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CHAPTER 1

AIM OF THE INVESTIGATION

1.1. Introductory remark

The aim of the present investigation is twofold. In the first place we want to show how
the similarities between Welsh and Hebrew have been described and understood since
the first descriptive works on the Welsh language appeared at the end of the 16th and
the beginning of the 17th century. In the second place we want to give an overview of
these similarities and, in some instances, we will try to connect these facts to the history
of both Welsh and Hebrew. We limit ourselves deliberately to two actual languages,
although much of our findings will apply for other Celtic and Afro-Asiatic languages.
An important reason for this choice is that we do not want to retrace the steps of
Pokorny, who compared Celtic features with features from Afro-Asiatic, several
different Caucasian languages, aud African languages of different families, because by
proving too much one might end with proving nothing at all. Further we are convinced
that it is highly instructive for the study of language typology to see how actual
languages, who are typologically comparable, resemble each other and differ from each
other; see further below sub 1.3.

We encounter several difficulties in the comparison of these languages. In the first
place their respective traditions are quite different. Classical Hebrew is mainly to be
found in the Hebrew Bible. This text has a highly complex history and is not uniform.
The consonantal part of the text is older, by several centuries, than the vowels and
originates from different periods, the oldest part probably to be dated somewhere late
in the 12th century BC and the youngest texts in the 2d century BC. Then, the
difference between prose and poetry is such that one might speak of two different
grammatical systems. And, as far as we know, a syntactical study of the language of
classical Hebrew poetry still has to be written.! The type of Welsh we want to compare
to classical Hebrew is mainly the literary language in its modern form,? and, of course,
this is a living language with an enormous amount of material that cannot be mastered
by someone the focus of whose studies are in Semitic, not in Celtic, linguistics. Apart
from the modern literary language we have sometimes adduced examples from Middle

' Cf. e.g. Niccacci 1990, p. 10: "Poetry has it own rules concerning the use of tense and, unfortunately,
they are still mysterious; they cannot be derived from prose and vice versa”.

2 One has, of course, to differentiate between different types of Welsh, both from a historical viewpoint:
Old, Middle and Modern Welsh, and from a geographical and dialectal point of view: Welsh from North and
South Wales exhibit some quite important differences, whereas the difference between the literary and the
spoken language is important. Sometimes the modern literary language is described as ’artificial’ and not an
interesting object for serious linguistic study. We are of the opinion that this form of Welsh is, as an existing
linguistic form, acceptable as an object of study.
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Welsh. These examples are mainly quoted from authors who adduce them among
modern ones, thus showing that they suppose them to be part of the same language
system, which for our purpose is enough.

One of the interests of this study lies in the fact that both languages we are
considering went through periods of important, rapid change. Classical Hebrew,
although not without change in the period from the 12th to the 2d century BC, changed
immensely in the period just following biblical times. A few later texts are written in
something like classical Hebrew, but most texts since the 2d century BC show the
complete decline of the older verbal system and the emergence of a new one, that still
forms the basis of modern Hebrew. At the same time the VSO character of Hebrew
began to change to SVO. Welsh, on the other hand, went through rapid changes in the
beginning of its existence as a separate language. According to some scholars at least,
Welsh only became a VSO language when it emerged from Common British, this
language being a "verb second language" (xV),’ according to some, at least not a
language of the VSO type. The traditional interest of comparative linguists in phonology
and morphology has sometimes led scholars to diminish the importance of the syntactic
changes in the formative period of Insular Celtic, a situation which is to be deplored.*

1.2. Historical and typological linguistics
Although one of our aims is typological, it is clear that at least several authors who have
dealt with the comparability of Hebrew and Welsh suppose a historical relationship
between the two languages or language families to which they belong. It is necessary
for everyone commenting upon tie comparability to take a stand in this dispute, that has
been a vigorous one at times. It is clear that since the study of Gensler’® not much needs
to be said on this point, although we will touch upon it in the last chapter. More
important in our study will be the relation that may be supposed between the substratum
and some Welsh syntactic developments.

Interesting is the view of Wagner, who maintains that one may only speak of
substratum in historical-genealogical linguistic research®:

3 Cf. also chapter 10.

* An example of this attitude is Broderick 1985, p. 153f., who only points to the substratal influence
supposed for Insular Celtic in one sentence: "Of the languages of the pre-Celtic inhabitants of Britain and
Ireland, which may survive in some place-names, virtually nothing is known”. The remark is accompanied
by a note: “There is a view held by some scholars, notably Heinrich Wagner, that some of the pre-Celtic
languages of Britain and Ireland may have been akin to some Hamito-Semitic languages of northern Africa
and the Near East". In a study on the development of Insular Celtic this seems to be a weakness, which is
paralleled in the rest of the article by an almost complete absence of interest for the syntactical development
of the Celtic languages.

5 Gensler 1993.
6 Wagner 1959, p. 242.
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Es wird klar, dass der Ausdruck *’Substrat’’ in der typologischen Sprachforschung
keinen Platz haben kann [to which remark the following note is attached:] Er ist nur
dort anwendbar, wo wir die einer Sprache zugrunde liegende Sprache konkret
kennen, ... . Es ist unrichtig, von einen berberischen Substrat auf den brit. Inseln
zu sprechen. Es kann hochstens vermutet werden, dass die Sprache oder die
Sprachen, welche vor dem Indogermanischen auf den brit. Inseln gesprochen
wurden, mit dem Berberischen und Semitischen typologisch verwand: gewesen sind.

. Die Sprachstrukturen sind namenlos. Der Begriff Substrat darf nur in der
genealogischen Sprachforschung angewandt werden.

We think that Wagner in this view is too restrictive, the idea of a substratum cannot be
said to be unacceptable only because one is not able to connect this substratum to any
known and named language. Just as it is acceptable to reconstruct an otherwise unknown
proto-language and to compare this language to any other reconstruction, it is acceptable
to reconstruct a substratum language by comparing attested languages on the one side
to languages historical related to them and on the other side to typological related
languages. This result may be compared to any existing language or language group.

In many instances scholars treating the problem of a substratum on the British Isles
have sought to give a historical explanation related to anthropological findings which
brought Iberians and the pre-Celtic inhabitants of Britain together. Although it is quite
possible that this line of reasoning is correct or partly so, we have refrained from this
type of explanation, as being outside the scope of this study’.

1.3. Some methodological remarks
We limit our comparisons mainly to two actual languages instead of two language
families. The main reason is, that we suppose that the typological comparison of two
language groups, and one of them, Afro-Asiatic, a fairly large one, may result in a less
useful collection of features from different languages, which even might be mutual
exclusive in some instances. On this point we differ from Gensler?, whose detailed study
of the typological features of Insular Celtic encompasses a large sample of languages
from all over the world. This is. of course, less problematic than the comparison with
many different languages also outside the Afro-Asiatic family, which is the main
objection against the work of Pokorny®.

Within this limitation, we have sought to find the points in which Welsh and Hebrew
are comparable, although, of course, to some similarities more weight has to be attached

7 Cf. also Gensler 1993, pp. 56-57.

& Gensler 1993; for a large part this is the result of the different aim of Gensler’s study, who once and
for all wanted to prove the ’Afro-Asiatic’ character of the substratum that influenced Celtic on the British
Isles.

9 Pokorny 1927 ea.



4 WELSH AND HEBREW

than to others. This means that we have not excluded comparable features that only exist
in modern Welsh, as is done by Gensler'®, because his approach is principally historical:

I am, however, specifically excluding features which appear only in the modern
Celtic languages. Any such parallels involving the modern languages I will
provisionally dismiss here as the result of drift... The main reason for this focus on
the older languages is straightforward: despite Wagner’s views about the
transtemporal nature of linguistic areas, I cannot see any possible path of
transmission for substratal influence by the time Modern Welsh (~1400) and
Modern Irish ( ~ 1200) came into existence. The substratal language would have had
to still be spoken, and this seems unlikely.

It seems quite clear that just because of the reason given by Gensler it is highly
important to see how many features in the modern languages, which means Modern
Welsh in our study, are parallel to Afro-Asiatic. In case the modern Celtic languages
share more features with Afro-Asiatic than the older forms of these languages, a
historical explanation of the typological comparability of these language families might
become less probable and we have to think rather of converging development. Excluding
this material means bending the argument in ones favour. Then, Gensler also excludes
features which are not only attested in Celtic, but also in the older Indo-European
languages. Because of his historical argumentation this is understandable. Impelled by
this historical bias, Gensler compares these Celtic features to parallel ones in one of the
branches of Northern Afro-Asiatic (Old Egyptian, the older phases of Semitic, and
Berber). In our view this point of view limits our understanding of the parallels between
the two language systems we discuss.

