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mong the problems meTlt in the semantıc analysıs of ancıent Hebrew, three SCCIN
be ınterconnected: the question hOow far meanıng belongs the "I'OOt" 0)8 the
actual lexeme, the problem of dıstinguishing between OMONyMY and polysemy, and
the perception of diachronic change meanıng.
(1) Root and Lexeme

erwhat condıtions may spea of d  ‚e. rooft avıng meanıng, and hOw does this
relate the meanıng of the lexeme 1C contaıns, 0)4 belongs tO, that root? And
hOw Can thıs be handled modern database designed for advanced semantıc
study?
Some of the problems dIC practical ONECS that have arısen irom the nafure of printed
dietionarıes and theır Some dietionarıes lıke BDBRB dIiC organızed (at least for
the MOST par Dy O0k up MOSa yOU have KNOW, M  » that ıt
belongs the FrOOL Y-S- and there yOUu wiıll fınd ıf er dietionaries dICc organızed

MOSa under the letter— __alphabetic order of the actual exemes: thus yOUu o0k up
INE. and there ıt 15. Each of these approaches mMay have SOIMNC advantages and
SOME disadvantages.

Advantages oforganızatıon by FrOOLS.

maYy be hought that understandıng of the importance of the 15 vıtal for
the apprecılatiıon of the Semuitic language-type organızatıon of the dıct1onary in thıs
form guıdes the USCTLI, and especılally the student USCI, understand thıs

The organızatıon of the exicon by FOOIS INay be hought fıt wıth the fact that
identification of 15 essentıal element in morphological analysıs and thus in
the WaYy In 1C teach Hebrew language learners: understand way-yakku
they have know that ıt contaıns A, 1€. that the roof 15 n-k-hA

Organızatıon by rOoOfT brings together contigulty the Varıous exemes that
belong the S5SdIllec rool, and thıs makes ıt easıer SCC aft glance the spread of the
FrOOL hrough the varıety of lexemes INn 1C ıt AaDDCAIS.,

Disadvantages of organization Dy FOOLS.
Many words become dıifficult find, because it 15 19(0)! obvıous hat the FroOft of

the ord 15
The System does NOL work wıth words that do NOL have real FrOOTL wıthın Hebrew,

C loanwords lıke melsär, where ON WOU be lost In ookıng for FrOOT [-S-r In
Case ıke thıs BDBRB abandons ıts OW) princıple and sts alphabetically (p 576)
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Advantages of organızatıon Dy lexemes:
15 easlıer locate any word looked u SINCEe ıt 15 be OUnNn: its

stra1ightforward alphabetic locatıon. Even thıs, however, 15 nOTt always CaSY, for
the obvıous 1CAasSON that ManYy forms actually Oun do nOof egın wıth the fırst
letter requıired Dy the "citation orm  ” in verbs the erfect thıs fact
somewhat organizatıon Dy roots.]

By concentrating the actual exemes of the Janguage Ooun! thıs
organizatıon may reduce the danger that ONeEe should attrıbute excessive domiınance

TOoot meanıng" 1C WOU then control the possibilıties of actual meanıngs of
the exemes.

Disadvantages oforganization by lexemes.
In Many words ıt creates d roblem of the spelling adopted, SInce the choıice
between plene and defective spe iffects the alphabetical posıtion and the CadsSc

of findıng the ord c.g In KBL) $a ar n 15 1491{{. but "door-
keeper”, because ıt 1S spe. plene, 15 1342 One Can of COUISC Sa y OW the
numerıcally domiınant pelling for each A But that does NOT solve the problem
fırstly, the uüuseTrT usually does not KNOW advance what the dominant spelling 1S,
and, secondly, there dIiIC problems because the dominant spe. AS OUnN! when the
word 1S say the absolute singular ommonly CC4SCS be dominant when ıt 15
plural 0)8 wıth uffixes

TODIEMS f thıs kınd dIC maiınly practical: they affect» especlally by students,
and the practicalıties of publıcatıion. RBut for Ser10us semantıc study they AICc

elementary rather than profound. One Compromıise approac 1S provıde
registration both of FOOTS and of actual exemes. 'Ihus OM  ® WOU rovıde EeNTYy
for the TOOL 1r well for the actual exemes mal ”ak and m 1a  — "Ikah Thıs 15
nothing NCW and 15 done ın SUOIMNC tradıtional dietionarıes. It 15 sıgnıfıcant where past
lıterature 15 recorded, for cholar maYy have wriıtten about rooft INnaYy have
wriıtten about OMIC lexemes. Both COUu. be incorporated.
Nevertheless there COU be ‚dAd>5C favour of organızatıon under T  9 wıth
certaın liımıtations 1C| will be mentioned. The question HhOwW far the FrOOf
contrıibutes the semantıcs of the actual words 15 part of the basıc research. er
these ciırcumstances the ringing together of the SIOUD of exemes recognized
belonging partıcular TOOf WOU SCCIN be convenıence.
On the other hand the possibilıty should be ace: that for ManYy exemes of Hebrew
the ıdea f "I'OOt" 15 semantically iıneffective, that research into  . FrOOL meanıngs
maYy be wıthout value ındeed actually dıstorting. And thıs ea what may
be the real "root-lexeme problem  „ that requires discussıon. suggest that roots  M Can
be iıdentified eıther formal erms In semantıc Identificatıon in formal

wiıll be discussed later For the present notfe only unless they Can be
identifıed semantıc mS, .  TOooOts  M dIe noOoft necessarıly sıgnıfıcant relevant for
semantıc study. Thus take few examples:

