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It gıves great pleasure respond by cholar whose works (OVECTI

the past three ecades the 1€e€ of Bıblical and Hebrew phılology have
Ways OUnN:! most orıgınal and stimulatıng. Profi. arr 15 nOot merely theoreticıan;
besıides number of important methodological and etaıled studıes select
Hebrew (and other Semitic) lexemes, he Was. for number of C  » charge of
the Oxford Hebrew eXIicon project.‘
As YOu wıll Ou ABTEC wıth M elieve that Profi. arr has addressed OIMINC of
the fundamental 1Ssues 1C CVEIY Hebrew lexicographer 15 OUnN:! face and
resolve in ONE WdYy another. As usual, the WdYy he analyses and approaches 1SSUeSs
contaıns much that 1S orıgınal, and the makes SOINC ıimportant poıints 1C|

all Oug!] take due notfe of.
c<hall ddress the three 1Ssues raıised by Profi. arr In the Samıc he

ımse. has discussed them

(1) oot and lexeme

Thıs question concerning the mode of arrangement and presentation of Hebrew
lexicographical data ralses al ONCC theoretical and practical questions. avıng
presented and weighed ProS and (8)8 of root-based approac and lexeme-based
approach, arr down the sıde of root-based approach. Here dPICC
ıth hım As for the root-based approac ONC might add that ıt
occasıonally makes for transparenCy of lexicographical description. meanıng of
Pıel verb wıth factıtiıve force denomıiınatıve verb mMay be defined a '9 for

recent publıcatıon of hıs, "Hebrew lexicography: iınformal thoughts," ın Bodine
(ed.) Linguistics and Bıblical Hebrew (Wiınona Lake, 1992), - 15 based thıs
personal experlience.
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instance, kıbbed Pi. "t0 make kabed" 0)8 kı Pı llto SCIVC kOöhen" Thıs approac
IS applicable other of speech, t00 k “hunnah offiıce of kOöhen" 0)8 mizbecah
built sirucftiure where Zı  ah 15 placed and ffered d divine being 0)8 eings
Actually type of Compromise slıghtly eren from the ON  e mentioned by arr
might retaın the advantages of the modes of arrangement, namely all derivative
exemes whose FrOOIS Can be considered be reasonably certaın COUuU be brought
together under the FrOOIS In question, whıle they COUu. Iso be ste: alphabetically
ASs exemes ıth reference theır d5 happens occasıonally IN BD  w
Then arr makes important dıistinction between formally efined FOOLS and
semantıcally efined a  ıng that the former aAIre nOof necessarıly sıgnıficant
relevant for semantiıc study.* Thıs observatıon 15 certainly Vvallı' the AdASC of
homonymic for ON have SOMINC reservatiıons about the value of see.
esta "root meanıng" INn the first place It 15 ON ıng search for and lıst
exemes of etymologically elated FrOOf CO gnates, but ıt 15 quite another then
consıder and estia the meanıng of the Hebrew FrOOT concerned. par from the
danger of what Barr, In hI1is Semantıcs of Biıblical Language, CH TOOtL allacy",  n such

undertakıng has sometimes resulted pronouncements of ubıious OT, aft best,
speculatıve romantıc anthropology, ethnology, soclology, psychology ÖTr heology.
In addıtıon the meanıng of the FrOOL d-b-r given KBL} d> SUIMNMen quoted by
Barr, m1g notfe that esB that thıs 15 highly developed FrOOT whose basıc
meanıng mMaYy be recognized 1C d-b-r (SIC, wıthout vowels) hıinten SCeiIn and
Aramaıiıc d-b-r (ditto) vorwarts treıben. Another recent writer who derıves Heb
zakar "tO remember" and zakär n  male'  M from ONC and the Sdad1Illec FrOOT that "the
CONCepL of C  O and masculınıty share the salıent charaecteristic of actıve Nalure,
virility."> Thıs 15 orıgıinal and amusing explanatıon dAS5 the NC mentioned Dy
GesB, who connect n  to thrust" the dominant characteristic of male the act of
rememberıng that of 1Xing INn INOTY. Another dıfficulty 15° why should

