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Introduction

Almost OM  e hundredd after the AaDDCATANCC of the ırst art of BDBRB (Le the
Hebrew Englısh Lexicon of the Old Testament edited by Brown, Driver and

Briggs), materıal of NCW diıctıonary of Classıcal Hebrew has been publıshed.
In 1989 sefi of proofs WAas publishe Dy fteam of lexicographers and theır
assıstants, under the leadershıp of aVl Clines of Sheffield University.* Ihe
document COmMPpTrISES LWO-page preface, fıve of „protocols“ and eleven
of dıctıonary entries, a ll beginning wıth the letter aleph These prooIs constıtute the
Thırd Sample of Ihe Diıctionary of Classıcal Hebrew, art Although these few

en]oy the Statius only of DroOIs and the protocols reflect merely in-house rules
for the handlıng Of practical 1SSUueSs Dy the researchers themselves, the document
provıdes sufficıent ınformatıon permit ımıted cComparison of the sample wıth
BDB and tentatıve evaluatıon of the perceived lexicographical eOTY underlyın
the propose: dictionary.
Subsequently nes also publıshed report the project.? Several aspects of that
report actually demand er ireatment than they en]oy in thıs artıcle. It CC

preferable, however, espond these aspects cursorily rather than Omıt them
irom the present discussıion, SINCE at least OINC of these 1Ssues wiıll bear repetition
and subsequent elaboration.

Description
ccordıng the edıitor, from the APC of BDB, the writing of NCW diıctionary
has een prompte by developments In three of research. Fırst, the discovery
of addıtional SOUTCCS (VIZ the ead Sea scrolls, Hebrew manuscrIıpts of Ben Sıra
and inscriptional materı1al) permit and demand broader representatıion of Hebrew
down 200 econdly, knowledge of cognate languages, especılally adıan
and Ugarıtic, has increased dramatically, the results of 1C dIC be „sılently
incorporated“ (so Clines) 1n the dıctionary. Thırdly, the insıghts of the modern

The financıal assıstance of the Institute for Reséarch Development of the Human Sciences
Research Councıl towards thıs research 15 hereby acknowledged. Opini0ns expressed in thıs
publıcation AIC those of the author alone.
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sc]1ence of lınguistics cannot be gnored and aIic be blended wıth tradıtional Old
Testament lexicography“.
In the sample entries the practical outworking of these developments 15 evıdent.
Fırst, the number of OCCUITENCECS of word 15 indıiıcated at the beginning of each
enNTTY. OUr but consecutive figures aIe gıven, each indıcatıng the number
of OC  c5 of that ord In the Old Testament, Ben Sıra, the ead Sea scrolls
(and elated SOUTCES) and inscriptional materıal respectively. econdly, the „sılent“
(so Clines) incorporation of informatıon firom comparıson of cognates actually
cans the OM1ssıonN of references in H-Proofs (1989) the cognate Janguages.
Y, the importance of the insıghts of modern linguistics, regardıng the
syntagmatic and paradıgmatic tensions withın language, has led the inclusion of
suppose and antonyms, A4S well indicatiıons of 1C subjects, objects,
preposıtions and dverbs OCCUTL ıth 1C verbs.
1ve urther elements ATIC projecte: for thıs dictionary:
(1) Irregular forms AI be lısted wıth reference the relevant lemma.
(11) The composıtıon of thesaurus ase! semantıc fıelds
ıu Publicatıon of pertinent bibliographical ınformatiıon.
(1V) Publication of ındex of Semuitic
(v) Publicatıon of V reviated version of the dictionary proper.?

Evaluatıon

ANny uUscr f BDRB wıll readıly recognıse In CH-Proofs (1989) the usSsc f Ta-
bıblical SOUTITCCS, both In the consıstent and MOTIC complex of indicatiıng the
number of OC!I  C655 of word, well In the citing, wıthın the entries, of
specıfic refiferences the extra-biblic. SOUTITCECS TIThe number of CCUTrTENCECS of
words 15 nOoTt consıstently gıiven In RBDB and figures cıted thereıin AIC wıth reference

the Old JTestament alone. One COU also NnOL faıl notice the Om1ssıon of
comparative philologıica. data ın H-Proofs (1989) A well the ITMOIC elaborate
inner-lingual data of syntagmatıc and paradıgmatiıc nature By BDB
provıdes lısts of suppose and cıtes, wıthout dıstinction, both genuıne

