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(3 Recallıng the proverbıal dıfference between the eneral practitioner and the
specılalist, OM  e} MmMaYy be inclhine: Sa y that lexicography offers Ly information
almost everythıng whıiıle meticulous semantiıc analysıs ıllumınates all the detaıls
of nothing. Thus, in connection wıth OUT subject, ON  q) 15 surprised notice agaın
and agaın the assuredness of bıblical lexiıca dıfferentiating between homonyms
and polysemantic words, whereas semantıcs has yeLl suggest clear crıterion for
dıstınguishing between these categorIies; the exicon assıgns hat ıt Judges
be homonyms entries, a  ucıng [WO divergent etymologıes, whiıle
modern semantıcs 1S apt lose ıtself ın mınute componentıial analysıs of 0)91>
abstract word meaning.!
Any ambıiguous exıcal form mMaYy SCTIVEC vindıcate OUT MISgIVINgS; the frequent
form bäahür, the TaIc form MAZOr, for example.* We learn from select dictionarıes
es. 91£.; KBLS 114{f.; BDBRB 103f.; Önıg 37) that the form bahür represents

homonyms: a) youth’, chosen one’, each ıth ıts distinctive etymology.
In what follows AI old that a) refers specıfically TOOD of soldiers’
(König "Jüngling, besonders jeger‘; GesB 'junge 1egsmannschaft") and

of choıce soldiers’ es. "Elıtemannschafrt": RDR "chosen IMCN, warrı1ors").
Ihus are led belıeve that the form under reVvieW, whenever ıts contextual
VGU ENGE mplıes the ‘soldıer’, INdaYy wıth equal Justiıfication be understood
eıther lexeme a) lexeme D only the lexıcon eıng In the fortunate posıtion

decıde between the options in each instance. In contradıstinction such
sımplıfie: picture Versions and commentarıes CONVECY the Impression of
utmost perplexity:* Thus, C.B., in parallel the Latın Vulgate exhıbıts in the
fırst instance electi (2 Sam 10:9) then Jortes Chr er Rosenzweig’s

J.H.Hospers, Polysemy and Homonymy, 6/1, 1993, 114123 Bolinger, The
atomiızatıon of meanıng, Language 41, 1965, 555-5/3

In sıngle inverted COMIMMAaSs (‘soldier, warr10r’) the meanıng of word 15 briefly stated;
word 1s underlined and passage 15 set In double converted COmMmI$Hmmas when quoted verbatım
(occasionally translated).

The versions continuously compared Al|  ® (Septuagınta, ed A.Rahlfs, Stuttgart 9
(Bıblıa Sacra 1uxta Vulgatam Versionem, ed. Weber, Stuttgart 1983; the Psalms,

three versions had be consıdered: Ps TIOMAaNUumM, Ps gallıcanum and Ps 1uxta Hebraicum),
(Kıng James ersion: The Holy Bıble 1611, rpt. London Sine anno), KnOX, The

Holy Bıble, rpL New ork > Lth Martın Luther, Bıblıa: Das ist die gantze Heilıge
Schrifft, Deudsch, Wiıttenberg 1545; rp«t München Buber/F. Rosenzweig, Dıe
Schrift verdeutscht, Heıidelberg 1976-9) occasıonally JPS (Jewish Publicatıon Socıiety
Versıion), (New World Translatıiıon of the Holy Scriptures, New ork
Hamp el ül Dıe Heılıge Schrift, Aschaffenburg 195 7. The Tamaıc Targums and the Jewish
COommMmentators (Comm.) AICcC quoted from the Rabbinical Bıble.
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(Jerman translatıon combines the elements ‘hiıghter: and “choice’ ON  ‘” rendiıtion:
Streıterlese (2 6:1); and the elements ‘youth’ and “choice’? In another rendition:
unglese Chr The Old Latın version offers sımılar combinatıon: IUVENES
elect (Am G:13); whıiıle ONC modern COm  tor combiınes the three elements in
hıs explanation of the word bahür: A INan who has been O