COINIMMNON tradıtional VIEeW suggested that the TOO[ had basıc meanıng Üa
COU be xpected extend hrough the Varıo0ous exemes 1C| incorporated that
rooft It that thıs tradıtional V1CEW Wd> built uUuDON certaın CONSPICUOUS
but ımıted notably those where the "I'00t" morpheme Was ıdentical wıth the
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consonantal sfirucfiure of verb, sometimes NOUN, 1C also both (1) Was actıve
and productive NOUN verb Hebrew, and (2) continued have thıs
all other forms 1C contaıned thıs rooft morpheme. TIhus yaSab 15 A  sıt, dwell", and
the Samnece closely elated SCNSECS aAIc clear mö$Sab, tOSabh eic. G-b-r llbe strong,
mighty" maYy make for geber, gibboör, g“bürah, g birah, g“ beret. But
there AI IMany where thıs does not work.
For example, from mal ”"ak and m ’ 1a  — ”Irah by normal morphologic Can

disengage the llrootll F al But I Zile does noft "nean" anything Hebrew. It does
NnOL function FrOOL EXCEDL part of these lexemes, and Ser10us semantıc
COINMMON groun Can be ecen between them, ON  ® meanıng "messenger" and the
other meanıng A  work" We Can of COUTSE 1gure out what ıt maYy have mean through
cComparıson ıth other Janguages such Arabıc OUu the meanıng Was N  send"
But these consıderations WEIC NOTt known actual Hebrew speakers. 'T10 them E O
did not INncan "send", iındeed ıt dıd noft INCcan anythıng. The ".  root" Was nOof actıve
Hebrew EXCEDL element in these lexemes. Diachronically, of COUTSC, the
exemes MUStTL have been "derıived", ONC Sa yS, firom that roo(lL, but ıt dıd NnOTL,
synchronically, "contrıibute" anythıng them, the Con(irary, ıt 15 only irom these
exemes that an y SOTrt of intelligibility ame

Sımilarly in the CasSc of I-h-m; the rOOf 15 OUuUn exemes avıng the VE
dıstinct SCNSCS of . and "War", possıbly also the rather SCAdICE Case of
"intestines", Zp KIZ Job 20:23 Nothıing 1S achiıeved by buildıng uUuDON sSuppose
COINIMNON Componen of "squeeze together". TOmM semantıc point of VIEW, these

three aAIc unıts. The nrootn INdYy have had semantıc influence, but
only In diachronic prehistoric CMNSC actual Hebrew SC ıt Wa insıgnificant

indicator of meanıng In any of the lexemes actually found
To thıs ON MUuUst add the consıderable number of sıgnıfıcant words for 1C|
nrootn 15 known. Sometimes these maYy be loanwords: b rtit has O0{ that 15
meanıngful In Hebrew But thıs 15 NOL the dSCc for loanwords only Many important
words, wıthın Hebrew ıtself, may have real .  TrOoot" at in semantıcally
sıgnıfıcant Take g“ bül "frontier". Ihe meanıng f thıs 15 amılıar and seldom
ınvolves problems. The form 15 of famılıar Semuitic kınd and cognates dIie well
KNOWnN, c.g An Jebe "mountain".! But there 15 NnOoTt really 1C| has aNYy
meanıng of ıts OW!] urnısh the Hebrew word. The verb g-b-1 1S, doubtless
rıghtly, taken dAS5 denominative and thus derıves Iirom "frontier", sımılarly g“bülah
Attempts classıfy ıt the SamInc FrOOf ıth gablüt, mı gbalöt (BDB 148) ead
towards fancıes ıke Gesen1ıus’s orıgınal meanıng of "twist, wınd", hence "COI'd" and

"boundary-line", and dIieC surely remote firom probabilıty. KBL)} 166 reasonably
concludes that there dIC homonymiıc' Ges18 192, 194{f., ıf understand
them 1ghtly
hat thıs 1INCcCan and nOoTt süre thıs has been saıd before 15 that
TrOoot" semantically sıgnıfıcant, in synchronıc usually only where the FrOOf
morpheme 15 actıve and productive, usually d rather basıc verb OT NOUN, the
Hebrew of 1D11Ca times. In other words, cCannot for semantıc PUTrDOSCS deduce

1 If there 1S Iso Hebrew form meanıng "mountaın", Drıver, Dahood and others ave
suggested (KBL> 164, Ges18 192); thıs makes dıfference the present question.