and INl 6 parallel OC of semantically dıstinct words and phrases
that In Doetic
An ECVCIMN IMNOTC obvıous SIgn of the UuUSC of 191  S SOUTCECS In H-Proofs (1989) 15 the
iınclusıon of NCW words. In the materıal publıshed thus far, only the personaly
NAN and DYIN occurring seals and OSIracon respectively, dICc indıcatıons of
thıs extens1ion. TIhe restricted COI DUS of the Old Testament has long oblıged areful
semantıcısts ork VC) tentatıvely ıth ManYy words of ımıted OCCUITENCC, ıth
words the semantıc N$| of 1C ıncludes diC meanıng. The advantages f
broadening the base of reference SOUTITCCS wıll opefully become equalliy obvıous for
such problems well.©

Clines: DCH-Proofs (1989), 1,
Clınes: DCH-Proofs (1989),
Although all words comprisıng the lexicon of language must be represented In dıctıonary

of hat language, personal yıeld lıttle linguistic informatıon and usually require
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These differences hetween BDB and CH-Proofs (1989) 4re refinements rather an
INNOVALLONS, however. The tradıtiıonal alphabetical arrangement of iındıvidual words,
cıting of numbers of OCCUTITENCES, iınclusion of grammatıcal information and
morphological data, ell the extensive of °aNsS.  10 equivalents OM
meaning are unchanged., Yet It precisely ese tradıtional features of dictionarties,
specifically dictionarıies of the Old Testament and of Classical Hebrew, that require TE-
evaluatıon In the 12 ofdevelopments ofmodern linguistics.
3 1 Alphabetica: format

sımple alphabetical ar  ent of entries 15 relatıvely efficıent and COIMNMON
format used in dicetionariıes. -  at thıs format 15 NOL wıthout ıts shortcomings,
however, 15 obvıous firom the recognised need In DCH-Proofs (1989) nclude

and under each lemma. For the cıtıng of thıs paradıgmatic
materıal mplhıes that the meanıngs of words dIiIicCc INOTC precisely outlıned by
comparıng words of elated meanıng. In the 1g of thıs, somewhat different
format ImMay be preferable, VIZ the grouping together of words of elated meanıng.
After collating the exıcal unıts In such STOUDS, words INaYy then be arranged
alphabetically assıst the HSGT in tracıng them The lexicographer 15 free
select the format that wıll most adequately SCIVC the a1m of hıs diıct10nary, but the
uUseTr 15 also entıtled EXDECT clarıty regardıng dıfferences In meanıng between cıted

In lexıica ıth strıict alphabetical format, AdIC usually lısted 1n
quıte dıfferent places. Consequently the dIinec glosses AdIC often used for
that aATfe NOL necessarıly iıdentical and lıttle urther effort 15 made
distingu1s ONC Iirom the other
Although ()UT knowledge mMaYy NnOL always allow draw semantıc dıstinctions, the
lexicographer should NOT 1r'! hI1s descriptive dutıies Dy merely repeating for each
SYNONYM ONC OT INOTE f the AaInec ımıted number of glosses. Some indıcatıon OTf
semantıc distinetion WOUu obviously be useful the UuUSCTI In where

CO-OCCUT. Where semantıc distinections Cannot be made, eıther because of
the V close semantıc relationshıp between the words, because of the
paucıty of UOCCUITENCES of OMNC both words, thıs f ffaırs should be
intimated. The fact that Tan, and *T4 mMaYy all be translated „dıe (SO BDB and
‚H-Proofs 1989)) wıll NOL be VE helpful the exegele analysıng, 0)8 the
translator renderıing, texT where these words CO-OCCUT (e.g. Ps ven where
dıfferent glosses dIiC used, ıt 15 oOu that glosses alone wıll SC V d adequate
guide Thus the IMECIEC ıstıng of plus glosses In CH-Proofs (1989) wıll
probably OV' for MOSTL be ıttle INOTEC than collection of words of
apparently elated meanıng, possıble startıng pomnt for Ser10us COmMparı1sons be
attempted. The ack of semantıc interpretation wiıll In fact necessıtate considerabily