"4 eediess Sa y that the hierarchıcal tree of componentıal analysıs
(bahür human male OUNg, the lıke) WOUL. not contribute much

better understandıng of 1DI1Ca
02 mäazor CCUTS four times, ONCEC parallel healıng' (Jer then parallel
“illness’? (Hos 543 twıce), and finally In Confiext that suggests °a pıtfall’ OT the lıke
(Ob 7 Thıs last OCCUTITENCEC 15 judged by the dicetionarıes (GesB 411; 13 533
BDB 266(. 561: Önıg 88) ase of OMONYyMY and etymology eren
from that of the form the other CIS5C5 (1e the other three Occurrences) 15
suggested (the assumed eing INZT and ZWYT, respectively); the first three
instances, however, the lexıca assıgn despite the opposıte ıdentical
interpretation, either negatıve ON (GesB 411, KBL2 535 "Eıterwunde"; BDR 267
"woun else d  . positıve NC (König 216 "Wundverband"). Jewısh
COMMEeNLaALOTS (Rashı, Ihbn Ezra, 1M. ef al.) assıgn the word In the Sa”amle
basıc meanıng (holi; makkah ‘ıllness, wound’) INn the previous eI1SCS They,
however, AdIC AWAaTIC f the contradıctory UuSC, the Gegensinn, of the word and
attempt explaın the semantıc DIOCCSS. irom the powderıing 2r and dressing of

wound originated both meanıngs of MazöÖr, wound’ well bandage
The pomt 15 thıs TIhe informatıon ffered by the classıcal dietionaries 15

necessarıly iragmentary, arbitrary and nOLt infrequently unrelhable. Ihus ıt wıth
each student of the explore NCW the semantıcs of Hebrew; consequently
the task of distinguishing between omonymy and polysemy 1S thrown back uUupDON

Let us then define polysemy the recCurrent uUusec of the SAaIne exical form wıth
at least [WO easıly eiinable eren meanıngs W  1C however, xhıbit clearly
discernıble conceptual ınk Thıs definıtion a1mMs at excluding not only forms wıthout
an Yy conceptual ınks, namely homonyms, and sporadıc metonymic UuSC, such
kaböd ‘honour’ wealth)’ (Gen 31 but also those instances of exireme semantıc
dıvergence 1C. oblıterates the orıgınal connexIi1on, c.5 matteh staff ‘*trıbe). By
the exclusıon of the latter cCategory do NOL want deny the need and value of
diachronic analysıs of the 1DI1Ca vocabulary irom the pomnt of VIEW of cultural and
soclologıcal history, but semantıc SULVCYS cshould be synchronically orlıented. There
1S, admıttedly, problem in viewing the varıety of Hebrew XTS collected in the Old
JTestament AN) unıty, and yel the vC PTOCCSS of collecting, editing, transmitting
and interpreting these texis through centurıes has moulded what ON may Justifiably
consıder linguistic o  U: Another objection 1C COUuU be raısed by purIstic
defenders of synchronic semantıcs 15 the ack of "Auyent speakers" who OM  @’ COU
appeal whenever exıcal ıtems dIC be examıned In respect of their dıvergence
of meanıng of the discernıble ınk between them We cshall have rely UT
OW perception but NOL exclusıvely should avaıl ourselves f the lınguistic

—  4 Segal, The Books of Samuel (Hebr.) Jerusalem 1' X edar-
Kopfstein, bahlr iıne unbeachtete Crux interpretum, Trumah 2’ Heidelberg 1990, 53-57
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evidence provıde by translators and classıcal CommMentators. In order mıt
theır number have chosen classıcal versions (Greek and Latın), the Aramaıiıc
Targums and translatıons into erman and translatıons into nglısh; ON

of the translations into each of the modern languages represents classıcal
standard version whıle the other translatıon stands pronounced opposition
that classıcal work. The Jewısh COMMEeNnTLaAatOrTrS of the Miıddle Ages wh. have been
consulted have rightly beenC "the athers of comparative Semuitic phiılology and
ındeed of all comparatıve philology".>

By examınıng three well-known lexical ıtems each of 1C| xhıbiıts the best of
OUT empirical knowledge distinct meanıngs (7ap, rüh, mal "ak) wısh
clarıfy number of quest1ons: How do estia theır polysemantic (or rather:
bisemantic) character? Do OUT informants confirm OUT impression? HOow does the
exıstence of dual semantıc value attached 0)el  ® and Sammec word exıca]l ıtem  z
affect ıts ecodıng when ıt In context? What happens when both these
meanıngs make In gıven context? Does ambıgu1 increase hen
polysemantıc words dIC syntagmatıcally connected, C.B. by of the CONsfiruct
state? Do OUT informants COMNCUT wıth each other and ıth OUT conclusıons in
pecıfic instances?
It should be clear then that the ollowing observatıons do NOTL present thourough
semantıc analysıs of the words under reVIEW; ıt 15 the phenomenon of polysemy
such, and the practical problem of ecodıng involved, that 15 mean be brought
Outft In full relief.