35



ames Barr

"r00t" from purely morphological criter1a, C.p. by lookıng at word pattern such
madgtal, extracting the correspondıing CONSONANTS and considering thıs be the rOOft
Semantically thıs mMaYy be insıgnıfıcant. In other words, Can usefully diagnose the
semantıc s1ıgnıficance of rOOL only where Can SCn SOMEC egree of compatible
semantıc componen running through the serı1es of words attach thıs rO0Oft As

MOSL commonly usSse ıt, the term “root“ implıes thıs sort of semantıc communıty.
Thus WOU Sa Y that mittah and matteh A  elong the AaIne root" because they
contaın the semantıc cCcomponen "stretch out”, but WOU not Sa y that h'nıit
spear belongs the o0oft h-n-h camp even did NO COUN ıt Egyptıan
loanword wıth KBLS 37() because suggest10ns of COTINMON semantıc cComponen
cem tOO fancıful2. We CcCannot S anYy WaYy 1C| SAamMIr n thorn-bush; flıint"
has COMMON Components ıth $ -F "keep" and decıde ıt "does NnOT belong
the SaJImne root” 15 A4ASe of homonymy.* Where there 15 semantıc COINIMNON

ground, the termd CCasecs be efficıent. Thıs wiıll be sıgnıfıcant when furn
questions of OmMONymYy and polysemy

eanwhiıle however there 15 another point make. Statements about the
"meanıng" of TOOL MaYy be of nds They maYy be synchroniıc statements,
when Sa Yy that y-S-D m 0)8 S_ I-F In thıs Case AT

sayıng: thıs meanıng UunNns through all relevant CS, at least aAS ComponentT, wıthın
1D11Ca. Hebrew Some statements about however, dICc of eren
kınd they ATC really ıdentifications the erms of comparatıve phılology. The
meanıng they ascrıbe the rOOL 15 nOL meanıng existing wıthın 1D11CcCa. Hebrew at
all ıt 15 meanıng arrıved at Dy the PDTOCCSS of triangulation Iirom hıistorical
meanıngs, and 1f ıt Vecr exısted it exıiısted at OINC remote prehistoric tıme, perhaps
3000 OT Thus when L3 ıdentifies 11 d-b-r "summen" 0)4 "buzz" (?), that 1S
meanıng educed Dy triangulatiıon Iirom actual meanıngs In Hebrew, namely the
verb dibber us eakn and the L1OUN d“böraäh "bee  „ Theoretically ıt 15 possible
reconstruction. But there 15 evidence that any ord wıth thıs FrOOL actually mean
"buzz  M Hebrew. TIhe meanıng 15 prehistoric ONC, educed order bring
together known meanıngs of known forms and thus create distinguishable
ro0of There 15 [CAaSon prohıbı thıs procedure, 1C| INaYy at times be
I'Y, though ıts hypothetica: character 15 sometimes V obvious. But the
maın pomnt 15 there should be clear system of markıng 1C| WOUu distinguish
FrOOT meanıngs actually OUnN! Hebrew and actıve in ıt irom FrOO[f meanıngs
dıscovered hypothesized hrough comparatıve phılology and thus by theır nature
entirely prehistorical.*
(2) Homonymy and Polysemy
trıctly speakıng ON should dıstinguısh between homophony and homography, but
In the condıtıons of ork ancıent Hebrew thıs 15 NOL often of practical
importance and for the MOST part Can UsSse the eneral term homonymy.

BDB 333b mentions suggestion as fexible", fortunately wıth question mark
KBL* 144 classıfıes both of these "Primärnomen", In effect sayıng that neıther of them

"comes from  ” an y roof[ al all
refurn thıs pomnt below, 41
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Nevertheless the difference should be observed® Thus, take famılıar example,
though generally alk AS G-r- IN n  call, read" and q-r-h 15 meet, happen",
overlaps at least irom ONe sıde certaminly verb form 1C by
morphological rules belongs q-r-h Can INcan "read", and ommonly forms written