inımum of encyclopaedıic informatıion be satısfactorily treated in semantıc dıctionary. It
would therefore be VEr Y much INOIC heartening the lexicographer be presented ıith other
Lypes of exemes rather han personal 9 for hen extension of substantıal semantıc
sıgnıfıcance would be demonstrated. Furthermore, the amn „Abıbaal“ 15 NnOL completely
foreign the fıeld of classıcal Hebrew, but 15 already noted ıth [WO orthographies in BDB  r ın
connection ıth the 137D- VIR and 2RIIN, and ıt 15 posiıted in BHS P N Chr.
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IMOTIC research by the üseTr before anYy real benefit Can be erıved from thıs
collation, 1C research probably lıes beyond the reach of the aAaVCTaALC reader of
Classıcal Hebrew
In hıs reporTt, Clınes explains several factors miılıtating agaıinst paradıgmatic
arrangemen of dictionary entries, VIZ that thorough going analysıs of thıs sSOort
WOU necessıitate complete description of the semantıc fıelds Hebrew
prelimınary„ that much larger o  u of 15 IYy than that 1C 15
currently avaılable for classıcal Hebrew and finally that ıt 15 dıfficult imagıne hOow
such a arrangment COU be presented ın accessıble format the AaVETABC user./
In the fırst instance contend that the HSE of semantıc fıelds domaıiıns does not
entaıl the imposıtıon of preconceıived sei of categorIies, though categorıes mMaYy
be borrowed irom existing thesaurus, ınto 1C the lexemes of classıcal Hebrew
WOU then be dıistrıbute: The semantıc domains OT anYy anguage AT the
classifications that wiıll be MOSstL suıtable the particular exıcal stock of language.
Semantıc domaiıns AT NOL prescriptive, but descriptive categorIies. 'Ihus they CannotTL
be formulated pr10r the semantıc analysıs f the emmata (Iınes demands, but
rather arıse firom that analysıs. They AIC CONSCYUCNCC of rather than
prescription for the semantıc analysis.®
econdly, wıth regard the lımıtatıon of SOUTICCS>S5 for Classıcal Hebrew, it should be
ealızed that atter hOow seldom ord u  y meanıng wiıll be assıgned
that word, VM ıf the meanıng 15 hıghly ubious But ONCE meanıng 15 assıgned,
semantıc connectlons mMaYy be recognized and the ord maYy be described
probable possıble SYNONYM of other words. No atter how tentatıve, the fırst
Sstep 15 unavoıdable for the lexicographer and the second step 15 ınevıtable in
research.
Thirdly, there 15 absolutely 1LCAasON why the paradıgmatıc KT  n of
dict1onary should render the content anYy ess accessıble PCISON}N wıth only
rudımentary knowledge of Hebrew, than tradıtional, alphabetically arranged
dıcti1onary. words treated in the dict1onary Can be sfte'‘ alphabetically, eıther al
the back of the dicti1onary, in volume. Next each word, the pecıfic
paragrap. number, indıicatıng where the word 15 treated In the dict1onarYy, Can be
cıted Thıs Sal number mMust also aAaDPCaL in the margın of the dıctıonary PrODCIL,

mark the relevant lemma. Thus uUSCcI WOUu fırst ook UD the word In
alphabetical register, notfe the relevant paragraph number and then ook u the
paragrap number wıthın the dicti1onary. In thıs WaYy he COUuU also COMDAIC the
efined meanıng of that ord wıth any lısted Synonym.”

second problem generated Dy sımple alphabetica format 15 the inclinatıon
amongst lexicographers COoOncen  fe the word alone the unıt of
meanıng. Idiomatıc hrases dIiIC also semantiıc unıts, however, and actually deserve

Clines: Y
For example of semantıc analysıs in erms of (tentatıve) semantıc domains, SCC the

present wriıter’s artıcle „Hebrew lexicography: NCW approach“ JISem (Journal for Semitics)
z 1' BT  n