DE both a) ‘nose’ and ‘anger’”. It 15 CaSy adduce that testify
thıs fact Ps-mocks aft the OlISs that they have CYCS but Cannot SCcC, that they
have dIS but CannoTt hear and that "they have but cCannot smell" contrarıwise,
Deut 20° 77 speaks of the divine punıshment 1C Wda> infliıcted "  1n and rapßc
and indıgnation". The translators reflect accurately thıs semantıc aD a) FOCOR
rhines; F Lth, Nase; KJ, NOSES, A agalnst KK thymos; LIra; Lth,

Zorn; KJ, NO eckıng INOTC eISCcs8s of thiıs kınd wıll rıng Out intralingual
varıations such a) Eng. nostrıls 0)4 Lat Juror 1C| mMay be dısregarded. The
rendıtions ‘“tace’ for a) “nOose’ (LXX, Gen 279 and ‘vengeance’ for ‘anger’

In Jer IMay agaın be 1gnored; ıt 15 atter of suppose extension of
meanıng stylıstic device. oug ONe May be incliıned deem a) be the
earlher and [NOTC irequent uUSCcC In real lıfe, ıt does NOL surprise that withıin the
biblical unıverse of discourse the proportion of a) 15 oughly 1:6 The pl form
"appayim exhıbıts sımılar semantıc diıchotomy: a) nOse, nostrils’ (Gen 2:7) wıth
the extended meanıng “tace) (2 14:4) VS. ‘anger’ (Dan
Historical semantıcs ImMay attempt explaın the dıfferentiation: eıther the meaning
'anger’ developed from that of ‘nOse’, else both derıive irom the SdadIllecC FOOT nD
°to breathe, snort’; for OUT PDUrDOSC uffice ıt note the conceptual ınk evıdent
In the themselves: hot breath S0OCS (0)8 irom the NOSC of furı0us creature,
and thus find the words for ‘heat, fıre, smoke)’ INn stereotyped ıdiıoms that denote

Fırth, The Tongues of Men, London 1937,
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the outburst of (Num 25 Ps 12 Deut 29 19) VYet il precisely thıs
continued that occasıonally Causes ambiguity Ps 124 speaks
metaphoriıcally of Israel’s enemı16585 they dIiICc lıkened stream that threatens
ash them AaWaY (v and beasts of PTCY iryıng tear them u wıth theır teeth
and swallow them (vV 6 Sa yS their Was died" f thıs portion (V 3b)
refers m.  men") then ‘the burnıing Ng| of human CcNECMIIES described thıs

the VICW of all OUTr informants Yet 39 xhıbıts the verb hl °to swallow UD and
thıs taken together ıth ımply that reference made ‘the hot
snout’ of anımals metaphorical description of those CNECIMMNICS
In other instances OUr ınformants xhıbıt dıvergent Ps 10 describes the
odless wıicked mMan mentionıng "the eıgh of hIs The word understood
the NSC of Ng by CX orge ror and Lth zornig) but has (the
prıde O hıs CO  Nce metonymically ‘“tace fortunate be able
to avaıl hımself of German ıdıom that echoes the Hebrew orıgınal
"Hochnäsigkeıt" Pr 3() 3230 has the lıteral and then 32C CaIrITles
hat COUu be play words and the PTeSSIUNg of aDDayım brings Ouf strıfe"
TIhe preferred ınterpretatıiıon 15 that of (LXX Lth but
translates (Stauchen der) Nüstern as xplaıns Ng Ibn zra nostrils
(nhrym)

The sıtuatıon becomes INOTITC complicate: hen the Dıvinıty made the ubject
of description l that INanYy VEISCS (e Hab Ps 37 OUTLr word
refers God the roader Context and the use of parallelısm
Support IL But there eXIStSs boldly pıcturesque language 1C| speaks of ıre
ındled hıs agaınst all the other renders "Nase (Deut
Jer 15 14 1/ Thıs explanatıon also BIVCN by Rashı (n 1ray nostriıls Jer 17
and Metsudat Davıd (ıb 14) In Is where the ever-burning fıre mentioned
and the smoke ".  1n ase supported by NOSse Yet the
INCONSISLENCY of these translators embarrasıngly obvıous equalliy
pıcturesque CÄDTESSI1ON the SdIlNle prophetic book burning hıis lıps
damniıng hıs devourıng fıre Dy them translated Zorn and NS}
respectively In Ps "Smoke ent up at hI1s and tLiıre irom hıs mouth kept
devourıng" only EK (gallıc ITA, hebr furor) and (rügzeh)
the MCAaNıNng Lth Nase nostrıils

denotes both a) 1nd’ and spırıt" The lınk between these
be the ıdea of reathing, 1C the ON hand physıca. phenomenon,