q-r- function "meet, happen  9 especılally the frequent iınfın form lgr C “t0
meet”, where thiıs spellıng 15 standard. 'Ihus BDB recognIızes ("homonymuic")
FrOOLS q-r- but only ONC FrOOL q-r-h. Ihe "homonymy" however 15 only partıal only
lımıted forms of the paradıgms dIiC OUnN! 1C dIc fully omographic, C.pB. the
nıphal Ngr and thıs WOU also be omophonic SUDPDPOSC the aleph have
been unpronounced, 1C 15 eIy explanatıiıon of the phenomenon
Conversely, ONC may have where individual forms aIC, SCCHM, omographıc:
C yT May be "they wıll see  M 'they will fear"; and thıs ASCc the forms Aie nOoTt
fully omophoniıc sınce the vocalızatıon 1S eren and the shewas function
dıfferent WaYyS respectively. For us in ()UT phiılological sıtuation OUu
homograph 15 the aspect usually paramount; for the actual anguage ancıent
times OMNC has 1n INOTE of homophony. For the of the present
the eneral term "homonymy" wiıll be adequate. And when dICc hınkıng of
1C for the most part WeTe CVCO) pronounced pronounceable, "homonymy" 15
partiıcularly suıtable term In anguage lıke Hebrew, on  '4 effect of ıng
about FrOOTIS 15 that it al ONCE increases the extent of OMONYyMYy. We maYy begin
therefore Dy 00. at what happens In homonymıiıc FOOIS
Here Can perhaps SO the other WdYy and Out irom formal
morphological statement Seen thıs WaY, the FrOOL 15 morpheme, commonly and
characteristically discontinuous,® lıke d-D-r, 1C combines wıth "pattern” (vowels
plus formatıve CONSONANTS lıke Y-, N-, -{ etC.) form actual Hebrew words. It 15
sometimes salı  , in reaction agaıinst er of over-emphasıizing the roo(,
that the rTOOL .  15 abstraction". But thıs 15 NOL always entirely When formally
efined, the FrOOft 1S cConcrefe actualıty the lexeme the word 15. The rOOf
tends also be made CONSPICUOUS hrough the wriıting System, SINCe unpointed
text the FrOOL CONSONANTS dIiec normally marked (Or, ıf omıtted, omıtted under certaın
amıliar rules).
ecause the FrOOTL thus functions semantically, ıt 15 COMMMON SO step arther and
1ın that ıt marks TOOtL meanıng". If thıs WeIiIC S!  9 all words containıng the
(formally expressed) FrOOL Consonants d-b-r WOUuU CaITr’Yy something of the Sa”amnec

meanıng. Thıs however 15 VE often NnOoTt the CadsSc. Not all exemes containing d-b-r
Can be SCCnN have elated meanıngs. When thıs 15 S  9 AdIc forced SUDDOSC
that there aIfe INOTEC "homonymıic" d-D-r, OLr that the ONC roof d-b-r has
several meanıngs remote from ONe another that they CannotTt be consıdered
INeTe dıfferences of NUAaNCE O; in componentıal ms, addıtion ÖTr subtraction of
ONe Components. Eıther have OmMONymy, polysemy of Ser10us

See already Hospers, Polysemy and Homonymy, 6, 1993,
SaYy commonly" discontinuous rather than "normally" "always", since SUOMINC rOooLt

morphemes Can include vowels and be continuous, thus UNC might include qum mult thıs
Way. Nevertheless the dıscontinuous type 15 hıghly characteristic of Hebrew: Y-N-g, Z-k-r e{c.

large proportion of the vocabulary, at least of the OU: and verbs, has rooft morphemes of
thıs kind
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dimensıons. Thus ONC Can ser10usly SUDDOSC that all words containing the roof
d-b-r share SOINC ONC TOOt meanıng". Just for have er "nestilence”,
dober "pasture”, döbröt "raits”, d“börah "bee", “h  1r "nner L[OOM of sanctuary”,
mıidbäar "wilderness", plus the aIic homonymic form mıidbar "mouth, gan of
speech" (Ct 4:3; Can thıs really be the meanıng? ), plus OINC personal and place

It 15 u  eIy that thıs 15 "all 0)01> root” Yet BDB still registers only ONM  ® roof

(though ıt probably dıid nOoft hınk that the entire SI1OUD COU. be elated
semantiıcally) KBL} 2011. registers three llbe behind, drive"; "Duzz, speak"
"have offspring", Pr 21:28, Sır 41:5./ But AIiIC three enough include the rafits and
the pestilence? Perhaps need four fıve, maybe S1X°?
In what WdYy then does the rOOf[ function semantıcally? One m1g ummarıze thıs
WadYy paradıgmatically, In an y iorm, the rOOL functions that IC distinguıshes
thıs form from anYy other torm 1C| 15 paradıgmatically the aImInc but has
eren FrOOL Thus In yiSmOr the TOOL functions distinguısh thıs firom yidröS,
yizkör eic. Thıs distinction 15 basıc ındıcator of meanıng. 'Ihe of thıs
partıcular FrOOfT not the meanıngs of SOIMNEC other rOof 10 Sa y yLSmMOTr
noft yldröS, yizkor eic. 1S WadYy of expressing ıt elps fıt ıth the ıdea of the
anguage "faırly closed system") In thıs respect meanıng 15 expressed by the
choice of ONC FrOOLT morpheme, rather than any other, from the avaılable morpheme
stock.
Thıs however only gels us started. Complications OW aft ONCC. ven ough the