The format outlıned above 15 already in usc In dictionary of semantıc domaiıns written for
the New Testament, VIZ G'reek-English EXICON Vols._ 1 and 27 edıt Louw Nıda,
United Bıble Socıieties, New York, 19  S
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be ste'‘ independent entries. Yet ıt 15 also possıble nclude these longer
unıts dAS meanıngs under each of the entries for the words constituting that
ıdıomatiıc phrase. Thus - b (Jer 4 Eccel (Pi€ mMaYy be construed
1d10om, 1.e. „the heart dies/cause the heart die“ CONVCYS the meanıng of one’s
resolve weakening/being weakened. As such ıt should be ste'! ındependently wıth

references from the entries of the constituent words, 0)8 ıt mMaYy be assıgned
independent meanıng wıthın the entries of both e e and In H-Proofs
(1989) the eXpressi0n 1S treated somewhat inconsistently, that the Oal form of
the expression 15 presumably be translated „(the gs COUTASC (Ee ä2) Ceases
(see meanıng the Pı “el form 15 presumably be translated „(a brıbe)
kalls the mınd“ (see Pı el meaning Sınce the Pı el maYy CXDTECSS the causatıve of
QOal, ıt 15 surely reasonable reflect thıs relatıonshiıp of meanıng lıteral
translatıons of the eXpressi0n. Consequently ıt C preferable also lıst the
reference of Jer. under Oal meanıng „dıe rather than Oal meanıng „cease”.
In both instances - 15 nevertheless NOL assıgned ıts ıteral meanıng, denoting the
physiological gan „heart“ In the lıght of thıs fıgurative OCCUITTITENCE of at least part
of the EXpress1i0n, ıt 15 possible that the eXpression 15 unıt, „LOw
1d1om, deserving be lısted Ome independent form. Sımilarly, such unıts may
be cıted of indıyıdual words. Sınce the expression aaa 8 (Hip “Zl)
15 included In the for forms of N ıt 15 surprising that the
expression ö50 15 NOT cıted amongst the for the Hip Sal of
7aRN H-Proofs (1989)
3 7 Number of OCCUTITITENCCS

In BDB, only the number of OCCUITENCECS of VC) COINMON words 15 cıted and sample
representation of meanıiıngs provıded, the number of CCUTITITENCCS of less
COMTMMON words 15 noft cıted small Ö  9 al the eginnıng end of the ENICYy
rather indıcates the exhaustive ireatiment of that worTd. Apparently ıt N the
intention ‚H-Proois (1989) that the number of OCCUTTENCECS of all entries 15
be cıted that Man Y of lexica AIC impressed by these fıgures and
uüuse them AS rough yardstıck the relhabilıty of the semantıc conclusions that
dIe drawn, 1.e. of the tradıtional lexıca WOU feel INOTIEC confident
accepting the propose:‘ meanıng of word that 15 saıd OCCUT more than Sd y thırty
tımes, in theır dıstrust of meanıngs propose for word that less
often These figures dIC then VeC misleadıng, however, Sınce several eren
meanıngs ATIC often assıgned word. 10 1C partıcular meanıng do the
numbers refer? Wıth what ICU. and tentatıveness meanıngs dIiIC often assıgned

words of lımıted CCUITENCEC, the lexicographer 15 fully It 15 for thıs 1[CAaSON

that numbers of OCCUITENCECS should reflect the number of times partıcular
meanıng u  '9 rather than the number of times the Varıo0us Jorms of the lexeme
OCCUTr. Such numbers COU then SCEIVC genuine early warnıng device the USCTL.

Thus meanıng 7a of the ü 7 el  c of TAN 1S apparently of VC) limited CCUITENCEC,
despite the total number of OCCUITENCECS of the Varı0Ous forms of SN 9 „J1ose
wealth“ OCUSES upDON longer possessing wealth that 15 apparently the meanıng
assıgned N TOV. 79:72 CH-Proofs (1989) (Pı el meanıng 2a) But for

be lost @e the meanıng assıgned iın H-Proofs (1989) IN (Oal
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meanıng Sam 9:3) that the whereabouts f the aAIc unknown. If
7AN has the meanıng „lose possession“ and thıs meanıng only four tımes,
then the number of CCUITITIENCCS 15 thıs instance noteworthy. However, whether
word ONCC 0)4 undred tımes, the researcher (textual critic, exegelte 0)48

translator) 15 Oun offer interpretation. Meanıng 15 the 1SSUE, noft the total
number of OCCUrTrTENCES of the Varıo0us forms of the lexeme.