somewhat 1ıke wınd emanatın g from the nostrils and the mouth, but 1C| the
other hand testifies the V fact of the creature eing alıve, full of thoughts and
emotions: Cn yyım ‘the breath of lıfe (Gen 12) eediess SaY, each
INCAaNıIN£ exhibiıts semantiıc ramıiıfications ‘wiınd’ ı used metaphorically for Vold,
unsubstantıalıty, worthlessness and spırıt” includes mood COUTALC and
W.  1C however, INnaYy be ıgnored the present study
Iwo eCISECS Out of ManYy may SCIVC ıllustrate the semantıc gaD. In Ps 43,
ıke dust before md  h”, the INCANIN£ ‘wıind’ ı self-evıdent and ee: OUT informants
dPIEC ıt 1L X HEMOS; (gallıc., e  r VenIuS; Lth, Wind: wind
(The uUSCcC of the German stock equıvalent made Dy deserves be noted VICW

2()
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of the unconventional renditions of rüh this version dduced below). As the
alternatıve meaning: Ps 51:19 staties that the best sacrıfıce God 15 broken
rÜüh", 1.e. humble ‘spirıt”. Our informants render accordingly: >
(gallıc., e  N SDINUS; Lth, Geist; KJ, spirit.©
In another Psalm eI15C5 accentuate the distinct meanıngs wıthın ON

composıtion: 104:3 pictures uDON the wings of ruü  hn whiıle 3()
describes hıs "sending Out hıs rüh" create all cCreatiures The latter generally
translated the of ‘spirıt’, the only exception eing Lth Odem ; hıle the fiırst
instance 15 generally taken ‘wınd”, but has wings of a) spırıt". (BR has
Wind, but in the almost iıdentical Ps 1811 xhıbits Sturm, for evident
reason).
Ps describes God ll}1e CaUuscs his rüh blow, the wafiers flow'  n Here Lth
lıke all the others has Sa  G,  WwIınd’, but has breath In Ps and 148:8 rüh 15
mentioned ONg natural phenomena; gallıc., wrongly interpreting ree
DNEUMA, translates SDINIUuS, but thıs 15 corrected In Ps hebr VenTIusSs. Ps 55 the
PTraycCr of persecuted CErson who 15 In urgent need of refuge ""rom the rushing
rüh" v.9) Most translations leave intact the metaphorıcal description of the
enemies ‘StOrmYy WInd’; however, refers rüh the ‘spirıt’ of the supplhıiant
who for salvatıon irom oligopsychla, faint-heartedness’ us Augustine:
pustıllanimitate; Ps pusıllo anımOoO; Ps hebr. abh Spiritu )
Now SOMEC remarks BR’s translatıonal peculiarıty AT in place 4:17 reports
the prophet’s threat: "YOu wıll NnOoL SC rüh and YOU wıll NnOTt SCC raın  „ The Context
makes clear the meanıng wınd’ confirmed by all OUT informants, the only exception
eing who has produce the awkward neologısm Windbraus by affıxing
extinct NOUN the COINMMON lexeme. Thıs HIC affıx lıkewise when rüh
denotes ‘spirıt’: Geistbraus, C In Num 114717 where YHW takes (80)901> of the rüh
‘spirıt’ that Wds> upOonN Moses and places ıt upOonN the elders TIhus the [CaAasSson for
introducing the obsolete ..Draus becomes clear:/ the inımıtable polysemy of the
Hebrew word Was mean be blunted by suggesting ımılar sıtuatıon exıist
wıthıin the German vocabulary. The price paıd for such lınguistic acrobatıcs 15 hıgh
the translatıon becomes stilted, ıf NOL incomprehensible. Contrast Is 31:3 basar
Z rüh Fleısch, nicht Geisthbhraus wıth Lth leısch und HIC Geitst.

