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restores to the Greeks the twenty-four books of

Stament, which were written in their language—an

adventitious reward for their having preserved the parts of the

Hebrew heritage enshrined in the Septuagint, the New Testa-

ment, and the books by Josephus and Philo. At the same time

and in precisely the same way, #8¢ # ypodi offers to the Jews

the forty-cight books of Homer, together with the rest of the

Iiterature of Hellas—a kind of compensation for the sufferings

endured by them at the hands of the Greeks. Lastly, Ot s

< gives lists a peep into pre-Isl Arabia that invites
further research.

This oecumenical work should have been undertaken by 2
team of at least three seasoned scholars: each an accomplished
expert in one of the three languages immediately involved, and
having more than a nodding acquaintance with the other two.
It is not my fault that I have done it single-handed.

As 2 matter of fact, I repeatedly tried to get others to join me
in the venture, without success. Thus early on, at the end of 2
uwo-hour scssion with one of the prospective collaborators, he
exclaimed: ‘All this is rubbish, and we've wasted each other’s
time.” My response was: ‘You, as well as I, will be judged by
these words which 1 shall quote whenever I discuss my work
again.” There was no animus or acrimony in this exchange;
indeed, as the research progressed, I tried twice more to interest
him in it, but in vain.

Shortly after the aforesaid encounter, I quoted the disparaging
remark uttered at its conclusion to the late Christodoulos Hour-
mouzios, 2 graduate of the University of Athens and an expert on
Homer, who said to me: ‘But J think you are one of the greatest
glossologists I know. He readily promised his full co-operation,
but unfortunately died before we could settle down to working
together.

There were those who confessed to being persuaded that there
was ‘something’ in my theory, yet thought that my claim about
the identity of Hebrew with Greek was rather exaggerated. They
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maintained that I was ‘aiming too high’, and suggested that, in
my own interest, I should lower my sights and adopt a ‘less un-
compromising attitude’. One of them was the late Sir Leon
Simon, an acknowledged classicist who knew Hebrew. In filfil-*
ment of his promise—in spite of the thick fog and his heavy
cold—the old man came a long way on the evening of 14 January
1959 to preside at my first lecture on the subject. He introduced
me briefly and with caution, expressly reserving his comments to
the end of my address. Then, before calling for questions, he said
the following which I noted down immediately after the meeting :

‘I don’t suppose everybody will agree with everything Mr. Yahuda
has told us, assuming we have all understood him all the way. But
whatever the doubts about it may be, of onc thing I for onc am certain,
He has solved a mystery which has puzzled scholars for over two
thousand years. Because if he is right—that several Greek words with
ox are transformed in Hebrew as if ax were a digraph or one of the
two letters dropped—then Homer did not nod when ke left the short
vowel preceding Zxduardpov short, in the famous line :

8v Edvlov xaléovar Beol, dvdpes 8¢ Txduardpor.”

On the other hand, I had a fruitful interview with a scholar of
world-wide repute, which was followed by an exchange of long
memoranda. But for some reason he put an end to the corre-

pondence with a curt ication in which he wrote: ‘You

might as well derive the English “‘ball” from the Gr. 8dMw “t0
throw” or seek a connection between ‘‘chow™ and “‘show”
because chows are exhibited at shows!”

In the result, I had to fall back on my own resources and rely
solely on my efforts, devoting to this research much of my leisure
over a period of more than thirty years. Two things kept me
going : the unflagging moral support of my beloved wife, and the
thrills we both experienced at every major discovery. I also re-
ceived encouragement from Professor Cyrus H. Gordon, of
Brandeis and New York Universities; and the Revd. Rabbi
Solomon D. Sassoon, of Jerusalem.

One day, in the course of a social conversation with a friend,
darling Cecile became more than usually enthusiastic—in fact,

b my rescarch. Whereupon her friend said: “You
don’t know Greek or Hebrew, how can you be so sure?” To which
Cecile replied: ‘But I know my husband. He hates guessing and
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always insists on evidence. As a lawyer, he can weigh up evi-
dence. He tells me that he has plenty of convincing evidence, and
1 believe him." Haze 12

The following pages will show, in logical classification and
due detail, to what extent, if any, T have such evidence. Here T
shall only give 2 bird’s eye view of the evidence which, I submit,
justifes my ‘uncompromising attitude’ that Hebrew is Greek.
Tuis ourol, that s 0 say : the numb:r ofhomologlcs and their
quality, the it of
enigmatic words. The numbcr of homologm s vast, and their
percentage of the biblical vocabulary is very high: I estimate it
at go per cent. Witness the long lists set out in support of the
P As to the they are dealt
with in Chapter VI; while the enigmatic words are cncountered
everywhere. Let me, then, advert briefly to the quality of the
homologies.