3A Grammatıiıcal and morphological informatıon

Grammatical and morphological informatıion have long been included in ommonly
used lexıica Because of the OCCUITITENCC of eren orthographies (xe.
defective and full) and ubıo0us forms and the confusion of rooits, ıt Can be helpful

the uUSCI be able eCcC the lısts of cıted forms ENSUTEC that he 15 consulting
the relevant enNITY. Where valıd orthographic varlıety CCUIS, all forms should be
cıted, C.B. the varıety of pellings of the personal Name of the kıng of Babylon
A T Ta S1D 9 UK AI e a a

and those instances where, for example, radıcals such SIN and SIN and
1na. aleph and have been confused. However the cıtıng of forms of the Varlous
conjugations 1s arguabily not pertinent dictionary, but SramIMMar book
ven less relevant diıct1onary May be the identification of of speech, ince

so-called skewing of grammatiıcal categories and semantıc meanıng continually
anguage Thus nglıs ıt 1S grammatıcally correcft such words

„gıve“ and „make'  ‚« verbs, but semantiıcally in eXpressions such „give
permission“ and „make promise“ the verbs have semantiıc content, but merely
lınk the agent the actıon stylistically. Thus the style of these eXpressions MaYy
be Iltered wıthout changing the semantıc content, Dy SIMDIY sayıng „permit“ and
„promise“ respectively. TOom semantıc and exıical standpoint, therefore, these
ıng words AT markers. The grammatical Category „verb“ 15 of
relevance understandıng of the expression.
It 15 also distinguısh the meanıng conveyed by the ord itself and what
meanıngs mMaYy be suggested by the form of the word. 'Ihus where causatıve force
15 due only Pı 5el OTr Hip “} inflection, ıt 15 nOTt be suggested that the word
ıtself has that force. Sımıularly the immiınent nature of even may be suggested Dy
the eneral context and/or the inflected form of verb. Thıs aspect of meanıng 15
be discussed commenta ıt 15 due the gist of the pasSsSapc OÖI, ıt 15 due

particular form of the verb, discussıon should be ffered Sgrammaär. The
distinction therefore in H-Proofs (1989) between meanıng la „dıe and 1b
„be about dıe always pIC. EXCEDL Num AS ste! in the of AAN;
Cannot be sustained aft lexical eve. The use of the Hebrew particıple

ımmınent 15 COMMON knowledge, 1.€. the so-cCalled Juturum INStaANS It 15
also saıd that participles mMay CONVCY the duratıve force of actıon. Are then

these and other grammatiıcally (and perhaps 199(0)8% contextually) Oun
NUaNcc>S dictate exıcal distinctions wherever these forms occur? Surely such
1ssues AIiC MOTIe appropriately discussed grammar book.
In H-Proofs (1989) the ubjects and objects that actually OCCUT ıth particular
verb AIiC be included the lemma treating that verb. imılarly verbs wıll be sfte!|
under the particular ubject and objec! OUunN: wıth 1C they actually OCCUL.
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ccording nes, the sting of these and other syntagmatic relatıons reflect
adherence the lınguistic princıiple that the meanıng of word Can be determined
only irom ıts uUsSscC in context TIhe syntagmatic relatıonshıps between partiıcular words
Clines describes „educatıonal and ee: quıte interesting“. Comparıisons Ma Yy
also be made wıth „the nearest parallel usages”, enablıng the beginner and SeVecn
advanced researcher have „greater control OVCI the materıal“ than 15 permitted
Dy other Hebrew dicetionaries.10
Many Varıo0us kınds of informatıon AIC ee! equired by researchers of ancıent

such AS historical, geographical, hlıterary, linguistic, palaeographic eic. How
much of thıs informatıion 15 pertinent dictionary depends the a1ms of the
dıct1onary. dictionarıes AIC the MOSTLI obvıous repositories of such
encyclopaedic iınformatıon May be generally abelled hıstorical, geographıic,
lıterary and palaeographic. Yet ven thıs encyclopaediıc informatıon WOU not be
wholly inappropriate semantıc dictionary, depending the egree 1C|
the encyclopaediıc informatıon COUuU assıst In distinguishing between the meanıngs
of eren words. The wholesale inclusıon of such informatıon WOU. however,

dictionary of the exXicon of Janguage and leave the user wondering
hat extent he 15 allow that informatıon iınfluence hı1s usec of an y ciıted glosses.
The problem becomes INOTC aCCufte when UNNCCCSSAILY lınguistic iınformatıon 15
NCIUCE: In dictionary, the a1m of1C diıctiıonary 15 iınform researchers of the
possible meanıngs of words. TIhus n ar descrıibes the physiological PTOCCSS of
ea matter whether the cıted subject ÖOr object be male female, indıyıdual