When the word under FeVIEW denotes person’s mMmoOo0od SOMMNC tranlators
introduce varıatıon: nI utting rüh in hım...and he shall retiurn hıs ( W)
land" (2 1957 blast; (put hım In SUCI mIind; idergeist. Here the
COMMENLALOTS explaın the word wiıl" ımhı, Metzudat Zion; cf. below).
37 1g aft the eginnıng of the creation StOTYy the meanıng of the word under
revView OSC well known problem: "The earth Was waste and voıdOn the Decoding of Polysemantic Lexemes in Biblical Hebrew  of the unconventional renditions of r@”h in this version adduced below). - As to the  alternative meaning: Ps 51:19 states that the best sacrifice to God is "a broken  rü‘h", i.e. a humble ‘spirit’. Our informants render accordingly: LXX pneuma; V  (gallic., hebr.) spiritus; Lth, BR Geist; KJ, Kn spirit.®  In another Psalm two verses accentuate the two distinct meanings within one  composition: 104:3 pictures YHWH "walking upon the wings of r@’h" while v. 30  describes his "sending out his r@h" to create all creatures. The latter is generally  translated in the sense of ‘spirit’, the only exception being Lth Odem; while the first  instance is generally taken as ‘wind’, but NWT has "(the wings of a) spirit". (BR has  Wind, but in the almost identical verse Ps 18:11 BR exhibits Sturm, for no evident  reason).  Ps 147:18 describes God: "he causes his r@’h to blow, the waters flow". Here Lth  like all the others has ‘wind’, but Kn has breath. In Ps 107:25 and 148:8 rith is  mentioned among natural phenomena; V gallic., wrongly interpreting Greek  pneuma, translates spiritus, but this is corrected in Ps hebr. ventus. Ps 55 is the  prayer of a persecuted person who is in urgent need of a refuge "from the rushing  rü‘h" (v.9). Most translations leave intact the metaphorical description of the  enemies as ‘stormy wind’; LXX, however, refers r@”h to the ‘spirit’ of the suppliant  who prays for salvation from oligopsychia, ‘faint-heartedness’ (thus Augustine: a  pusillanimitate; Ps roman. a pusillo animo; V Ps hebr. ab spiritu).  Now some remarks on BR’s translational peculiarity are in place. 2 K 3:17 reports  the prophet’s threat: "You will not see rü”h and you will not see rain". The context  makes clear the meaning ‘wind’ confirmed by all our informants, the only exception  being BR who has produced the awkward neologism Windbraus by affixing an  extinct noun to the common lexeme. This same affix occurs likewise when r@’h  denotes ‘spirit’: Geistbraus, e.g. in Num 11:17 where YHWH takes some of the r@’h  ‘spirit’ that was upon Moses and places it upon the elders. Thus the reason for  introducing the obsolete ...braus becomes clear:’ the inimitable polysemy of the  Hebrew word was meant to be blunted by suggesting a similar situation to exist  within the German vocabulary. The price paid for such linguistic acrobatics is high:  the translation becomes stilted, if not incomprehensible. Contrast Is 31:3 basär  I6° rü°h BR Fleisch, nicht Geistbraus with Lth Fleisch und nicht Geist.  When the word under review denotes a person’s momentary mood some tranlators  introduce variation: "I am putting a r@”h in him...and he shall return to his own  land" (2 K 19:7); KJ a blast; Kn (put him in such) a mind; BR Widergeist. Here the  commentators explain the word as ‘a will’ (Qimhi, Metzudat Zion; cf. below).  3.2. Right at the beginning of the creation story the meaning of the word under  review poses a well known problem: "The earth was waste and void ... the r@”h of  6 Greek anemos denotes ‘wind’ while its synonym pneuma - much more frequently used in  the LXX, the proportion being c. 5:1 — displays an ambiguity not dissimilar to that of the  Hebr. word: ‘wind’ and ‘spirit’. Latin translators from the LXX were apt to be misled. — In  New Testament Greek anemos stands for ‘wind’ and, metaphorically, for ‘vanity’ while pneuma  is widely but exclusively used in the sense of ‘spirit’; cf. W. Grimm, Lexicon Graeco-Latinum in  Libros Novi Testamenti, Leipzig 1879.  7 The German noun Braus, from brausen ‘to roar’, may denote the ‘roaring of the waves’ (der  Braus des Meeres) but in modern speech it occurs only in the idiom "in Saus und Braus leben".  21the rüh of

Greek UuNemios denotes wınd’ whıle ıts NEUMA much INOTEC frequently sed in
the L the proportion being 5+1 displays ambıiguity nof dissımılar that of the
ebr word: ‘wınd’ and ‘spirıt”. Latın translators from the WEIC apt be misled. In
New Testament Greek ANeEeMOS stands for wınd’ and, metaphorıcally, for ‘vanıty while pneuma
1s wıdely but exclusıvely sed in the of ‘spirıt’; cf. Grimm, Lexiıcon Graeco-Latinum ın
Libros Novı Testamentı, Leipzıg 1879