The high quality of Graeco-Hebraic homologies—iwhich in-
estimably enhances the value of their large proportion and great
number, as proof of the identity of one language with the other—
is manifested by several important features, that is to say:

1. Peslarlyof Mfecning. There ae commenplace Greek:
which, in addition to their ordinary meaning {
bear a peculiar one that makes them ¢

(K27) the homologue
e eminine,
ek seh =Xjpns all its Manings, inclading : ‘of wine, full-
bodied, with a persistent flacour’ Ex 22, 28 Nu 18. 27. It is absolutely
clear from the contexts, especially in the latter verse, that wine
isindicated ; but Hebrew does not provide the reason for referring
10 wine by “Rull’ or ‘fulness’. For that, one must go to Greek.

A footnote to Ex 22. 29 in the N.E.B. reads: ‘the first .

ne:nag. of Heb. twords wncerain’. In N 18. 27, however,
m ) e,

rendered by
envts from{ ¥73,) the homologue of oisey aud/or non-
Pttt évéyais, the twalternative verbs (o ¢éps longs to

olih Va6t




the class of verbs
many of its meani

which is carried, load Ex 23,
a harp ICh 15. 22, 27. The last
entirely devoted to music, and,
playcd by skilled strummers. ther Greek nor Hebrew
provides an ion for such a strange

No difficulty seems 1o have been encountered by the editors
of the N.E.B. in translating (or rather mistranslating) ICh 15.
22, but a footnote to verse 27 reads: ‘the precentor: prob. rdg.;
Heb. obscure’. 1 sympathize with them, especially as T offered to

&

;of the legf

leg, 2

nd in the pl.

Jes 6. 2 covered
nslated 2 pre-
=

ipyaamipiov means any place in which i
manufactory. Strangely crough, it also mex
compound made up of épyeo- (¢ ;
work; dpyov, work) and -mpiov, suffix desod
homologues: 42 (which bears the first meas
(which bears both meanings). This is an Arabi
compound which breaks down into: ¥, ‘work’, sanding for
ipyao- (¢pyov); and i, ‘place’, the possible homologue of
xaplov. If this is right, then it is cogent evidence that the Pro-
positions of my theory logically apply beysnd the so-called
Semitic languages, ¢.g. dyopd.forum, aibds;pudor, fdoxwlpubesco.

done: work
brathel, T¢ is 2
ipyeocie, long 10
It has two
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. Identical Phrases. The similarity of certain Hebrew words to
their Greek counterparts establishes an identity of expression in ¢’ }‘;g
Janguages beyond the words concerned. #
are three words in Hebrew for ‘yesterday’ {Bn)
-which respectively relate to the Greek phy
€ach: ipdpa x0is, éxbis Aniva, x0is i
in Arabic: i and 4x,UI, both of which
the firse phease. It s remarkable that
& ~—(Byhen ¢is added 1 lengthen yi
‘yBis #puéoa is known. Mareover, it is not less significant that
the suffx-prefix phenomenon—by reversing the order of the
rd: hould thr
last two account for w E/« o

A
a4 ) and the tvo Arabic), teo of which (V%)
md =) i
__As

quasx-homaphom
jo Jes 27. 2 i the homologue of fepis, fem. of
umedos), 4, the cultcated rine Odes
owever, actually expresses what Homer K‘“"C’ﬁ"

ule with
) dread 0 (e

of fuiovos, mule; the text, as almost alway i *reehe

! o though, hid the usual orderina erved. i

6ehé Tave read(rlom 0 hk@lb n7; *Wd

e %:lnw o e meaning is vouched Tor by [ V<EF4”
Homer himself: ‘a field about as broad as half the area of a day’s K J1on1v’
ploughing by a pair of mules”. CF. Ps 129. 3, IL 10. 351, Od. 8.

124, Therefore, I feel I am entided to assert not only that Hebrew
is Greek, but also that i is ar Greek as Homer.

3. Complee Serie. Graeco-Hebraic homologies are not formed
of disconnected words pieked up here and there at random. Most
of the
do to various series of Lindred words wbnc.h afford evidence as
conclusive as it is massive, &g, names (2) of parts of the anatomy,
(8) of members of the family, (¢) of weapons, (d) of military
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formations ; and words relating to (¢) numbers, and especially to
() worship, since Isracl was intended to be ‘2 kingdom of priests
and a holy nation” Ex 19. 6. If all the Hebrew words in these
six lists (which will be found in Chapter XIIT) arc Greek, it
would be difficult to imagine the rest of the language being -
other than Greek. B