The lengthy comparisons of Pokorny, apart from the problem of the material
compared to Irish, poses another problem. Many of the features discussed by Pokorny
are explained in a psychological system'!, in which some features are more advanced
than others. As we do not have a reference grid from which to conclude which feature

10 Gensler 1993, p. 193.

" We give only a few examples. Pokorny 1927, pp. 239ff. stresses the characteristic use of concrete
concepts in Irish as compared to other Indo-European languages where the expression of abstract concepts is
normal. Following a remark on Irish constructions like mo chuid airgid my part of the money = my money,
Pokorny remarks on p. 240: "Es liegt hier nicht so sehr das Bestreben vor, wie Finck meinte, eine einzige
Idee durch mehrere Glieder Zum Ausdrucke zu bringen, als vielmehr das psychologische Unvermdgen,
allgemeine Begriffe, wie Geld, Kleider, usw. auszudriicken, genau so, wie die menschliche Sprache
urspriinglich keine Worte fiir Baum, Fisch usw. hatte, sondern nur den Begriff Apfelbaum, Birnbaum, usw.
kannte, in noch ilterem Stadium sogar nur "meinen Apfelbaum". "den Apfelbaum an der Quelle dieses
Baches", usw.". Pokorny clearly is of the opinion that Indo-European is a language type of a much higher
standing than that of the languages of Africa, among which the languages of the negroes are especially lagging
behind, cf. e.g. ibid. p. 137: "... und da die Negersprachen in vieler Hinsicht ungemein primitiv sind ...".
This view seems to us less useful in the comparison of language type, and we will not discuss the point in our
study.
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in a language is more advanced than others, we refrain from this type of reasoning and
only refer to Pokorny where he discusses linguistic facts.

In the second chapter, on the history of the comparison of Welsh and Hebrew until
the first half of the nineteenth century, it will be seen that the comparison of the
vocabulary was a highly favoured topic until the notion of typological comparability
became more important. This does not mean that supposedly related lexical units are not
discussed any more, Pokorny tentatively mentions several possible candidates. As we
are mainly interested in the typological problem, we will not discuss this problem. It is
probably better to tackle the lexical problem from a more complete insight in the
vocabulary of Insular Celtic. If Campanile'? is correct in his supposition that 28% of the
Cornish vocabulary is not inherited from Indo-European and also not to be explained
as a loan from Latin, French or English, and if the same holds true for the other Insular
Celtic languages, study of this part of the vocabulary becomes imperative. Campanile’s
remarks® lead, for the moment, to a non Indo-European substratum and/or adstratum
that influenced most of south western Europe and Celtic.

Because of the problems that still remain as regards the development of the insular
Celtic languages and the question we discuss is whether a substratum influenced these
Celtic languages, the main interest of this study is in the Celtic side of the comparison.
The much shorter bibliography of studies on Hebrew only reflects this. This does not
mean, of course, that in Hebrew and Semitic studies all syntactical problems have been
solved.

12 Campanile 1976, p. 138.
13 Campanile 1976, pp. 132-137.



CHAPTER 2

HISTORY OF THE COMPARISON UNTIL
THE SECOND HALF OF THE 19TH CENTURY

The following remarks are in several ways limited in scope. In the first place it is clear,
that as our subject is confined to the comparison of Welsh and Hebrew,' we will not
treat extensively the links supposed between other Celtic languages and Afro-Asiatic,”
which is less important than it might seem because the relation of Welsh to Hebrew
seems to have been more vividly discussed than the relation of the other Celtic languages
to Afro-Asiatic. Secondly, we start this historical survey at the moment when modern
Welsh scholarship begins to emerge, around the year 1600.° In the preceding period the
comparability of both languages does not seem to have captivated scholars as was the
case from the 17th century and onwards. Some of the best known grammarians from the
16th century, Roberts* and Rhys,’ do not mention Hebrew at all. The only author in the
16th century we have encountered making a remark on Hebrew as compared to Welsh
is William Salesbury® in his introduction to his translation of the epistles and the Gospels
as they appeared in the Book of Common Prayer of 1549, Kynniver Llith a Ban.” where
he remarks in his introduction:

In Matheo multum addictus fui contextui Hebraico: non quod aspernatus Grecum, sed
quod Hebraica phrasis prepius ad nostra accedit.

[In Matthew I have followed the Hebrew text in large measure, not from any
disregard for the Greek but because the Hebrew phrase is more like our own.]

A decisive factor in the promotion and knowledge of Hebrew was, of course, the
translation of the Bible into Welsh and its subsequent revision.® In the third place, it is

' The subject is, of course, mentioned in Tourneur 1905, but treated only marginally, cf. e.g. Tourneur

1905 p. 121, speaking of John Davies: "il imagine une étroite parenté entre le gallois et I’hébreu. au point de
vouloir expliquer le premier par le second".

Z¢f, e.g. Gensler 1993, pp. 47-51; a few remarks on this point will be made when appropriate. however,
cf. e.g. below the remarks on Pezron, sub 2.2.1, Bullet, sub 2.5.

3 Cf. Gensler ibid.

* Roberts 1567.

> Rhys 1592.

5 On Salesbury, see e.g. Stephens 1998, p. 664f., Thomas 1967.

7 Salesbury 1551; the translation follows Thomas 1967, p. 41; for a discussion on the background of
this translation and Salesbury’s remarks, cf. Thomas 1976, p.78-80.

8 Several introductory books on the Welsh translation of the Bible have appeared in this century, cf. e.g.
Lloyd-Jones 1938, Evans 1954, Thomas 1967, Gruffydd 1988, Morgan 1988; the first complete Welsh Bible
translation appeared in 1588; a revised edition was published in 1620 by Richard Parry; it is fairly certain that



THE COMPARISON UNTIL THE SECOND HALF OF THE 19TH C. 7

well known that a more direct relationship with Hebrew has been supposed for several
other European languages in the same period. But it has not been our aim to discuss this
general issue.

In a discussion concerning the history of the comparison of Welsh and Hebrew it is
important to keep in mind the state of linguistic scholarship in an earlier period. It is,
of course, incorrect to criticize a scholar for not using notions only becoming accessible
later. Although critical biblical scholarship begins to emerge during the 17th century, one
can hardly expect the linguist not to believe the story of the tower of Babel and its
linguistic implications, or the description of nations and their forefathers in the tenth
chapter of Genesis. The use of this biblical information has a respectable history already
in the 17th century.® Several of these authors have been accused of unscientific writing,
whereas we are convinced that at least some of them did very well, within the
possibilities of their time. Therefore it seems important, to show the different authors in
their own environment, and we have chosen to introduce them through several longer
quotations.'® Others, of course, did not choose to comment upon the point of the
relationship of Welsh to other languages, which does not mean that they did not adhere
to one of the views exemplified below.

2.1. Welsh one of the mother languages

Several scholars studying Welsh during the 17th to 19th centuries advocate the view,
that, while Hebrew was the language of paradise, Welsh found its origin at the confusion
of tongues during the building of the tower of Babel, as described in the eleventh chapter
of Genesis. Some explicitly remark that the new tongues were only dialects of Hebrew
and not new languages.'' This situation, of course, easily explains the remarkable
similarities of Welsh and Hebrew. The feeling of some that Welsh and Hebrew are
almost the same language follows from the same type of reasoning.

2.1.1. John Davies,”? 1621, 1632

A strong advocate of this connection of Welsh and Hebrew has been John Davies, the
revisor of the Welsh Bible translation, and the author of a grammar and a dictionary of
the Welsh language in the first half of the 17th century. Defending the study of Welsh

the revision was supervised by John Davies.

® Cf. e.g. Wolff 1970, pp. 99-137.

10" Quotations in Latin and Welsh are given in their original form, with English translation. When we are
aware of biographical information on the persons quoted in this chapter this is mentioned, but this information
should not be considered to becomplete or up to date.

"' Cf e.g. Thomas 1746, p. 7.