of ON FrOOL 1S clear choice agaıinst other possıble there 15 not
One-Lo-one relatiıonshıp between rOOflf (formally expressed, A above) and meanıng.
One particular FrOOL morpheme mMaYy mark quite eren of
meanıng, Just dıfferent ıf dıfferent FrOOTL had been employed: thus have
homonymic roof{s, and thıs 15 quıite COININON Indeed ON might YUCSS (I have 91811
trıed count) that there d1iC INOIC that d1iC semantıcally homonymiıc than
FrOOTS that AiIC absolutely semantically unıvocal. Also ıt 15 lıkely that there dIiC FTOOLTS
1C have dıfferent formal composition, C.B. partıally eren coOoNsonNant

u  9 but dIe In effect SYNONYMOUS. ıt 15 sometimes saıd that ÖNC 15 "Dy-form"
of the other, 0)8 ONC m1g Sd y that they AT complementary. Thıs happens quıte
lot ıth fırst rooft CONSONaANLTL H-Q- 15 "  gO around" but tqupäah "Cırcuıit, per10d"
suggests FrOO[ Thus from both Ssıdes SCC that there 15 strıict concord
between ONC FrOOL ormally efine and ONe meanıng.
We CI  €,; however, accordıing OUT mandate, the homonymic
What happens ıth these 15 that the function 1C rOOL ormally exercises, A

epicte above, does not work. In yLSMOr the rOOL marks clear dıstinetion from
yizkör, yidrös eic. But ya ca  neh the rOOL does NOL make distinetion between
the Varlous homonymic Liorms, for the rOOL formal 15 the SAadINe them all.
In thıs respect ONC InNay Sd y that homonymiıc rOoO[ 15 partıally defective a
semantıc iındıcator In Comparıson ıth FrOOLIS that AICc nOoTt homonymıc.
The pomnt 15 the recognition of something „  one root" depends nOoTt formal
charaecteristics (LE dentity of CONSONANTS ete:) but the semantıc question: Can

hıs thırd TOOL and meanıng wiıll OMmMe surprise most Hebraıists. Is ıt VC;
iısolated AI the examples really credıble? 'hıs question, however, 06€s nOoTL CONCETN ere.
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the meanıngs be perceived d aviıng something sufficıently common? If nOT, ON
has postulate mMore than ON roo 1.e homonymic Further, the semantic
assessment involved be aft the best probabilistic scholars sSsCcCIMM depend

plausıble COMmMMON components analogıes other known languages (and
these analogıes aATre often remote, sometımes involving Latın, ree erman,
nglısh, etc.!)
It 15 clear that study of FOOLS wıll produce IMOTe homonyms than d study ase‘
exemes ÖOr actual forms OUnNn: Roots that aIre homonymic wıll often not be realızed
in the ame forms c.p. ven there dIC four homonymic “_n-A only on  * of
them forms the NOUN and adjective —_  nI, only another forms the NOUN ca  neh eic.
We sımply mention, wıthout elaboratıng ıt, the obvıous point that ManYy of
Oomonymy there 15 ıde isparı between COINIMMNON form, frequently OUnN! and
famıilıar, and homonymic form 1C 15 aiec unique. 1ıdbäar \wilderness" 15
COMMMON and famılıar, muıdbäar "mouth" 15 hapax legomenon. TIhe Same 15 the ASC
ıth the rTaTre term köah, something ıke lızard, whiıle the homonymic word
"strength" frequent and well-known. Thıs take obvıous and famılıar. Thus,
thıs respecT, FrOOL indicates meanıng through non-choice of another FrOOL this
nables avOo1d commıiıtment the ıdea, commonly held, that actually
themselves have meanıng. In thıs respeclt, have suggested, ONe NI ıffers from
another.

At thıs point should consıder the possible actors 3C° have led 8 the exıstence
of omonymy in Hebrew

Phoneme merger,®© 1C| Causes (or more) forms that at earlıer
WeTEe phonologically dıfferent become alı

olysemy ollowed by semantıc change, where lexeme at earlıer had
(let say) three distinguishable but elated meanıngs, L and but rops outft of
uSCe, and wıthout ıt the relatiıonshıp between and becomes unıntelligıble.

Loanwords from another language, 1C Om«ec coiıncıde iın orm wıth term
already existing.

Homonyms 1C WeIC sımply "orıginal" and AT nOTf be accounted for through
SOMeEe causatıve factor. Just anguage WAas always polysemous (one SIgn havıng
severa| senses) ıt Wa always homonymic (several dıfferent erms havıng the Sa”amec

sıgn)
few examples for ıllustration:

oneme INCTISCI. “._n-N .  sing  n)9 ıf COTFreCT, WOU be clear example of
homonymy resulting irom thıs Proto-Semutic merged wıth PS gn produce the
homonymy. Thıs eing S! explanatıons the grounds of "sıng responsively", gIving

COMMON cComponen wıth the COMIMMON “ _n-A A  answer”",  n though perfectly
reasonable In EOTY, dAd1iCcC be rejected. imilarly h-[L-1 "Dierce" 15 distinet from h-L-1I
.  profane" (by METSCI of phonemes and h This type Can be aırly CaSYy
demonstrate, proviıde that the comparatıve phiılologica evidence IS

