised pitch—on the pen-
ultimate or antcpenultimate syllable of words such as Sevrépa

‘second’ (feminine), Sedrepos (masculine), Térapros

“fourth’, and other adjectives that are not primarily descriptive

or predicative. The marking of an acute accent on the last

syllable, before @ pause, is a medieval convention, though trace-
able to the doctrine of the Greek grammarians early in the

Christian era; it scarcely counts as evidence of a raised pitch

there, rather than a swress. The grave accent, which we find
- actually written in any other environment (xzfcpc or xafapy),
is somewhat better attested than the acute {xcdepd, xefopr);
but what sound it stands for is most uncertain.

My accentuation of xofapd (or rofepé, for that matter) is
conventional, in that our ancient sources give little definite
information about accents in the dialects apart from Attic and
Tonic. Lesbian alone is amply reported to have had recessive
accent in all words—i.e. never on the last syllable. The other
dialects, so far as the indications go, agreed on the whole with
Attic and lonic in the accentual part of their pronology, but

of the feminine form of the adjective as xoficpé in the dialect of
Heraclea; what we have for certain is KO8 APA.

The Indo- Europeamsts attempting to reconstruct the order of
words in the p ic ancestral I are fru d by the
exceedingly flexible order in classical Greek, which defies any
simple formulation. But in view of my inference that the vowel-
and-accent pattern of xoflapd illustrates how descriptive adjectives
arose out of stative verds followed by a subject, we can reasonably
posit 2 type of sentence in which the predicate came first.

* Only if it becomes the name of a person decs the accent then recede toward
the beginning of the word: dyars ‘noble,’ dacdpd ‘radiaat,’ but the princesses
Hysim and Gaibpd. The ceatral function of a name is voeative, for addressing the
penson; and in Greek (as in Sanskrit) the vocative is associated with a0 accent
of raised pitch on the first syllable, or as close to it as the phonalogy of the
language allows.




i PREFACE

7. All this is far from an exhaustive enumeration of what I
personally have gained from Mr. Yahuda’s long and deailed
book. But let it serve, since my part is onlv to contribute a
preface. Each reader can surely find for himself the points
throughout the book that are most pertinent to his scholarly
interests. T would, however, call attention briefly to a few
etymologies that strike me as original, ingenious, and often
relevant to a comparison between the Septuagint and the .
original Hebrew text:t

(a) dvoy ‘stopping, postponement, T ) @ P
\‘remison’ (only in Esther 2+ 18). ekl
& (b) &pd (in Acic), &z (in Homer) :ulse (p- 39). The

~F_ full vowsl [3] remains in the first syllable-cven when a suffc is
& aaded @ my curse’ (Eack. 17 19; cf. 17: 16, Gen. 24 11,

Deut. 2g=447 20). i
(c) Bapn, BepdZis ‘T tame, 1 nv«com:‘ isovercome’
(p- 360). The thematic (so-called 71*'%) erbraf Hebres is most
clscly paralled by che Greek themati nown or adjective
Sapios h b ', whose ends

-e.
(d) 8¢ KD this noun only in Jer. 2
root is frequent) ‘thirst (p. 402). Such a metathesi

) e, Zebe ‘bridal gl (p. 350
are a gilt [of [oveTta me” (H «

o

oy
{g) xerd (rarely xaei in poelry)acterding ' {Deut. ,
etc.; p. 171).

YIKavEf
(h) xvégas ‘darkness, twilight' (p. 355 will be g
hidden® (Is. 30: 20). This raises the question Wheee? the familiar

L Some of
auda, responding 10 the poiats that [ hrw‘hl up in my letters. Not everythiog
- Sgured in our correpondence bas found 3 pivee i the book (which was

virtually Bnished before our acquaintance began). But 1n any case [ am bere in-
cluding erymologics that are too good (0 leave unmeationed
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nouft 1j2 ‘wing’ was originally perceived as a shadow from a

in the sky. ee
(i) gpéap (pl. gpéara, in cpic Wzm@ (pl. construct
Gen . 132 10) “a well’ (p. 81)

Among xhc issues of linguistic methodology which this book
is bound to raise, an important one concerns the occasional,
sporadic, or spontancous deviants from the normal form—i.c.
the normal pronunciation—of a particular word or words. Have
such deviants had, in the long run, a major or only a minor role
in the gradual transformation of languages? The linguistic pro-
fession is far from a consensus. But in the examples I have cited,
the relation between the known Greek and Hebrew forms can
be explained without a need to posit any higaly anomalous
‘hange.

I have unbounded admiradon for Mr. Yahuda’s cnergy,
enthusiasm, and thoroughncss. As shown in the foregoing pages,
T have profited greadly from scrutinizing his book, and particu-
larly from certain inspired passages. Some of his boldest
thoughts are the best; and if we criticize him, we ought in
fairness to acknowledge that a sternly cautious methed would
have inhibited those valuable flashes. Once, in 1959, I wrote to
kim, ‘Your book will be here for a long time, after both of us
are in our graves.” This preface is intendec, in a small way,
to help toward the fulfilment of that expectation.

Savt Leviy
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