12 On John Davies (c. 1567-1644) compare e.g. W. Rowlands 1869, pp. 98-102 and 112-118, DNB s.v,,
R. F. Roberts in: Biography 1959, pp. 131-132, Rh. Ff. Roberts 1952, Gruffydd 1970, cf. also Stephens 1998,
p. 162.
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and explaining its antiquity and special character he remarks in the introduction of his
Welsh grammar":

Deinde, si eo nobilior, perfectior, antiquior, et ad animi sensa exprimenda, aptior,
commodiorque lingua judicandasit, quo majorem cum Hebraea, unica generis humani
per 1700 plus minus annos lingua, omniumque deinceps linguarum matre, fonte, et
archetypo, habet congruentiam; Britannicam hac ex parte nulla, credo, superat, nulla
aequat. Si enim literas spectes, sono cum Hebraeis quam optime conveniunt. Si
nominum, pronominumque &TTOTOV sine casibus variationem, solis numeris
distinctam; verborum radicem, tertiam personam singularem; pronominum affixa, cum
vocibus aliis in unam dictionem coalescentia; partium orationis etiam indeclinabilium
variationes; formas denique vocum absolutas et constructas; pene Hebracam esse
dixeris. Si accentuum leges, nunquam nisi in ultima penultimave syllaba occurrunt,
ut nec in Hebraea. Si phrases, locutionum modos, orationis syntaxin, consideres; certe
nec Graeca nec Latina, minus vulgarium ulla, ita ad vivum Hebraismos exprimit, ac
Britannica: quod in isto libelle manifeste liquebit ....

[Further, the more a language can be judged noble, perfect, old and apt to express
the feelings of the soul, and so practical, the more comparability it has with Hebrew,
the only language of the human race for about 1700 years, and afterwards the mother,
fountain and archetype of all languages. In this respect no language is, I believe,
superior to British, no language is equal to it. If you look at the letters, they are
highly comparable to the Hebrew ones in sound. If you look at variability of nouns
and pronouns, without case, only distinct in number, at the root of the verb being the
third person singular, at affixed pronouns, pronounced as one together with other
words, at the variations of the indeclinable parts of speech, at the absolute and
construct forms of nouns, you would almost say that it is Hebrew. If you look at the
laws of the accents, that only occur in the ultimate or penultimate syllable, just as in
Hebrew. If you consider the phrases, ways of speaking, syntax of the utterance, than
certainly nor Greek or Latin, even less some vulgar one, do express themselves
literally so with Hebraisms, as British does, which will become clear in this booklet

!

And in the few introductory lines to the syntax Davies remarks'*:

Syntaxis autem Britannica a Graeca et Latina multum dissentit, et ad Hebraicam
quam proxime accedit, ut ex sequentibus patebit.

[The syntax of Welsh differs much from that of Greek and Latin, but it is very nearly
like Hebrew, as will be clear from the following.]

3 Davies 1621, p. [ix]f.
" Ibid. p. 156fF.
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Even in the form of their poetry Hebrew and Welsh are comparable.'

In the syntactical description of Welsh several points of comparison between Welsh

and Hebrew are to be found. In many instances we still stress the same points, and we
will refer the reader to our remarks in the second part of this study wherever appropriate.
The following points may be noted:

a)

b)

c)

d)

Use of the preposition i/ to describe the dative'®: Psalm i Ddafydd / 1v19 2mn
[mizmor la-dawid] [psalm to David] (Ps. Ixxv 1).

Use of "genetive" connection where other languages use noun and adjective, e.g. to
indicate material: llestri pres / [kolé nahoset] [vessels copper] (Jos. vi 19), vessels of
copper'” (cf. chapter 5.3);

Use of "genetive" connection to indicate age: mab teirblwydd, gwraig bedwarugain,
cf. [ben Samonat yamim] [boy eight days] (Gen. xvii 12);"®

Use of verbal noun, as in Amser machludo haul'® / [Cét bo hasSemes] [time setting
the sun] (Jos x 27), the time of sunset; amser galaru® [time mourning] (Eccl. iii 4),
time for mourning®' (cf. chapter 9.1.2);

Cardinal numbers are followed by a noun in sing., deugain nhiwrnod (Gen v
[passim]), twenty nights®* (cf. chapter 5.6.1);

Order Noun - adjective® (cf. chapter 5.1);

Order Numeral - noun® (cf. chapter 5.6.1);

Use of preposition + noun to describe adjective®: y llew o'r coed/ [Paryeh miyyaCar]
(Jer v 6), a lion from the wood; cynghorwr G gwybodaeth® / [yoCes besekel] (i Ch
xxvi 14), a counsellor with wisdom;

Type of names: X son (daughter) of Y;?’

Combination of article with pronoun®: yfe, y ki, ¥y, NN [ha-hi, ha-hi];

As explained in the last chapter of the grammar.
Davies 1621, p. 157.

' Ibid. p. 158.

" 1bid. p. 116.

Beibl 1971: ym mhryd machludo haul.

Beibl 1971 & 1988: amser i alaru; as in the Hebrew text: ‘et libkOt, time for mourning.
2! Ibid. pp. 159-160.

2 bid. p. 165.

3 Davies 1621, p. 163.

2 Ibid. p. 164.

2 Ibid. p. 167.

Beibl 1971: cynghorwr deallgar.

¥ 1bid. pp. 161-162.

2 1bid. p. 169.
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Omission of a relative pronoun®: Clywais iaith nid adnabum’® [1 hear a language not
I knew] / [Sefat lo yadaCti *esmaC] [a language not I knew I hear] (Ps Ixxxi 6) (cf.
chapter 5.4 and 8);

Omission of both relative and antecedent’': Ar ol ni thyccia’® [after what does not

avail] / [Paharé lo yo©ilu] (Jer ii 8) (cf. chapter 8);

m) Omission of relative and indication of the relationship through the use of

n)
0)
P
Q
r)

s)
t)

prepositional phrase or adverb®’: Methedy dydd i’'m ganwydynddo [may miss the day
[ was born on it] / [yobad yom “iwwaled bo] [may perish day I was born on it] (Job
iii 3); y wlad y mae yno aur [the land is there gold] / [Peres hahawila “aser Sam
hazzahab] [the land Havilah [REL] there the gold (Gen ii 11), the land Havilah,
where the gold is (cf. chapter 8);

Differentiation of interrogatives in personal and neutral,* »n /mi] and nn [ma];
Construction of the interrogative in the genetive case’”: Merch pwy wyt ti? [daughter
who are you] / [bat mi at] [daughter who you] (Gen xxiv 23), whose daughter are
you (cf. chapter 5.3);

Repetition of a demonstrative pronoun to render an idea of vagueness®: Fel hyn ac
fel hyn | [kazo wa-kazo] [like this and like this] (Jud. xviii 4), such and so;
Repetition of an adjective or adverb to indicate a superlative meaning’’: drwg drwg
/ ¥1 1 [ra€ ra€] [bad bad] Prov. xx 14, the worst of them; yn fawr fawr / TND TND
[ma’od ma°od] [very very] (ii K x 4), in the highest degree;

Conjugated prepositions®® (cf. chapter 9.2.1);

Use of yn following the verbum substantivum;*

No article preceding a genetive combination*’ (cf. chapter 5.3);

Absence of a present tense, Welsh using the periphrastic construction with yn and
Hebrew using the participle;*'

2 Ibid. p. 171.

Beibl 1971: lle y clywais iaith ni ddeallwn.
Davies 1621, p. 172.

Beibl 1971: ar 61 y pethau ni wnaent lesad.
33 Ibid. pp. 172-173.

3% Ibid. pp. 75, 179.

Ibid., pp. 179-180.

Ibid. p. 173.

37 Ibid. p. 63.

3% Ibid. p. 180.

Ibid. p. 195.

40 Ibid. p. 197.

41 Ibid. pp. 76-77.

30
31
32

35

39
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v) The use of the future tense for the present.*’

Apart from these syntactical points and questions of use of morphological categories,
Davies also supposes a direct relationship between some Welsh and Hebrew morphemes,
cf. his remarks on the formation of the plural, in which he compares the Welsh plural
ending -au to the Hebrew ending -& (masc. plural ending in the construct state), and the
ending -oedd to Hebrew -6¢ (fem. plural ending).”