Indeed, there is “plenty of convincing evidence’, and T have i
attempted to make it available ot only to the technical experts,
but to the ordinary student as well. For this is a self-contained,
comprehensive and speaking book: one that is so arranged as
readily to provide answers (o the relevant questions which might
confront its users. Thus in the sccond chapter I relate how my
theory evolved and the way I embodied my principal discoveries
in a series of Propositions, cach of which—like an ordinary i
theorem—is capable of being tested and demonstrated individu-
ally and in conjunction with the others. Here [ shall reverse the Il
process and point out to the reader the way he can relate a
particular homology to any and all the Propositions which govern
it. In this way he will be able to understand thoroughly the
homologies herein mentioned, to detect the false ones—for there
must be a few which have slipped past my scrutiny—and to
discover new genuine ones of his own. For there still rem
many such to discover in Hebrew, and innumerable ones in
Arabic—not to speak of other so-called Semitic languages with
which I am unacquainted. What is more, there are further Pro-
positions to be formulated.

Now there are several keys to this crammed book : apart from
the Table of Contents, the Table of Propositions, and the Index,
there are several lists of explained homologies, the main one JW\"

being the C:naloguc of General Homologies pEme
Take, for instance, the homology =Arpm, dealt with
above. First, dear reader, you consult this 8 e and you

find, inter a[m that the whole family of = e, from which
migns is derived, happens to be fully dealt with on pp. 343~
\,‘w\

Then you notice that the syllable -pns is missing and that!

replaces . Accordingly, you look up the Index, 5.0, interchanges,
and find several examples of such replacement. Next, you refer to
the Table of Propositions, and find out the onc on apocope, which
will provide you with other words of similar elimination. Finally,
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you consult, inter alia, the LXX, the AV, and the N.E.B. In this
e validity of any homology |

the Proposmom which govern it

mme@means blood, the Greek word for ‘blaod’
you have never before met with 2 homonym of

& Preparcd for surprises;
Hherclore, you Jook up the Catalogue
haCone of the meanings of Sduas is ‘vine. :hm dm

emelogizes with 3dsas in that meaning, and ¢ - 14

:: ferred to is actually concerned with e
5 i " suspect gy a sale nne
vever, Gonciled 1o i, than n

i ¥ -

£ i ith g

ing or stench (W: Jef IR ¢

o Od. 3, 258-6r)" Besides, there ass

Hebrew Béderor) and (FDE (omupé
P{ which occu¥ TR a context resembling any context of |

N mm,, would be ¢33t

@
except
‘ \
- S W‘A
* A which may be compared with Jer 9. 21. Again{293)5ecurs i 8
fo includi Appears

nly one in which
v IR 14. 10 Ez 4. 13, 15 Job 20.
7). Lasdy, is it without signiicance that Alexander Rhetor uses
Sopf for Séuas?

If revertheless you remain unconvinced, I should not hold
it against you. Clearly, when—as in the circumstances of this
particular instance—the validity of any homalogy is not proved
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with plete objectivity, so it subyj come
openly i mm play, ‘an indivigdal's scepticism would not be alto-
gether unjustified. (CE( pos: fat Ez 44, 7; ¢ Tlog asod

Consistently with this principle, occasionally—when there was
a large measure of likelihood of an homology being sound on the
balance of probabilities, and it could not be further and better
tested by means of my technical tests—I h:ne included it in this
book, ithstanding that the p character of the
evidence was not compelling to a degree of certainty. This, for
two reasons: first, to give students an opporluni(y to advance
furr.her l’zcls and arguments for or against it; sccondly, to let them

i h for th Ives between i tibly sound homo-
logies and such as should be accepted subject to reservations.
At all events, the number of such homologies is quite small,
while my theory stands four-square on what I have established
beyond doubt by means of tried technical tests.

Finally, this book could be uscful even to those who have
no Greek and know neither Arabic nor Hebrew. For all the
homologics arc explained and referred to texts; so that onc
may read the explanadon, refer to the indicated text or texis
in any biblical translation, and decide for oneself as to the
merit of the explanation—and, infereatially, as to the validity
of the homology concerned.

A word about Arabic. This book does not deal with Arabic
in its own right, but merely as an invaluable auxiliary language
in the ascertainment and confirmation of Graeco-Hebraic
homologies. Accordingly, several Propositions are devoted to
the characteristics of this tripartite relationship; but they also
constitute a valid general guide to Graeco-Arabic homology.

Lastly, no account is taken of the difference between classical
Arabic and the vernacular, nor of the date or of the document in
which any Greek word first appears; for the simple reason that

I am only d with bred phonetic, 1
and s:manuc similarities wherever 1 find lhcm together—not
as isolated p but as i I ples in a

systematic survey of what I try to prove is an unsuspected and
forgotten branch of Greek literature: the Hebrew Bible.

The Temple 1982
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