. Hospers, ıbıd.,
For these fiıgures markıng dıfferent FrOO[Ss follow the numbering of BDBRB except

where otherwise stated
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known. ven then ıt works well only when the meanıngs Hebrew and the
comparatıve SOUTCE AI quıte close; otherwise ıt remaıns V uncertaın.

olysemy leadıng eventual loss of connection and thus homonymy. It 15
famılıiar that the ro0oft LE represents wıdely distinct of meaning: .  male'  M
and "remember". Other Semuitic Janguages have the AaInec sıtuation. Few aIrc incline

posıt FrOOTIS Yet they m1g well be counted 4S FrOOTS Nevertheless
MaYy SUDDOSC there Wäas ser1es of connections, 1C dIC lost usS. SO also wıth
b-$-r, where the NOUN 15 and the verb 15 "bring good news”". Agaın wıth m-$-J1,
where have the VE remote meanıngs nbe llke“ and .  rule'  n classıfıed eren
roofts by BDB 605 and 15 611{., probably because they Just CannoTL SCC anYy
plausıble connection. Sımularly wıth galah, where have the (totally?)
unassocıjable meanıngs nbe uncovered" and "  go into exıle" In effect they aAIc

homonyms though dietionariıes do NnOL usually them that WaYy The TO!
counted dS I1 $ N-F and even 1{11 $ N-F (BDB, 1038; KBIL} 1464, m1g
connections 10  < long lost WCIC known be part of polysemy 1C. S N-F
ONCE had It 15 probable that ManYy where homonyms have been recognized,
and separately registered, belong thıs CategorYy. It 15 N however, Ca y

because in the nature of the Case the connections have been lost Sometimes
analogıes from other Janguages help ©; but these also AT precarı10us.

Loanword adoption. 11 andh "be Occupled, busy'  M (Qo 1 3:10) InNay well be
xplained thus, d loanword irom Aramauic. In Esther 1:13 dın 15 probably from
ranıan daena, "religion", and 15 homonym wıth the Old-Semitic din
.  judgemen  n Wıth m-L-Kk, maYy consıder that the TaTe meanıng "advise", nıphal
way yımmalek LıiıbbT G  alay Neh 3 15 homonym produce: by adoption from
ramaIıiıc. ven take thıs CI]: Ü part of orıgıinal polysemy wıth the
COINMMON " B: the actual adoption into Hebrew NnOot by direct
descent Iirom the ancıent etymological N  9 but by adoption irom Aramauıc. Cases
of thıs kınd dIiIC reasonably stra1ıghtforward; but ıt 15 NOL lıkely that they wiıll aCCOUuntT
for arge part of the biblical Hebrew vocabulary.

ases lıke “_n-N "answer" and 111 “_n-N “be humble' dIC eft irue indigenous
homonyms far Can SCe. Ihe Sa”ame InNay be frue of the three (?) verbs DW
"soJourn » stir u strıfe, quarrel"”, and llbe afraıd", Sd y nothing of the TOOL of
m” gürah llbarnfl INn Hg Z noted by KBL} HIL, 517/ e wıthout OO0{ by BDR
158) It 15 VE ICU provıde an y explanatıon of hOwW INany homonymic
erms COUuU have Ome into  © existence, other than that they WeTITe indigenous.
An interesting ıllustratiıon 15 S-k-Ah Sınce the discovery of Ugarıtıc kn ıt has been
COMMMON practice RS thıs, aft Ps 137:5; eren verb from the amıhar
Hebrew "Iorget": ıt "be lımp, sınk down  „ On the other hand, ıt COUu stil] be

ASc of orıgınal polysemy of the ONC SaJImIne FOOL ONC COU. imagıne that "sınk
down, be lımp  M COUuU have COMMMON cComponen ıth "{orget”. It 1S, after all, 91011
dissimilar irom the sıtuation wıth the TOOL[ E wıth ıts widely eren
meanıngs "male'  M and ""remember“". It 15 interesting that, after the strong impression
that has been made by the 1SCOvery" of I1 S-k-h through Ugarıtıc, KBL>S 1382 SOCS
back INn the end the er tradıtion of emending the EeX