In his Welsh and Latin dictionary,” he remarks in the introduction:

Quod autem tot obsoleta vocabula nostra habeat lingua, & ab antiquitate sit, & quod
per tot secula, inculta pené jacuit. Linguae enim Brit. idem feré contigit quod
Hebraeae, ut nunc in fine seculorum coli tandem coeperit; nam & omnem quam in
Hebraed lucem habent secula nostra, Eliae Levitae,qui scripsit anno Aerae
Christianae 1518, nos debere ait Munsterus. Adde quod bellorum rabie, hostium
invidid, temporum injuria, hominumque nostrorum incurid, cuncti feré antiqui
perierunt libri Brit. qui antiquum vocabulorum usum monstrare potuissent, & ad
nostra usque tempora traduxisse. Sicui de ejus antiquitate dubitare placuerit, huic vel
hoc unicum sufficiat antiquitatis argumentum, quod origo ejus, & qué sit matrice
genita penitls ignoretur. Somnient alij & Gallic4, ut vicing; alij 8 Romana, ut victrice;
alij ab alijs linguis ortam, Mihi, si sensu meo abundare permittor, ab omnibus
Europaeis & Occidentalibus linguis, saltem quales nunc sunt & multis retro seculis
fuerunt, alienior esse videtur, quam ut ab illis derivari posse vel somnietur: eorumque
arridet sententia, qui Babele natam existimant. Orientalium matricum unam esse
opinor, aut certe ab Orientalibus immediate prognatam. Pro qué licet opinione ut pro
aris & focis dimicare nolim, ausim tamen affirmare Linguam Brit. tum vocibus, tum
phrasibus & orationis contextu, tum literarum pronunciatione, manifestam cum
Orientalibus habere congruentiam et affinitatem; cum Occidentalibus Europaeis feré
nullam, nisi quam a Romanis hic aliquando importantibus, & Anglorum commercio
dudum contraxit. Et qua Graeca, & Latina ejus discipula, et Europaearum aliae, voces
ab Orientalibus deductus se habere contendunt, cur non & nos easdem ab Orientalibus
non ab illis accepisse putemur, cum illae frigidius crudius, rudiusque, quam nos, eas
ab Orientalibus deducant ? Qui & Gallica h.e. Celticd ortam volunt, utcunque sese
conjecturis, ut ad eorum delenda argumenta in promptu cuiq.; possit esse spongia.
[However, because our language has so many obsolete words, and this is thus since
antiquity, and for so many centuries, it lies almost unused. To British and Hebrew
almost the same has happended, that it has now begun at the end of centuries to be
cultivated; Munster says, that we owe everything which is now known about Hebrew

2 Ibid. p. 77.

3 Ibid. p. 30.
* Davies 1632.
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to Elias Levita, who wrote in 1518. Add further how through the rages of wars, the
jealousness of enemies, damage through time, negligence of our own people, almost
all old British books, which might have shown the ancient use of words, and thus
might have been passed down until our own time, have been lost. If someone would
like to doubt its antiquity, one argument of its antiquity should be sufficient, because
its origin and through which pedigree it originated, is completely ignored. Some
imagine it originates from Gaulish,”® because that is near, others from Latin, as the
victorious language, and others again derive it from other languages. But to me, if
it is permitted to speak my mind, this language seems to be so different from all the
European and Western languages, at least such as they are at present and have been
for many centuries past, that it is impossible to suppose that it may be derived from
them. And I am best pleaseu with the sentiment of those, who suppose it to have
originated from Babel. According to my opinion it is one of the oriental mother-
tongues, or at least immediately sprung from the Oriental languages.*® Although I
do not want to fight for hearth and home, I would venture to stress that the British
language in words, phrases, clause construction, and in the pronunciation of the
letters has a clear comparability and relationship with the Oriental ones, and almost
no relation with the western European ones, apart from what was brought here by the
Romans or what the trade with the English lately occasioned. As Greek and its
disciple Latin, and others of the Europeans, have filled themselves with loans from
Oriental languages, why do we not suppose that we also have got the same as loans
from the Oriental languages and not from them, when they, more cold, crude and
rude than we are, want to derive them from the Oriental languages ? Those who want
it to have originated from Gaulish, i.e. Celtic, in whichever way one should imagine
this, that to delete their arguments at once, it may be wiped out .]

As perhaps is to be expected in a dictionary, Davies mainly stresses the comparison of
words. One of the reasons why Welsh words are not always directly recognizable as
having been derived from one of the oriental languages is the reversed order of sounds
because these languages are written backwards. We quote from his introduction:

* The relation supposed between British (Welsh) and Gaulish was of long standing of course, based upon
the information of the classical writers, cf. e.g. Holinshed 1577, fol. 4b: “What language came first wyth
Samothes & afterwarde with Albion, & the Gyants of his companie, it is hearde for me to determine, sith
nothing of sound credit remayneth in writing which maye resolue us in the truth hereof, yet of so much are
we certaine, that the speach of the auncient Britons, and of the Celtes had great affinitie one with another, so
that they were either all one, or at the leastwyse such as eyther nation wyth smal helpe of interpreters might
understand other, and readily discerne what the speaker did meane.” Holinshed related the Welsh language
rather to Greece than to any other linguistic entity, cf. ibid. fol. 5a: “It is a speache in mine opinion much
savouring of that, which was sometime used in Grecia, and learned by the reliques of the Troyanes, whylest
they were captive there, but how soever the matter standeth, after it came ouer into this Islande, sure it is, that
it could neuer be extinguished for all the attempts that the Romains, Saxons, Normans, and English men coulde

make against that nation, in any manner of wyse.”

6 These words were also quoted by J. Pokorny 1964, p. 76.
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Orientalibus linguis quae & dextré ad sinistram leguntur, voces facil¢ in linguas quae
4 sinistrd ad dextram leguntur, transire, his suo more legentibus quae illi suo
scripserunt, ut videre est in erroned lectione mimi pro MM de qua ante; sic a TV
Dharac, nos dicimus cerdded, a radice Cerdd, Inceda, ambula; & a 970, Terep,
dicimus Praidd; quod veteris scribebant Prait, & Praid, & a 793," Nesek, Kusan,
&e.

[From the oriental languages, which are read from right to left, words easily go over
to languages which are read from left to right, because these ones read in their way,
what they in their way have written, as may be seen from the erroneous reading mim
for M [the Tetragrammaton] (on which see above); thus from 797, dharac, we say
cerdded, from the root cerdd, walk; and from 940, Terep, we say praidd, what was
earlier written as prait & praid [flock]; and from ¥, Nesek, kusan [kiss], etc.]

In many instances the comparability is even less obvious than in the above examples.
Sometimes only one or two letters with a comparable sound are the basis of the
comparison, as follows from the following examples, taken from the first few pages of
the dictionary:

Aberth, Sacrificium, Ab Heb. Nax, Zebach.

Ach, Stemma, prosapia, parentela, genealogia, Heb wiy, iachas, prosapia,
genealogia.

Achles, confugium, refugium, asylum, protectio, locus ubi quod sovetur, defensio.

Heb. p5N, Chalak, est lenire, blandiri, adulari.

Achwyn, accusare, queri; accusatio, querimonia. Ab A & Cwyn. Heb. n2n,
Hociach.

Adaf, manus. Heb. 1 [yad] ...

Adeiladwr, dedificator. Heb. 957N, Ardecal.

Adar, Aves, volucres, sing. Aderyn, avis, volucer. Gr. &pwig, Chald. »v, Taiar,
Avis; Et est vox Arabica, ut vult Kimhi.

Adrodd, narrare, declarare, Heb. 1341, Dauar, loqui, narrare.

[Aberth, sacrifice, from Hebrew Nax zebach [sacrifice].

Ach, pedigree,family, kinship,geneology, Heb WM, iachas, family, pedigree.
Achles, shelter, refuge, asylum, protection, place where something is saved, defence.
Heb. p5n, Chalak, is to soften, to caress, to greet lovingly.

Achwyn, fo accuse, to complain; accusation, complaint. From A & Cwyn. Heb.
Mo, Hociach [to reprove, to reproach].

Adaf, hand. Heb. > [hand]...

Adeiladwr, Builder. Heb. Y371, Ardecal [architect, builder].*®

7 Davies 1632 incorrectly prints V).

8 Note that this word, like the next one quoted, is non-biblical.
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Adar, birds, sing. Aderyn, bird, Gr. 8pwig, Chald. 2V, Taiar, bird; This is also an
Arabic word, according to Kimhi.
Adrodd, fto tell, to declare, Heb. 82%, Dauar, to speak, to tell.]

It is abundantly clear from the preface to his grammar that Davies is comparing the
grammatical system of Welsh to that of Hebrew. He does so within the scientific
framework of his time, as is shown by his belief in Hebrew as the language of paradise,
and in his use of the Latin and Greek grammatical systems in his description of Welsh.*’
The least attractive part of his comparisons is to be found, without a doubt, in his
dictionary. This is, of course, because his method is lacking in consistency and all
comparisons are, from a modern point of view, useless and incorrect. But also on this
point Davies is a child of his time. As far as we can see, however, there is no reason to
suppose that his Hebrew comparisons in any way influenced his description of the
meaning of Welsh words.

Note how Davies insists upon the comparability of Welsh and Oriental languages on
different points, viz. phonology, syntax and vocabulary, among which syntax has a
prominent place, both in his grammar and his dictionary.