The German OUunNn Braus, from hbrausen °to roar’, may denote the ‘TOarıng of the waves’ (der
Braus des Meeres) but ın modern speech ıt (JICCUTS only in the iıdıom A  1ın aus und Braus leben".
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God Was brooding OVCI the waters  Sa (Gen kE:2) The majJorıty of OUT translators have

opte for ‘spırıt’ (LÄX9 SDIirituS, Lth Geist, spirit), but has the
breath (of God) Bafflıng hıs reader agaın has Braus, word 16 denotes
neıther ‘spirıt’ NO wınd’ The latter interpretation 15 ee possıble: ll(an
awesome) wınd sweeping OVCI the water )"” (E.A Speiser, Genes:Iis, Thıs
15 the favoured by Jewısh tradıtion: wınd blowıng or irom before
n as "The heavenly throne Was made oat above the aters by the
breath of hıs mouth"; IbnA "The wınd acted MESSCHN£CI and by hıs wısh
T1E' up the waters  n
Occasıionally, OUT word 15 used context that eals wıth the transıence of human
ıfe Ps 03:15-16 mortal INan PrEcCH pTraSS, when rüh pPaSSCS OVer ıt, ıt
15 IMOIC Ps 78:39 states INenN be es. rüh (that) PAaSSCS aWaY and does not
return". Wıth Tew exceptions OUT ınformants the OCCUTENCECS alıke,
assumıng the meanıng wınd’ for both (the Latın rendition 15 SDINUS throughout).
However, thıs interpretation applıcable only in the fırst PaSSapc (though
as and Metzudat avı separatıng the ord irom the metaphor praSS and
flowers, explaın ıt rather AS of body 0)8 mind), whıle the latter PaSSagcC MOIeC

probabily refers man’s c  spirıt’ passıng aWaYy al hıs ea >  at 15 how Jewısh
tradıition has ıt rwh (vs above); Ibn Zra "Afifter short lıfe they dıe. the
unıon of spirıit and flesh 15 nOL of long duratıon"; ası “It the Eyıl Impulse
in their heart; thıs 15 the spirıit that PaSSCS aWaY and does not COMNC back when they
enter the world-to-come. One must nOL ınterpret ıt mMecan ‘the spırıt of 111e
because that WOU amount denıal of the resurrection of the dead"
The Wısdom wrıter teaches that "there 15 control OVCI the day of death" (Qoh
8:8), "there 15 INan who has anYy L0) OVeT the rüh that he CO confine the
rüh" (1b.) The latter mMaYy be understood arallel reference ea 1C 15
inevıtable Since ON Can Orce ‘the spirıt’ of lıfe Stay rwh $Smt Lth
Geist; spirıt breath of lfe else piıcturesque COmparIı1son: Y ou have

OVCI YOUT fınal destiny yOUu have the imprıson the ‘wıind’;
thus and JPS.5
Concerning the semantıc ambiguity, eıther wınd’ OT ‘spırıt’, agaın have
opportunıty notice the over-hasty semantic classification carrıed Ouf by
dietionarıes. Ihe lament "rCh 15 MY lıfe" (Job 1473 obviously [lıke] wınd’

VenLS est Vviıta MEA, Metzudat AaVIl| "the days of ıfe {ly by lıke wınd"), and
yel 11 concordance dduces thıs OCCUTITTENCEC of the word under the headıng
‘spirıt’, lunder caused Dy the cont1guous ord Lıfe), the combiınatıon eing
miıistaken for CONSITUCL by urrıed reader.?
In the myster10usly confusıng VISIONS of Ezekıiel fınd instances of the word’s
ambıvalence. violent rüh Outf of the north (Ez 1:4); thıs, of COUTSC, 15
6,  WwInd’ (e.g. ventus); In the subsequent description of the four-faced ving

And mMany modern cCOommentators: Plumptre (CB 1881), Wıldboer (KHC Barton
(ICC, Hertzberg (KAT Michel, Qohelet, Darmstadt 1988, 154, points Out

correctly: "Die Wendung ist doppeldeutig, da das Wort für Wınd uch ‘Geist’,
‘Gemütsbewegung’ bedeuten ann. Vermutlich hat Oohelet hıer bewußt doppeldeutig
formulıiert, Was im Deutschen nıcht nachahmbar ist.  n

Even-Shoshan, New Bıble Concordance (Hebr.) Jerusalem 1977, 1063
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creaftfures ıt 15 saıd that they ent "ohithersoever the rüh Was go  M (v. 12) Is thıs
the wind’ mentioned before ‘[theır] will? ashı, Qimhı), ‘spırıt’
KJ)? renders paraphrastıcally dıvine impulse, Geistbraus. 'Ihe wheels of the
Dıvıne Charıot diC saıd fo POSSCSS rüh ‘of anımated being (v. 21) here Lth
WL contrasts wıth SDIN
When God speaks hım, rüh entfers iınto the prophet and sef{s hım uDON hıs feet
(272; 3:24) Leavıng the standard rendıtion of the classıcal versions asıde (LXX