What then does thıs add UD to? It be agree: that there 15 absolute
dıstınction between polysemy of ON ıtem and recognition of everal homonyms.
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olysemy, have suggested ON of the CaUuscs 1C| Can produce later
omonymy
Only certaın Can definıte demonstration be achjieved ıth phoneme
MEISCI and loanword adoption stated above; and even these do nOot work unless
semMAantıc elements e close enough between the Hebrew term an the
erms assembled by Comparalıve philology known firom Aramaıc Akkadıan eic
And par firom these the distinction between polysemy and omonymy
depends estimate of relatıonshıps The dıfference hıe
m: of compatıbıilı ough confess fınd thıs hard eiıne
DIVC good grounds for ıf Ihus 1n that wıth 1fs remarkable combination of

pollute and "Degın thıs really all ONeE wor COUNfIs polysemy,
because Caln somehow SCC hOow these COUuU be connected On the other hand g-1
ıth 1fs combinatıon of llbe revealed" and O iInfto exıle" ought thınk, count

dıfferent homonymic verbs EeVCN ıf suggest above, they mMaYy O
back OINe orıgınal polysemy
ention should be made of ONC suggestıion put forward namely that each verbal
stem of an y partıcular rOooft should be treated lexeme 10 If thıs WCIC
done ıt m1g substantıally reduce the incıdence of polysemy, and of OmMOnNymy of
exemes though ıf WOU nOot reduce omonymy of FrOOTS

(3) Diachronic Aspects
ere SCECIN be three things for diıscussıon here

Prehistoric indıcatıons known through Comparatıve philology;
Iracıng of diıachronic changes through Stages wıthın the classıcal per10d of

Hebrew
Dıfferences between hat "they knew then and what wıth A eren

CONSCIOUSNESS know NOW

Comparatıve phiılologica. Operatıions Ar O often regarde: "diachronic but
have already suggested above that they really belong CategorYy 1IC|
have CH "prehistoric"
Ihıs whether OUT rcasoNINg has 1fSs base wıthın Hebrew (trıangulatıon from
forms and known wıthın Hebrew) OTr has 1fs base VarıOus cognate
languages (trıangulatiıon fifrom form and MCAaNıNng Hebrew abıc, kadıan
etC) TIhus for the amılıar dSCc -d-m mMaYy discuss whether ".  man Was erıved
fifrom the colour red" re‘  M firom the substance earth" eiCc but cCannot put
date OT CVCNMN usually, these developments all Can SaYy 15 that they
belong unmeasured past and sSort of diachronic development Can be traced.
Sımılarly, oOu wıth sufficıent time and ingenulty might be able explaın
the connection between Hebrew Yy-S$--h sıt" and Arabıc wathaba n  'jump  AA  ’ but what

10 hıs possıbiulıty Was mentioned ON of thepPaDCIS for the Network by
11
Hoftijzer

On hıs sıtLuatıon enantıo0sıs sımılar that of adda Arabıc, SCC Hospers, bıd
and hıs Das Problem der sogenannten semantıschen Polarıtät Althebräischen,
1988 Iso Barr Comparatıve Phiılology and the Text of the Old JTestament Oxford
1968
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achieved WOU be OO far in the past COUN being really diachronıiıc.
For the term "diachronic" surely ıimplies the exıstence of time scale. The features
constructed hrough comparatıve philological methods AI not unreal and nOoft be
espised: but they do nOTt POSSCSS temporal rea. There 15 time aft 1C| all of
them exısted together: for each plece of comparatıve reconstruction rests upON the
accıdent of the several features taken d basıs for triangulatıon.
"Orıginal" features and semantıc components, 4A5 iıdentified through comparatıve
reconstruction, should therefore be marked A such and distinguished from actual
diachronic changes, existing within Hebrew texts and avıng historical existence.

ruly diachronic changes have already been briefly discussed by me.12 There
WOU be lıttle 1ICU In establishing the recogniıtion of ILBHII 1.€. "1 ate Bıblical
Hebrew", the basıs of agree "ate  M 00 lıke Esther and ele' WOU
myse. desıire the recognıtıon of earher per10ds, ON 1C| m1g| be ca
A  assıca  n and WOU embrace the maın portion of the central 1DI1Ca material, and
ONC 1C) WOUu hınk of A "Archaıic" and m1g include SUOTINC VE early
materiıals. For example, under "Archaic" 1 would 1n of includıngÖıke Gen
49, Ex 15,; Judg 3 Ps 68 The problem, however, 15 that the dates of dIe NOW

VE much INOTEC controversıal than Was the AS5C ır forty C agO
inclined, nevertheless, USe tradıtional analysıs of the J’ E, and style, CVOCMN ıf
ıt 15 NO controversıal, because VenN those who do NOL aCceptL ıt Can UuUsSC it and
understand ıts implications. 40 thıs ONC should add indıcatıons for Varı0us lıterary
categorıes, certamnly tor OelTY, for prophetic for conversatıon, for Wısdom
lıterature. In hıistorıcal there cshould be indıcator 1C WOU
editorial firameworks (e.g. Deuteronomic) irom the (usually older) materıal
contaıned wıthın these frameworks. In SOIMNC prophetic 00 need indıcate
dıfferent strata, certammly Isaıjah 40-66, 40-55 and 56-66; but Eeven wıth that
Ou 1-39 Can sıngle OC and need Outf SOIMINC other
sirata lıke 24-27, maybe also E Admiıttedly all thıs wıll be questioned by SOINC