2.1.2. Charles Edwards,*® 1671

Charles Edwards reserves the last chapter of his well-known Y Ffydd Ddi-ffuant’' for
some remarks on the relation of Welsh and Hebrew. G.J. Williams™ supposes influence
of John Davies on Edwards, which, of course, is possible, but it is clear from a
comparison of the material presented by the two scholars, that, though the idea may have
been influenced by Davies, its demonstration is the work of Edwards himself. In this
chapter he compares a number of words and phrases which sound alike. In the
introduction he remarks that he believes Hebrew and Welsh to be originally the same
language™*:

Ac mai’r iaith barchedig hon a lefarodd y dynion cyntaf cyn pechu, ac ym mha vn
yr yscrifenwyd cymmaint o’r yscrythyrau yw mam y Gymraeg, ac mai’r Chaldaeg
yw ei chwaer gelli ddeall wrth y ganlyn. yn ddiau wrth ystudio arnynt mi a ryfeddais

* In using these three languages, he conforms himself, of course, to the humanist tradition, in which these
three languages played the most important role.

% On Charles Edwards (1628- after 1691) and his works, cf. e.g. Williams 1936, pp. v-liv, G.J. Williams
in: Bibliography 1959, p. 184; cf. also DNB s.v., Stephens 1998, p. 200f.

51 published for the first time in 1667, and reprinted several times during the 17th, 18th and 19th
centuries, while scholarly editions of the same work were published in this century; the numbers indicating
the different impressions do not seem to be related to each other in all instances; I quote the photomechanical

reproduction of the 3d edition (1677), which appeared in 1936.
52 Williams 1936, p. xiii-xxxiv.

% Edwards 1677, p. 394.
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ac a lawenychais weled geiriau fy ‘ngwldd mewn ieithoedd dieithr ydoedd mor
oedranus ac anrhydeddus. Geiriau Groeg, Ladin, a Saesneg a hurddwyd ir Gymraeg
ar flaen cleddyf, neu a ollyngwyd i mewn gyd a chwt masnach a dysceidiaeth, tra yw
cyfansodiad yr ieithoedd hynny yn anhebygol iddi. Ond y mae’r Hebraeg yn ollawl
vn bryd a gwédd 4 hi. y mae ei llythrennau hi yn naturiolach i’n iaith ni na’r rhai yr
ydym ni yn eu harfer y pryd hyn.

[And that venerable language, which is the one the first men spoke before the
original sin, and in which so much of the scriptures has been written, is the mother
of Welsh, and that Chaldean (i.e. Aramaic) is its sister, can be understood from what
follows. Truly, during my studies in them I have been surprised and I have rejoiced
seeing words of my country in strange languages which were so aged and
honourable. Greek, Latin and English words were pushed into Welsh before the
sword, or released inside together with trade and teaching, while the composition of
these languages is different from it. But Hebrew is completely uniform with and
equal to it. Its letters are more natural for our language than those which we use at
this time.]

Then follow, in the order of the Hebrew alphabet, words from Hebrew (Aramaic)
compared to Welsh ones.* In this comparison Edwards allows himself a lot of freedom
to arrive at similarly sounding words. In Welsh he uses mutated and unmutated forms
indiscriminately, while his transcription of Hebrew also seems to be chosen to fit in with
the Welsh words as much as possible, although it is also possible that his knowledge of
Hebrew was not really adequate. Compare e.g. Edwards’s "odfoth’ with the correct
representation (using his system of transcription) ’odoth’. Note also how he uses
conjugated forms, in which the personal elements are quite differently expressed, as in
‘obhidah’ / *ofidiaf’, where the indication of the first person singular is to be found at
the beginning of the word in Hebrew and at the end in Welsh. We quote the first few
comparisons as an example:

Geiriau Hebraeg, ac ymhell un Chaldaeg a arferir yn ein iaith ni.
Heb. Cymr.

N7aN  Obhidah dinistraf, Ofidiaf.
Aebhen. faen.

Aedenei. wadnei.

Ahal. pabell. wal.
Ahalei. pebyll, wlau.

Os. y pryd hynny: oes.
QOdfoth. odfeydd.

Auuath. awydd

3 Edwards 1677, pp. 395-405; the words are given in two columns, the number of examples is 490; the
Hebrew words are given in transcription, apart from the first word in every column which is printed in Hebrew
script and in transcription.
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[Hebrew words and one Chaldaic one, which are used in our language.

Hebrew
NN Z6vida
1an Jeven
TN 2adné
9N Johel
YOPN dohole
N az
mMN  26dot
NN Sawwat

I shall destroy

stone

bases (plur. cstr.)

tent

tents (plur. cstr.)

Welsh

gofidiaf)

I destroy, I shall vex (mutated form of

stone (mutated form of maen)

gwadn)

soles (mutated form of gwadnau, pl. of

tent. lair, couch (mutated form of gwdl)

tents. lairs (mutated form of gwalau).

when (conjunction) this moment: age.
reason (plur. tant.) opportunities, occasions (pl. of oedfa)
desire (sing. cstr.) desire.]

The same view, with a repetition of partly the same material, he published in a short
volume,” consisting of only eight pages. This was perhaps to confront another audience
with this material, as the first column of his examples in this edition is given in Latin.
In the introduction he remarks’®:

Cum Hebraicis studiis aliquantis per incumberem, Patriarchas priscos, & Prophetas
sanctos Cambro-Britannice loquentes, & nostro idiomate Magnalia Dei patefacientes,
mihi visus sum audire.
[When encumbered with some Hebrew studies, I seemed to hear the first patriarchs
and the holy prophets speaking Welsh, and divulging the great deeds of God through

our idiom].

Of the list of comparisons he provides we quote six examples from the first page, and

seven from the last one:

LAT.

Os ex ossibus meis &
caro ex carne med Gen.
2. 23.

Desiderium meum Hosh.
10. 10

HEB.

Hasem em hasemai u
basar im besari.

Auuathi.

BRIT.

Asen om hasennaui, a
bras om bras i.

Awydd i.

%% Edwards 1676; the copy studied in the National Library of Wales directly starts with the introduction,
signed: Lond. Decemb. 24. 1675. Carolus Edwards, indicating that the booklet appeared probably in 1676.

3¢ Edwards 1676, p. 1.
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Descendentes cisternam

Psal. 88. 5.

Sicut vir non fortitudo
ibid.

Arbores iustitiae Jes. 61.
3

Usque quo Psal. 13. 2.
Sine Deo

Splendoris filius.
Proles Gog.

Murus cousulendi
Fortis contentio

Terra

Liquefactio

Ivordei bhor.

Ec gebher aen aeial.

Aceiel hasedhec.

Had anah.
Aen adon.
Beri nin.
Valad Gog.
Gader idaros
Ribh el
Adamah

Temes

17

I wared i for.

Ac gwr an all.

Wiail y swyddoc.

Hyd yna.

Anudon.

Brenin.

Wlad Gog, Gogledd.
Gader Idris

Rhyfel

Ydom

Tamesis, afon yn treio.

Several of the comparisons show a great ingenuity, but none is, of course, tenable. For
the sake of convenience we give the correct Hebrew with translation in the first two
columns and the Welsh with translation in the third and fourth columns:

Y2 MINYND DNY
»Wan  [Cesem
mé-Casmay u-
basar mi-basari]

TMIN [Pawwati]

N3 TP
[yoradé bor]

DN PN 330
[ko-geber “én

Zayal]

I8N N [ele

bone of my bone
and flesh of my
flesh

my desire

those descending
into the pit.

as a man without
help.

trees of

asen o’m hasen fi,
a brds o’m brés i.

awydd i

i waered 1 for

ac gwr anall

wiail y swyddog

rib of my rib and
fat of my fat

my desire

down into the sea

and a man
without power

rods of the



18 WELSH AND HEBREW
ha-sedeq] righteousness official
N 1y [Cad unto here hyd yna unto here
hénaj
VIN PN [Pén there is no Lord anudon perjury
2adon]
13 993 [bari ninf son of offspring brenin king
» I [walad child of Gog wlad Gog, the land of Gog,
gog] gogledd the north
YN V1Y [gader a wall that he will gadair Idris Cadaer Idris
yidros] explain
SN 299 [rib 2él] strife of God, rhyfel war
immense strife

"IN [Yadamal earth y dom the dung
0NN [temes] act of flowing Tamesis, afon yn Thames, an

treio. ebbing river

Note that sometimes Edwards seems to know his material rather well. Thus e.g. the word
BN [temes] occurs only once (in Ps. 1 9) and is explained traditionally as: flowing.
Another hapax legomenon is the 9'N [Zayal] from Ps. Ixxxviii 5, normally explained as
*help’, but also as strength.”” Several times he has left out a Hebrew word to make the
match with Welsh easier, which also points to a good grasp of the Hebrew text. Thus,
in 39 VN NI [nasa 26r paneka] (Ps. iv 7, not quoted supra) Edwards left out 132y
[Caleni]’ over us’ following N©) [nasa] and in Y71 23y3 080 AN [2abel misrayim
ba-Ceber ha-yarden] (Gen. 1 11, id.) he left out the marker of relativity “WN [“aser]
following D181 [misrayim]. At other points, however, he has some difficulty to make
the comparison succeed, as in the third example quoted where he connects N3 [b6r]
pit’ with Welsh mor ’sea’. His translation of ) [nin] is also incorrect, the word
meaning “offspring’ and not ’splendour’, as Edwards seems to suppose. Also his
representation of Hebrew leaves much to be desired. We would also like to draw
attention to the fact that he uses Tamesis, the name of the (or several) river(s), as an
example of a Welsh word. In this case he is, of course, supposed to be correct in his

57 Cf. Beibl: gwr heb nerth, a man without strength.
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supposition of a Celtic origin for this name. Concluding this small volume, Edwards
remarks:

Peculiaris etiam est Hebraeis & Cambro-Britannis in cantu symphonia. Audivi
Judaeos in synagogd hymnos canentes modulationibus apud nostros Cambrenses
consuetissimis.