DNEUMAd, Spiritus ), fınd that spirit) and (a dıvıne force) explain the word
external iınfluence whiıle Lth Wart iıch wWıeder erquicket) takes it change

the prophet’s mO00d. Later the prophet 15 u by rüh spirtt, Lth S  Z  n
:eLSEDrauUs all of the above instances (except 1213 Faus
&41 mal "ak sıgnıfıes ‘messenger’ and ‘angel’, the latter meanıng evidently resulting
from ellipsis: mal/ 'messenger of the OTd’ mal "ak The polysemantic
character of the ord becomes obvıous hrough the sharp between
dıivergent Lypes of CONLEXT a) the mal > a  S 15 ordınary human eing sent
1sSsıon bDy another human eing: "Tezebel sent mal —  1 Elyah" 19525
NUNIuS; izgada A Lth Bote; KJ, messenger), the mal D 15 supernatural,
all-nowerful heavenly eEmI1SSaTY: "The mal "ak stretched Ouf hıs hand toward
Jerusalem destroy lt" (2 Sam 24:16; angelus; mal "ak. Lth Engel; KJ,
angel) It 15 safe assumption that the ancıent Hebrew speaker, makıng use of the
ord mal D—k’ nOoTL only had hıs mınd clear ıdea each OCcasıon of eıther the
ON the other meanıing, but also expected hıs lıstener interpret hıs utfferance

correctly, 1.e in accordance wıth the contextual expectation. The consistently
applıed lexıical dıfferentiation orıginates, 1S well known, wıth the Old Latın
version 1C| distinguishes between AUNÜLS ‘human messenger’ and the loan-word
angelus ‘angel’, reflecting of applıcatıon: postbıiblica. Hebrew the word
mal "ak and In ecclesjatical TeEC the word angelos had increasingly assumed the
specialiızed meanıng of ‘heavenly messenger'’; the ordınary usc of these words the

became archaısm. Consequently the Aramaıiıc argum, the work of Jews,
and the classıc translatıons into modern European lJanguages, the work of
Chrıistians, adopted thıs method of dual rendıtion 1C| amounts explicit
recognıtion of the polysemy Thıs pomt 15 of interest since of OUT informants do
NnOL reflect thıs polysemy for mal J—k, whether denoting ‘human messenger’ OE

‘angel’, E has almost unıformly) angelos, always ote
As egards the Tee tranlators there 15 dıfficulty 1n explainiıng theır procedure:
In innumerable other instances they also tend stick established lexıcal
equatıon, expecting theır readers BIODC ior the cCorrecft understandıng. We should
note, however, that regards the translatıon of the ord mal "ak there diC few
modest In the TrTee version denote the earthly character of certaın
MESSCHNETS Dy wıthholding the ambıguous standard rendıtion angelos irom them
mal K  1Im wh: OUuUn helter wıth the prostitute diC ca kataskopeusantes
‘Sples’ (Jos 6:25):; those whoyaVl! AI ca paldes ‘servants’ Sam

and those whom Moses delegates dIC Ca presbeıis ‘ambassadors’ (Num

2%
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ZU;ßZI: 225 Deut 2:26) The inflexibility of the translatıon, maintainıng "ak
Bote’ throughout may easıly mislead the modern reader, C.p 19:5 ollowıng

Granted the polysemantıc character of the word under revV1eWwW and gıven the
necessıity decode ıt, mMaYy occasıonal perplexıties, namely whenever
both of the meanıngs make In the SAamnec '9 dısagreement between
OUT informants mMay result. However,language being efficıent AIl of
communication after all, such Ooccasıonal ambiguities d1iC rarTe, and when
informant dıverges from the accepted interpretation he 15 motivated, INOTIC often
than no(, Dy exegetical zeal.
Ex Z23:20. 233:16 and Num 20:16 spea. of the guıdance the Lord had provıde for the
people of srael, sending mal "ak ea of them TIhe versions AdICc agreement

the actualızed meanıng c  angel’ Among the Jewısh COMMeEeNtaftors there 15
dissension: Ibn E1° reports (on Hx that SOMNC take thıs ‘messenger’ be the
ora-book, others the Holy Ark (on Num Moses:; rejecting these
interpretations he maıntaıns the *e 8R C  angel’ Yet as Num
"mal D  S Thıs 15 Moses" and educes from thıs that prophets maYy be ca
mal akım. Indeed, such IS the Case INn Hag 113 where the prophet aggal 15 ca
mal "ak n biya? ‘prophet’; NUNntIus; KJ, MESSCHSET , and yel Lth
nge The Name Malachı (Mal 141) 15 translıterated by MOSL translators,