SIOUD, INan anımal, g0o0d 0)8 bad, the meanıng of "TaIRN 15 unchanged and the
paradigmatic substitution of Varıous ubjects and objects 15 ırrelevant. When the
ubject objec CannoTLt be hıterally perceived d> undergoing such S physiological
PTrOCCSS, then New meaning of 7arn heen encountered and Ol he liısted
separately. 10 lıst „righteous“, „P10us“, „slaves“, „enemies“, „saılors“, „Lions“ eic

ubjects objects of A > g1ves clearer idea  d of the physiologica. PDTOCCSS RN 15
saıd denote. However, ıt 15 evident that ord 15 used exclusıvely wıth
partıcular ubject object, nofe explainıng thıs peculiarıty COU be helpful the
USCT.
The cıtıng of subjects and objects 15 saıd by Clınes be „ ratıonal and meanıngful“
ordering rather than „random merely alphabetical“ ordering.!! Consequently
personal and anımate subjects A1IC ollated and separated irom inanımate ubjects
and firom abstract But Ssuspect that these rationalısed collations wiıll faıl

produce the envisaged semantiıc fıelds For Clıines explains that ”'  M abstract
ubjects of sımılar meanıng elonging the AdInNnlc semantıc 16 such

verbs of9wiıll be gathere: together“. 1° Yet „gourd“ 15 nOoTt inanımate
objec (see Oal meanıng and yı Ta „lamp 15 figuratıve of „hfe” Num 21:30
(see Oal meanıng then, lıke 14 D, ıt should noOoft be ste'‘ d inanımate
objec! These inconsıstencies AICc indicatiıon that these rationally (and even

grammatıcally) ase! categories wiıll NnOT necessarıly yle. semantıc fıelds. ımuılarly
the groupıng together of OUN such -wy „wealth“ and 07 „day“ (Oal meanıng

10 Clınes: 31' 14,
11 Clines: 3  9 1

141



John übbe

abstracts 15 exıcally misleadıng. The of wealth MaYy Ome end
(seease*), the objects markıng that maYy be longer ısıble („vanısh“), but
whichever of these ıfferent meanıngs 15 approprliate m1 IN Ec. S13 neıther
15 appropriate *] } Job 3: The day f bırth had passed and therefore
COU. not „cease“”, NOT COU ıt „vanısh“ the ‚AI physıcal WdYy that ıtems
representing of WEe: COU. The sting of such grammatıcal data subject,
object, verb SC 15 thus SscCCMN be only the inıtıal step semantıc analysıs, 1C
analysıs 15 NO identical wıth ratiıonal categorisation of words. It thus aDPCAaIsS that
the dicti1onary foreshadowed in the cConftfent of H-Proofs (1989) wıll NOT the
greatly needed interpretatıve role of semantıc dıctionary, but MaYy at best
facılıtate the beginning of such semantıc research.

Glosses

Glosses AI VE important, but ICU element of dictionary. By of
these translatiıon equivalents INOVC irom the WOTr AS perceived Dy writers of
ancıent SOUTCEC anguage, the WOT. perceived by the readers of modern
receptor anguage recise equivalences between exXica ıtems of dıfferent
languages dIC saıd be at least rarIc, they OCCUL aft all Consequently INOTIC than
ONC translatıon equıvalent MaYy be appropriate and INOTE than ONC should be
propose: for each dıfferent meanıng of the word of the SOUTICEC anguage Thıs wiıll
er sufficıent elastıcıty the interpreter of pPasSsSapc gıve that PaSSasgc the
partıcular tone he SCNSCS thereın and yel keep hıs interpretation wiıthıin
semantiıcally Justiıfiable lımıts. Care 15 then required reflect In the dict1onary the
Samec and not dıfferent meanıngs Dy of the dıfferent glosses proposed, 1.e.
the glosses must be genuıne The greater the semantıc Pa separatıng
the glosses, the greater the lıkelihood that meanıngs of the recepftor
language have been mistaken ON  ® In dictionarıes where only glosses AdIC supplhıe:
thıs 15 VC real danger. TIhe glosses in H-Proofs (1989) for TaRN AdIC nOof free of
thıs „Destroy“ 1$ highly gener1c and used wıth reference the causing of
complete and ırreparable harm damage. Whether that 1S eitfecte: upDON PDEIrSONS