[Characteristic for the Jews and Welshmen is the way of singing. I have heard Jews
singing hymns in the synagogue with rhythms very common with us Welshmen.]

Charles Edwards is the only scholar we came across in this study who shows to be aware
of this contemporary use of Hebrew.*®

213 J L, 1716

An apologetic treatise on the ancient Britons, by this unrecognized author, also treats of
the Welsh language. J. L. is well aware of the current theories, giving Welsh a more
illustrious descent than English®”:

The British Language must be own’d more excellent than many others, because it has
many Hebrew Words in it, and has a greater Affinity with the Hebrew in the Affixes
of Verbs, than any Western Language. Tho’ the Fate of Conquest oblig’d the
unfortunate Britons to retire to their Hills, yet the utmost Effort of their Enemies
could never drive them from thence, so that they still retain their Original Tongue.
Permit me to do a Piece of Justice to that antiquated Language, in contracting what
the learned Fuller is pleas’d to say more at large concerning it. Speaking of the old
Britons he saith, (1.) Their Language is native: It was one of those which departed
from Babel, and herein it relates to God, as the more immediate Author of i,
whereas most Tongues in Europe, are generated from the corruption of Originals. (2)
[t’s unmix’d, needs no Foreign Words to express it self; the Romans were so far from
making the Britons do, that they would not speak as they would have them: Their
very Language never had perfect Conquest in this Island. It’s the least mix’d of any
in Europe, with Foreign Words. (3) Unaltered. Other Tongues are daily disguis’d
with Forreign Words, so that in a Century of Years, they grow Strangers to
themselves, as now an Englishman needs an Interpreter to understand Chaucer’s
English, but the British continues so constant to it self, that the Works of Mer/in and
Taliessin, who wrote about a Thousand Years since, are at this Day intelligible in that
Tongue. (4) It’s durable, which had its Beginning at the Confusion of Tongues, and
is likely not to have its Ending till the Dissolution of the World.

It is plain that L. follows the tradition which starts with John Davies. He considers
Welsh to be one of the original languages that were created at the building of the tower

% This comparison brings to mind the remark of Gary Goldschneider in his autobiography (of which I
only found a Dutch edition, 1991): Ook kwam het geluid van joodse gebeden in mijn herinnering terug, toen
ik Welsh hoorde spreken.

L. 1716, p. .
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of Babel.

2.1.4. Thomas Richards,*® 1753

In the introduction to his extensive Welsh-English dictionary Richards quotes several
authors to impress the reader with the antiquity of the Welsh language. Although Pezron
is adduced to show that Welsh ard Gaulish are one and the same language,®' he does not
mention the descent of Welsh through Gomer (cf. below). In his remarks on the
similarity of Welsh and Hebrew Richards depends upon the authority of John Davies.”
The almost romantic view of the value of the Welsh language is aptly expressed in the
following lines:

And as this Language has continued for such a long Series of Ages past, so we have
no Reason to doubt but that it is the Divine Will that it be preserved to the End of
Time, as we have the Word of God most elegantly and faithfully translated into it.

In the dictionary he quotes Hebrew equivalents for several Welsh words. Richards has
taken all his material, as far as we have checked, from John Davies,®* sometimes
acknowledging his dependence by the insertion of a D.,* but this is also left out several
times.®® It is difficult to say whether the more elaborate expression “Dr. D. derives it
from ...”%% is meant to indicate that Richards doubts Davies’s opinion.

2.1.5. John Walters,® 1771

John Walters, admitting that Welsh and Gaulish are the same,” is again a strong, though
not original, advocate of John Davies, also quoting other authorities to substantiate the
venerability of the Welsh language®:

.. M. Bullet, who, in his Memoires sur la langue Celtique, "appears to have made
some progress, as a professed Critic expresses it, in all the languages of the earth".

0 On Thomas Richards (1710-1790), c¢f. ¢.g. DNB s.v., G.J. Williams in: Bibliography 1959, p. 854.
' Richards 1753, pp. v-vii, we quote the second edition Trefriw 1815.

%2 Ibid. pp. vii-viii.

83 Davies 1632; cf Richards 1753, p. x: Itis to this learned Writer I am obliged for most of the
Words, which, from the Hebrew, and other Oriental Languages, are inserted in the following Work.

8 Cf sv. Ach, Achles, Adaf, Adeiladwr, Adrodd, &c.

% Cf e.g. sub Achwyn, Adar.

8 Cf. s.v. Aberth.

57 On John Walters (1721-1797), ¢f. e.g. DNB s.v.,, GJ. Williams in: Bibliography 1959, pp. 1011-1012,
Stephens 1998, p. 764.

%8 Walters 1771, p. 17; this book is probably correctly dismissed by Tourneur 1905, p. 134 as “un ¢loge
académique du gallois qui n’offre rien d- bien particulier”; Walters’s dictionary (Walters 1794) was a more
important contribution to the study of the Welsh language, but does not go into the possible relation Hebrew
and Welsh.

% Ibid. pp. 21-22.



THE COMPARISON UNTIL THE SECOND HALF OF THE 19TH C. 21

This Gentleman has run in the same course with his countryman, the learned Pezron,
but has out-stript him in the race, and advanced so far beyond him as to make the
Celtic to be a dialect of the original language communicated by the Creator to the
first Parents of mankind. And admitting the primitive language to have been the
Hebrew, which, 1 fancy, very few will dispute, he is not singular in his opinion; for
a very learned person of our own Nation, in his Enquiries concerning the first
inhabitants, Language, &c. of Europe, published about the same time, supposes the
Celtic a sister-dialect of the Hebrew.

Walters then quotes Davies from the introduction to his dictionary (v. supra), and a few
pages later he remarks, referring to Rowlands 17237

Though it may be thought, by this time, to be unnecessary for the elucidation of the
subject; yet I can by no means prevail with myself not to mention the ingenious
Rowlands on the occasion, who, in his Comparative table of languages, hath
paralleled 300 Hebrew words with an equal number taken from the ancient languages
of Europe, corresponding therewith both in sound and signification, so as to evince
an affinity and near resemblance between them. And having remarked that, of these
300 Hebrew words more than half that number answer our present British or Welsh
sounds, as near as can be expected at so remote a distance both of time and place,
he very naturally concludes, "That the British tongue, having more of that original
language in it than all the rest together, may merit the esteem of being reckoned the
most ancient and least corrupted, language in the Western part of the world.

2.1.6. John Hughes,”" 1823
The prize essay of John Hughes for the Cambrian Society contains a short remark on the
relation of Welsh to Hebrew’”:

The structure of the Cymreig, evinces its affinity with languages which confessedly
are regarded the most ancient, and particularly, the Hebrew; as to which a learned
Antiquary has affirmed, “that the British tongue, having more of that original
language in it, than all the rest together, may merit the esteem of being reckoned the
most ancient and least corrupted language in this western part of the world.”

Hughes, of course, only repeats earlier remarks. Note that the same quotation of Henry
Rowlands is to be found with John Walters before him. This view does not obscure
Hughes’s conviction that Welsh is directly reiated to the other languages of Europe™:

The Ancient Gauls and Britons spoke a language nearly similar. The Welsh or the
Cymraeg, is one principal ranch of the great Celtic stock, to which along with the

14, p. 25.

" On John Hughes (1776-1843), cf. DNB s.v., R.T. Jenkins in: Bibliography 1959, p. 381.
2 Hughes 1823, p. 3.
” Tbid., p. 4.
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Teutonic, we may trace all the languages of Europe.