15 usually done In the aASc of PropCI Nam6cd, but has angelos. adds
remark reflecting the old Jewısh tradıtion that thıs epıthet (my messenger) refers
Pra the scrıbe also quoted by Hieronymus, comment. ad loc.) Ooh 5:5 reads
"DO nOTt Sa y before the mal D  S that ıt |your sın] Was mistake". It 1S Rashı'’s V1eW
that the ord here the ‘messenger’ who collects the promised alms, OUT

translators, however, prefer ‘angel’, and TE has theos ‘“God’ TIhe mal "ak who
should intercede behalf of INan at death’s door (Job 15 generally taken

be angel’ but has MESSENYET, the other hand, the akım sent

negotiate (Is 3367) dIiIC the VIEW of moOost translators ambassadors
(messengers) but has angeli (a rendıtion us  1€' by Jerome hıis commentary
ad loc Hebrae1ı sıgnıfıcare Angelos arbıtrantur... flebunt ge.
472 When polysemantic words AIC Joine in ONne ‚yntagma the problem of
ecodıng maYy become INOIC complıcated; though In the following instances NnOf all
of the four mathematically possıble combiınatıons fınd theır WdYy into the
translations, the wıde varıance manıfests ıtself In the dıagrams EeI0OW.

Ps 104 :4
Hıs a) ‘messengers’/b) ‘angels’ he makes a) ‘winds’/b) ‘spirıts’
a + ( ashı; HS
a +
b+a Lth;
b +  C“ (gallıc.; e!  T

Hx 158 Ps 18:6 Job
The a) ‘wind’ ‘spirıt’ of ‘nostrils’ ‘anger’
a + Lth; BR; KJ; Comm Lth; BR; KJ; Comm r
a +
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b+ a
b +  e EXX N LAX: V; LÄX; V; Lth;

5.() In conclusıon: TIhe semantıc phenomenon of polysemy, dıstinguishable from
mMeTe shıfts in meanıng the ON hand and irom omonymy the other hand,
Can be ascertaıned in 1DI1CcCa Hebrew. There exıst words wıth [WO INOTE

meanıngs distinct that for the ONC meanıng dIe absolutely unsuıtable
substitute for the other meanıngs; thıs manıfests ıtself the translatıon PTOCCSS

1C constıitutes kınd of substitution test The translator eneral makes uUusSCcC of
glossary, ıf NnOT INn odıfıed wriıtten form then aft least mentally fixed ONC,

the Case of translatıon thıs debtedness exıical standard equations makes
ıtself especılally otable And yet such 15 the force of polysemy that the translator 15
compelle: find dıfferent equivalent the target anguage for each of the
meanıngs of the lexeme In the SUOUTITCE anguage
In the hıstory of 1D11CcCa versions there have been disregard the
polysemy of Hebrew word, strictly equatıng ıt In all ıts OCCUTTENCES wıth ONC an
the SAdIlleC exıical ıtem f the target anguage; these firom quıla er
—- Rosenzweig AdTie MmMoOSst instructive insofar AD they inevitably en In faılure
olysemy leaves O00OM for ambiguity. In SOMeE the latter maYy be iıntended by
the peaker device of style; generally, however, PErSsSonN wıshes be
understood accurately and reliıes, rıghtly S  „ the sıtuational context clarıfy the
meanıng he had in miınd. f there remaıns Ou In the lıstener’s mınd he mMaYy
verıfy hıs interpretation of the INCSSaALC., When dealıng wıth written document of
ancıent times ONC cannot avaıl neself of such safeguards. Thus should Confent
ourselves ıth recognizıng the exiıstence of polysemy, define the ramıfications of
meanıng that dIC obvıous and readıly admıt the existence of Oou instances;
these doubts should be recorded ın OUT lexica. Due consıderation should also be
gıven the interpretative {forts of ancıent times.

Abstract.

The definıtion of polysemy "the recCcurrenft usc of the Same lexical form wıth al least
easıly definable dıfferent meanıngs whıiıch, however, exhıbıt clearly dıiscernıble conceptual
lınk" 15 mean sei off hıs semantıc Calegory agaınst homonymy the ON hand and
Occasıonal meLonymy the other hand; bıblıcal lexica Can be shown NOL be rehable
regardıng thıs distinction. The detaıled examınatıon of three well-known bisemantic ıtems of
bıblıcal Hebrew (”’ap *‘nolse)’ 'anger’, rüh G,  wınd’ ‘spırıt”, mal "ak ‘messenger’ ‘angel’)
demonstrates that classıcal versions el modern translators admıt the existence of
polysemy by introducing consistently applıed lexical dıfferentiation between the [WO
meanıngs. In those few where the conftext allows of both meanıngs, the Versions AIcC aft
varıance. translatıon that negate the category under TeVIEW (Buber
Rosenzweig) increasıngly entangles ıtself in lıngual absurdıities.
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