but ıf ON does noft have anYy dıstinctions of date at all, then ONe Can make
diachronic remarks at all before the beginnıing of LB  n
One other eneral impress1ion: feel it 15 uncertaın whether great deal of
diachronic semantıc change 15 be OUnN! wıthın the 1D11CcCa per10d. mentioned
the of mıinhan and hrit in IMY PreviOus paper !$ but ıt 15 NOL CaSy make
v long lıst of sımılar Perhaps the amount of lıterature 15 nOoTt arge enough.
There maYy also be cConservatıve endency wıthın the 1  e) that vocabulary
(especıially of relıgıon) continued long USC wiıithout much change and Wd>

favoured Dy archaızing tendencıies. What easıer cshow 15 nof diachronic
change of meanıng wiıthin particular lexemes, but EeNICYy of NCW lexemes into  z the
used vocabulary, much greater TequenCy of OTMNC that had earlıer times been
TaIC, and ropping AaWaY of er ONCS Thıs apPCAIS clearly In LBH, and still INOIC

ın Incıdentally, the inclusıon of evidence WOU substantıally strengthen
anYy future rojJect for semantıc study in ancıent Hebrew.

When ıth OUTL aCute lınguistic CONSCIOUSNESS and sophısticated traınıng o0k

12 See 6, 1993,
13 67 1993,
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al the anguage maYy be able SCC elements of meanıng 1C| d1IiC quıte real and
valıd but 1C WEIC nevertheless NO perceived by the people of the time They
had, of COUTSC, aCcute CONSCIOUSNESS of words and assoclatıons of meanıng, but
often ıt Was gulde: by forces and princıples 1C WOU 91811 consıder
acceptable, whiıle by OUT methods of research may uUuNCOVeETL elements of 1C|
they WeIC quıte uUuNaWarTe.
Thus for instance the Janguage epende: for ıts workıing the existence of the
morphemes call "TOOtS”, and ıt CaSYy SUDDOSC that there Was high
AWAalLCNCS> of these and theır value and meaning. But thıs 15 not necessarıly the Casec.
'Ihe wrıters had signıficant "popular etymological" but ıt worked by
aSSOCIat10NSs that WCIC closer 45S50ONance and assoclatıon of ıdeas than the
comparatıve-historical enterprise that call tymology. Thus they COU explain
the NaImnec oah d irom n-w-h and Ölr w Samuel reflected $& J_ l, Just they COUu
SCS meanıngful aSsOcC1atıons In $a .731._ 1öm y rusalayim ISIa yU ”oh”bayik (Ps

Theır creativıty In that SOrt of etymology does NnOTL INcCan that they COUu SCC
hOWw basar Was connected wıth the pıel verb bi$$Ser, CVCIMN notice the fact at all.
Thus, CVCN ıf modern semanticısts COU. explaın what that latter connection
WAaSs, ıt 15 possible that m1g be uncovering connection "meanıng" that
the actual anguage used did NOL ex1ıst.
And ımılarly, even WOEIC SUTEC of etymology for bÜrit, ıt miıght well be
semantıcally ırrelevant: for the Hebrews, thıs NOUN Was INOTIC lıke "primitive
noun”: ıke ”ab .  } m ıt Was NOL "derived" from anythıng and suspect thıs maYy
be IuE; purely phiılologically, in anYy Casc. For mıinhanh the suggest1on of1C and
1gre cognate verbs m-n-h (KBL> 568) 15 at best precarı0us and any AdSc

probably semantıcally iırrelevant: Hebrew speaker, far KNOW, knew thıs
erb Such d speaker, ıf he MCr thought about ıt, m1g well have been INOTC eIy

assocıate the ord ıth the amılıar FrOOL n-w-h, prolıfic INn sımılar-lookıing words
ıke mAanOah, m” nühäh.
The ordınary peaker 15 UNCONSCIOUS of much of the siructiure of hıs her
language In ancıent Hebrew thıs IMNay well have been the dA5SCc wıth much of the
element call n It WAas, after all, well the Miıddle Ages before the
principles of the Hebrew FOOL WCEIC worked Out by Jewiısh grammarlans themselves,
and thıs 15 especlally of the trılıteral FrOOL If ancıent speakers had been as
hat Wäds the FrOOTL element of the verb for "striıke", WOUu nOof be surprised they
had answered that ıt WAas oln rather than n-k-h, for the former 15 hat 1S obvıous in
yakkeh, makkeh, hukkäh, yakKkü, makköt and Ö whiıle n-k-h Was$s rather arie
and Outf of the WaY, ıt seemed.

sayıng here 15 thıs that ma]Jor project studyıng ancıent Hebrew semantıcs
must make SOMMC strıkıng discoveries. f ıt does S  ' ıt wıll requıre make
SsSome distinetion between relatıons and connections that Can NO  < be SCCIM by uS,
OUTr profit, and those that WCIC operatıve the actual workıng of the language
ancıent times.