2.1.7. Eliezer Williams,™ 1840

The English works of Eliezer Williams contain an interesting paper entitled: Historical
anecdotes relative to the energy, beauty, and melody, of the Welsh language, and its
affinity to the Oriental languages, and those of the south of Europe. In this short treatise
Williams not only compares the Welsh vocabulary to that of Italian, French, Spanish and
Greek, but he also remarks’™:

... but the roots of most of the ancient British, or real Welsh words, may be regularly
traced in the Hebrew. This may be instanced in the few following examples:

Welsh Hebrew
Ysu, to burn, wN, fire. [2&5]
Tdn ysol, consuming fire,
Mam, a mother, ON, a mother. [“ém]
Pori, i bori, to graze, qy3, to graze. [biCér]
Iwbwb, a cry of distress, 12, to cry aloud. [yibbéb]
Bara, bread, M3, pure wheat.”
Dodi, to place, to thrust, 77, to thrust forward.”
Chwalu, to pierce after, to bruise, 51, to pierce. [tal]
Cesail, the armpit, 503, the flank. [kesel]
Neges, a business, a task, v, a task-master. [naggas]
Sidan, silk, 19, loose dresses. [sadin]
Obru, below, 73y, beyond. [Céber]
Palu, to separate the earth, to dig.  n>9, to separate. [pald/
Pared, a partition, 119, to divide. [parad]
Yspio, to overlook a prospect, 9%, to overlook, to view. [sapal
Saer, carpenter, 9y, to form, to fashion. [yaar]

To augment this catalogue would be an easy task. Scarcely a Hebrew root can be
discovered that has not its corresponding derivative in the ancient British language.
A list of these words would be too uninteresting; many may be found in Rowland’s
"Mona Antiqua," in Dr. Davies’s "Welsh and Latin Dictionary," in Richard’s "Welsh
and English Dictionary," published at Bristol about the year 1750, and in several
other philological works; in which the affinity the Welsh bears to the Hebrew
language is strenuously maintained; but not only do the words themselves indicate
that similarity between the two; their variations and inflections afford a much

™ On Eliezer Williams (1754-1820), cf. the memoir by his son in Williams 1840, DNB s.v., T.I. Ellis
in: Bibliography 1959, p. 1036.

5 Williams 1840, p. 134f.

6 Wheat’ being bdr in Hebrew, the form meant is probably bdr + suff. 3 s. fem.

77 Probably the root ddy ’to move, move forward’ is meant.
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stronger proof of affinity. In the Celtic as well as in the Hebrew, the cases and
gender of nouns are distinguished by affixes and prefixes, as 29 [lege 9] /pane]/,
a head; "9 [lege »39] [panay], my head; Celtic pen, a head, pen i, or mhen i, my
head; pv [$aq], a sack; Npw [lege *pw] [Saqqi], my sack; WPV [$agqd], his sack;
Celtic, sach, a sack; sachi, or vy sach i, my sack; ei sach o, his sack, &c. The Welsh,
like the Hebrew, often distinguishes the genders by a change of the prefixes, as
Hebrew, 191 [lege 121, a portion, Welsh, toccyn; ei thoccyn, her proportion; ei
doccyn, his proportion, &c. The plural number of nouns likewise is often formed in
a similar manner in the Celtic, by adding in (a contraction of 0% [lege ©]/im]) to the
singular, as, deri, oaks; cewri, giants, &c. In the formation of the different tenses and
conjugations of verbs, the same similarity is still observable. The Welsh, in
conformity with its prototype, the Hebrew, has no present tense. .....

The’® paragogic syllable wn, as in Hebrew and the oriental languages, is frequently
added to words in Welsh, to convey an idea of intenseness or energy, as caru, to
love; carwn, 1 would love ardently. To form passive verbs the letter n is likewise
prefixed to the active, as curo, to beat, fenghurwyd, 1 was beaten. The conjugation
hithpahel or etpol, as it is denominated by some grammarians, though represented by
many critics as peculiar to the Hebrew, is likewise used in the ancient British, and
is formed in a similar manner by prefixing a syllable to the theme of the verb, as,
golchi, to wash; ymolchi, to wash one’s self, to bathe; blino, to vex; ymflino, to vex
one’s self; the prefixed syllable communicating to the verb a reflective force, not
dissimilar to the middle voice of the Greeks. In the formation of sentences, and in
the government of words, in the agreement of the adjective with the substantive, in
the precedence of the latter, in the usual exceptions to this rule, and in verbs plural
being governed by nominatives singular, the Welsh so exactly corresponds with the
Hebrew, that the same syntax might serve for both.

Although Williams does not express himself quite clearly on the reasons for these
similarities, his authorities and comparisons make him, at least in this discussion, an
adherent of the theories of John Davies and his followers. Elsewhere,” however, he
adopts the theory that all words in all languages may be brought back to a limited series
of original sounds, consisting of a vowel or a consonant followed by a vowel, with a
definite original meaning. These primitive elements may be combined to form words
with extended meanings. He proves his theory by giving a long list of words*® containing
the element bal (i.e. ba + /, having lost its vowel in the combination). In this list he
collects words from the following languages: Welsh, Irish, Armoric, Hebrew, Greek,
Latin, German, Swedish, Italian, English, Spanish, French, and Russian. Williams
maintains that, of course, Welsh has preserved more of these original elements than any
other language. In his remarks on this theory, more or less related to those of Rowland

™ Ibid. p. 136.

" Williams 1840, pp. 185-196, in a chapter entitled "The nature of the primitive Language of Europe,

and Language in general’, being the second chapter of the first epoch, *Origin of the Britons - their history
until the invasion of Britain by the Romans’, of his A Sketch of the History of the Britons under five Epochs’.

8 1bid. pp. 190-196.
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Jones, Williams does not refer to his combination of Welsh and Hebrew, which occurs
elsewhere in his writings.

2.2. The Gomerian theory

Some authors stress that Welsh in its present form does not directly originate from the
confusion of tongues. They insist upon a history, based upon information from Genesis
x 2, where Gomer is mentioned as the eldest son of Japheth, the eldest son of Noah.
These historical facts are combined sometimes with information from classical sources,
probably giving the story a highly scientific flavour to the eighteenth century reader.*’
The differences with those advocating Welsh as one of the mother tongues is in many
instances rather small.

2.2.1. Pierre Yves Pezron® 1703

The first author to be mentioned is Pezron, a Breton by birth. Like John Davies he takes
Celtic to be one of the mother languages originating from the confusion of tongues at
the building of the tower of Babel, without, however, stressing the special character of
the language, or supposing the Welsh form of the language being something special.
Pezron gives Gaulish, which for him is Celtic, the honour of having originated from the
confusion of tongues. As others, he supposes Gomer to be the ancestor of the Celts**:

Et quel peuple a-t-il fond¢, sinon les Gomariens, des quels, selon Josephe, les Celtes
ou les Gaulois ont pris leur origine ? Si Gomer est la veritable tige des Gaulois,
comme je I’ay montré cy-dessus, par tant de preuves & d’authoritez, il faut qu’il ait
eu une Langue toute differente de celle des autres peuples; & ¢’a été la Celtique. La
Langue des Celtes, établis dans les Gaules, a donc été dés les premiers siecles, la
Langue des Gomariens, postez originairement dans la haute Asie, vers I’Hyrcanie &

8 A good example of this type of reasoning is John Lewis (1675-1747, cf. DNB s.v.), a historian who

highly valued the factor language in historical studies, because the relationship of languages enables us to know
the relationship of peoples, although he does not directly use linguistic material. He remarks (Lewis 1729, p.
17):
When Noe and his Children had left the Ark, and were grown so numerous, that they were forc’d to
separate for new Habitations, the Issue of Gomer the Son of Japhet, the Son of Noe, seated themselves
first in Italy, and from thence they came into Gau/, and of Gomer were called Gomeritae, and by the
Greeks Galatae, as appears by Josephus de Antiquitat. 1. i. c. 7. and by Zonaras, calling themselves and
Country Cymbri, and their Language Gomeraeg or Cymbraeg, which is the Language of Gomer or of the
Cymbri, which they continue to this Day; Genebrard saith, they also inhabited theountries which the
Danes, Norwegians and Goths, now possess.
Although he is convinced of the antiquity of the Welsh language (ibid. p. 27.):
Now as to our Cimbraeg or British Tongue, 1 think there is no Nation whose Language is less mingled
or corrupted
he does not speak of a special relationship between Hebrew and Welsh. As he was clearly well versed in the
literature of his time (he quotes e.g. Dr. Davies as an authority on the perfect quality and antiquity of the
Welsh language), this may be a deliberate choice.