ınanımate objects wıll influence nglıs translator spea in erms of harm
damage. But it 15 cCoOorrecft assert that the meanıng „be destroyed“ apphıes

m then the distinetion between meanıng d affecting PCISONS and meanıng AS

affecting ınanımate objects 15 artıfıcıal. Furthermore, „destroy“ 15 semantıcally
remotfe irom „dıe and both AI semantıcally remote irom „dısappear“. „Die“ 15
physiologica PIOCCSS that mMaYy affect natıon that 15 „destroyed“, but destruction
COU. be ffected by other CaNs, such exıle. „Disappear“ need not ınvolve eıther
ea destruction. In certaın where PErSONS dIiCcC saıd have
disappeared, the ea 0)4 destruction of PDCISONS mMay be assumed, but „disappear“
of ıtself SIMPIY refers the fact that something somebody 15 longer present
and SCCIH in partıcular place. Sımularly, the glosses for meanıng QOadl) „be lost,
stray“ dIC also problematıc. Beıing lost mMay be the result of strayıng from known

whıiıle trayıng 15 devlatıng MOWV! TIhus the fırst gloss „be lost“ suggesis
the result and the second „stray“ the CaUusc. The semantiıc between these
glosses 15 LOO great Iwo eren meanıngs dIC in fact reflected by these glosses.
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Conclusions

The real sıgnıfıcance of the above COMMENTXIS depends argely the PUrDOSC of
DCH-Proofs (1989) 1€e. the type of readershıp the COMIDOSCIS ısh satısfy.
Obvıously the semuitist wiıll derive lıttle satısfactıon from dictionary that makes
only „sılent“ uUS5Cc of cognale materı1al. Semiutists dICc primarıly interested
COMparı1sons wıthın the Semuitic of languages. Such scholars wiıll probably be
tfar INOTIC interested In the propose ındex of Semuitic cognates. imuıarly the
translator, especılally of the Old Testament, WOUu be dissatısfied ıth the ack of
clear distinetion between and the confusiıon of meanıngs suggested Dy
glosses that dIiIC tOO remote firom each other. ess the translator Urns formal
semantiıcıst, the Lype of informatıon he requires order transfer meanıng Iirom
SUOUTITCC Janguage 1S al best hınted at in CH-Proofs (1989) Ihe
function of the exegele 15 akın that of the translator, in that both AI concerned
ıth the meanıng of When, INn the exposıtion of teXL, COMMENTL 15 requıred
partıcular words rather than the gist of the PaASsSdpC, SUuSpecCL that the offerıng of
INECIEC glosses mMaYy agaın be unsatısfactory In ManYy instances. These Lypes of
researchers ImMay therefore be better served Dy the propose: thesaurus. How
satısfactory the thesaurus wiıll OV! be remaıns be SCcCH Ihe early S1gNS diC

not VE encouragıng, however.
ere 15 surely wealth of valuable iınformatıon INn H-Proofs (1989)
Un({ortunately for the AVCTaßC uUScrI thıs informatıon 15 insufficıently interpreted, LOO0
much of ıt 15 st  — basıc, IA  S data One who COU MOST advantageously and safely
exploit the data in the lısts of„ the grammatıcal informatıon and
grammatıcally orıentated divisıons of the materıal, WOU be traıned semantıcıst.

Abstract:
The early S1gNs of the Dıctionary of Classıcal Hebrew (Sheffield) clearly reflect refinement
rather than deviatıon from tradıtional Old Testament lexicography. Yet ıt 15 precıisely the
tradıtional features of Old Testament diıctionarıes that eed be critically evaluated, VIZ the
alphabetical lısting of lemmas, the sıgnıfıcance of cıtıng numbers of OC!|  6S of words, the
inclusion of grammatıcal and morphological data and the UusCcC of translatıon equıivalents
CONVCY meanıng. Of far greater usefulness the exegele and translator would be the grouping
together of words of related meanıng, the cıtıng of the number of of partıcular
meanıngs rather than forms of word, dıstınction between lexical meanıng ONC hand and
grammatıcal and contextual the other and the USC of definıtions plus several, clearly
SYNONYMOUS glosses CONVCY meanıng.
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