8 On Paul Pezron (1639-1706), cf. e.g. Jocher iii, col. 1483-1484, cf. also Morgan 1965.
8 Pezron 1703, p. 184f.
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la Bactriane. Et la Langue des Gomariens a sans doute été celle de Gomer, qu’ils ont
eu pour Chef & pour Fondateur. Si ¢’a été celle de Gomer, il faut qu’elle soit une
de celles qui sont nées dans la confusion, arrivée du pais de Babylone. Toutes ces
inductions me paroissent si bien suivies, si naturelles & si veritables, que je ne vois
pas comment on les puisse contester.

Relating Gomer and the Celts was a historic fact of quite a reputation, because already
with Flavius Josephus one finds the remark that the Galatians, i.e. a Celtic tribe, descend
from Gomer.* From this point it is easy to come to the conclusion that the antiquity of
Celtic may be proven by its near relation to Hebrew®’:

Si vous joignez a toutes ces 1aisons une nouvelle preuve, qui est, que la langue des
Celtes encore aujourd’huy est remplie de mots, qui viennent tout visiblement de celle
des Hébreux, & qui en viennent de toute antiquité; il demeurera pour constant, que
cette Langue a été celle de Gomer, & de ces descendans.

As Pezron is not as biased as several Welsh writers, he insists upon the influence of
several other languages on Celtic, prominent among which are Greek, Latin and German,
which he proves on the basis of the vocabulary.

2.2.2. Henry Rowlands,*® 1723

In his historical account of the isle of Anglesey, Rowlands discusses the question
whether the language originally spoken on the island was the same as modern Welsh.
Beginning from the confusion of tongues, he argues that languages were formed, based
upon the primeval language, Hebrew. Then he finds two reasons for the assumption that
Welsh was the original language still spoken on Anglesey, of which we quote the first®’:

First, There are very many antient British words which have no resemblance at all,
no coherence in Sound and Signification with the words of any other Language in
the World except the Hebrew, so as to be in any possibility of being derived from
them, as far as could be yet perceiv’d; which evinces that the British Language is,
in its radical Parts at least, plainly Aboriginal; No Footsteps of it anywhere
appearing, but in those Places where ’tis allow’d the antient Celtae for some while
inhabited, or their Gaulish and British Offspring had sent their Colonies.

Because of this comparability to Hebrew, Rowlands supposes Welsh, i.e. Celtic, to be
very old indeed®:

8 cr e.g. Flavius Josephus, ed. Niese 1887, 1 123.

% Ibid. 188.

8 On Henry Rowlands (1655-1723), cf. e.g. E.G. Wright in: Biography p. 896, Stephens 1998, p. 657.
87 Rowlands 1723 p. 36.

8 1bid. p. 39.
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All this, with the Guttural Pronunciation of some of our Syllables, the resemblance
of many of our modern Words, and the near Affinity of our Phrase and Syntax with
the most antient Hebrew Tongue, is and will be a convincing Argument, that our
present Language in the more radical Strokes of it, is one of the primary Issues of
that Sacred Fountain, that is, is the chief Remains of the antient Celtish or British
Tongue, with which cur Nation hath kept its ground, what few or no other Tongues
or Nations in the World have done, for about the space of three Thousand and five
Hundred Years.

This relation of Welsh and Hebrew is then the subject of a lengthy appendix, in which
Rowlands shows that the number of Welsh words related to Hebrew ones far exceeds
that number in any other language.® To give an idea of his material we quote the first
entries from his list,”® adding the original Hebrew words in brackets:

Hebrew Derivatives English

Auach  [PDaw, %ibhal Awch Brit. The edge or point of a Sword, &c.
Even [N, Zeben] Maen  Brit. A Stone.

Agam or

Leagam [D3N, %agam]  Lagam  Corn. A Pool or standing Water, a Lake.
Ivah [MN, Ziwwa]  Leis-yvi Brit. To desire.
Auor [N, Z57] Awyr Brit. Lightned Air.
Ano [P, 2ana) Yno Brit. Then, in that Place, or at that Time
Achei PN, Z2hé] Achau  Brit. Brethren, or Kindred.

Aedenei YN, Padné]  Gwadnei Brit. The Soles of the Feet.
Calal [5on, hillel] Cyllell  Brit. To wound or pierce.
Domen  [\01, domen]  Tomen  Brit. Muck or Dung.

According to his own statement, Rowlands owes his material to Charles Edwards.”' But,
apart from Edwards, he also mentions Pezron as one of his authorities. He supposes
Gomarian or Jaonian to be the source of the ancient Celtic, and this language is the
mother of Greek, Latin, English, Gaulish and British.”* He explicitly refutes the idea of
a later influence bringing this language so nearly related to Hebrew into Anglesey”:

8 Rowlands 1723, pp. 275-286: “A table ... shewing the affinity and near resemblance, both in sound
and signification of many words of the Antient languages of Europe, with the original Hebrew tongue; which
’tis presum’d, they retain’d as Relicks of it, after the Confusion at Babel”, and pp. 289-317: “Remarks on this
table.”

% Ibid. p. 278.

°! Rowlands 1723, p. 287: “the collection of many of the Hebrew-British words in this Table, I owe to
the industry of Mr. Ch. Edwards, Author of, The Brief History of the Christian Religion, publish’d in the
Welsh tongue.”

%2 On this point, cf. also Borst 1961, p. 1422.

% Rowlands 1723, p. 289.
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But now to be more precisley satisfied, what this Original Hebrew Tongue was, and
whether we brought, whar we had, and have still of it, here, with our first Planters
and others of the same Stock and Language with them, from Babel; or had it
afterwards transported here from Phenicia, by the Tin-Traders, which seems to be
the Opinion of some of late, but so ill grounded that I take it not worth confuting ...

Rowlands concludes his remarks with the following words™:

The Result of my Proposition fairly determines this Issue, viz. that the British
Tongue, having more of that Original Language in it, than all the rest together, may
merit the Esteem of being reckon’d the antientest and least corrupted Language in
this Western part of the World, which is what deserves our Notice, and what I think
sufficient to say in this Proposition.

2.2.3. Theophilus Evans,” 1740

An important work in this survey is ‘Drych y prif Oesoedd’ (View of the primitive
ages”™) by Theophilus Evans, because it has been highly influential in Welsh
historiography.”” We are sure that many others defended the same ideas, but Evans’s
recapitulation of the reasoning of authors like John Davies® and Pezron in his first
chapter was probably one of the factors to make it accepted knowledge for many Welsh
people. Evans took from Davies the idea that Welsh as such found its origin at the
confusion of tongues, and combined this with the historical reasoning as e.g. found with
Pezron, thus making Gomer speak Welsh®:

Nid oedd ond un dafod-leferydd o’r blaen drwy yr byd mawr, sef yr Hebraeg, yn
ddilys ddigon. Eithr y ddaear, ag oedd cyn hyny o un iaith ac o un ymadrodd, a
glywai ei thrigolion ynawr yn siarad deuddeg iaith a thri-ugain; canys i gynnifer a
hyny y mae hén hanesion yn mynegi ddarfod cymyscu y fam-iaith yr Hebraeg. Ac
yn y terfysc mawr hwnw, llawen iawn a fyddai gan un gyfarfod a’r sawl a fai’n deall
eu gilydd, a hwy a dramwyent yma ac accw, nes cael un arall; ac felly bob un ac un,
i ddyfod ynghyd oll, ac aros gyda’i gilydd yn gynnifer pentwrr ar wahan, y sawl ag
oeddent o’r un dafodiaith. A phwy oedd yn siarad Cymraeg a dybiwch chwi y pryd
hwnw, ond Gomer mab hynaf Japheth, ap Noah, ap Lamech, ap Methusela, ap
Enoch, ap lared, ap Malaleel, ap Cainan, ap Enos, ap Seth, ap Adda, ap Duw.

* Ibid., p. 317.

% On Theophilus Evans (1693-1767), cf. e.g. DNBs.v., E.P. Roberts in: Bibliography 1959, pp. 251-252,
Stephens 1998, p. 237.

% Under this title the book was translated into English, cf. DNB.
Cf. also the introductions in Thomas 1960 & Hughes 1961; other historians folowed the same road

from Gomer to the Cymru, without mentioning the language component of Evans, cf. e.g. Morgan 1858, the
first chapter of which bears the title 'Y cyfnod Gomeraidd’, the Gomerian period.

% For the sources of Evans 1740, cf. also Thomas 1955, p. xiiiff.; Evans 1716 (1961), p. 117
explicitly mentions the grammar and dicdonary of John Davies.

*® Evans 1740 (1865), p. 4, (1955), pp. 3-4; cf. Evans 1716 (1961), p. 19.
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