consıder FOOL meanıng ın erms of verb? Is the verb the prımary part of speech?
Isn’t FrOOL the COMMMON denomiınator shared Dy all exemes brought under ıt? As
such ıt 15 above the of speech, and ıts meanıng, ıf there be such, cannot be
described that of certaın verb, NOUN, whatever part of speech. wonder
whether In mMoOst ONC should NOL be content ıth the knowledge that STOUD of
exemes harıng identical of CONSONANTS (Or, followıing Barr, CoONsonantfs
and vowels certaın Cases) also share certaın semantıc cContient Or being

LOO pedantic 0)4 overcautious? take ıt that arr hımself 15 NnOL commıtted
the ıdea that have theır OW) meanıng. The roblem he ralses regardıng the
Heb ord g bül  C  A m1g] be mentioned thıs conftext Ihe ICU. of efining the
meanıng of the FrOOL 15 perhaps rooted in the fact that the princıpal lexeme of the
rOO[ 1S NOUN, and therefore dIe nOoT able CADIT CSS the meanıng of the rOoO[ A

ave pointed Ouft elsewhere that, In language such Greek ın which roof[s AI less
transparent, mappıng of exXxemes accordıng semantıc fiıelds 1sS IMNOTIC ımportant and
meanıngful for lexical studıes than workıing derıyatiıonal grounds: Muraoka, Greek-
Egnlısh Lexiıcon of the Septuagıint (Twelve Prophets) (Leuven, > AlL, n.

Murtonen, Hebrew In ıfs West Semitic Setting. Comparatıve Survey of Non-
Massoretic Hebrew Dıalects and Tradıtions. Part One Comparatıve Lexicon. Sections Bb,
C) and (Leiden/New York/Copenhagen/Köln,9 165
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that of verb. But ON  ® cannot faıl notice ıts obvious connection wıth Arab jabal;
mountaın often marks boundary. Thıs 15 semantically sıgnıfıcant, and
the planned database 15 accord OmMe importance the factor of roo(, the fact

ought be recorded, although ıt does NnOL necessarıly OW that CVCLIY g‘bül
mentioned Classıcal Heb has do wıth mountaın.
arr 15 certammnly rıg In sayıng that, unlıke such actıve and productive FTOOLIS y-$-D
and g-D-r, the rOOTt 1 Zl Was hardly functional Heb Nonetheless, ıt does make
SOIMINC make the UÜUSecr of the database that the Heb word mal 7ak
belongs the genuıne Semuitic exıcal stock, and 15 NnOL loan-word such Sar,
orıginatıng outsıde the Semuitic anguage amıly, and thıs Can be usefully done by
sting exemes harıng thıs rOoft and avıng do ıth "  sendıing irom of
cognate Janguages, although ıt 15 obviously ımpossıble wıth confidence what
the FrOOf of thıs Heb word and mÜ lakah COU possı1ıbly have Classıcal Heb
The latter, in OINC remote past, mMaYy have inıtially mean somethıng lıke n M1SS10N,
assıgnment". Where place these Heb exemes in the database 15 merely
technical and practical question.
By adopting the root-based approac ON  ® WOU Ou COMC u from time
time agalinst triıcky C Can be ıllustrated Dy the FOOL d-b-r mentioned earlier.
The FrOoOf meanıng "t0 buzz" (KBL>, already mentioned in esB dbr) hought
be shared by dibber /dabär and d“böräh, m1g| NnOL ecem be totally far-fetched
reconstruction, for human speech and the uzzing nolise of bees do have somethıing

COINIMNON Against thıs, however, 0)91% mMust point Outf, fırstly that the Bıblical
lıterature (and Sır 11:4) the 15 noted for thıngs, namely the oney ıt
produces and ıts sting, and secondly that the Heb words dibber /daäbär aAIec Uun1que,
other cognate languages usıng totally dıfferent for words indicatıng human
speech, sıgnıfıcantly yr has debbora and S  ab dabbüra for "bees". Despite
these and other 1culties, however, belıeve that the database under discussıon
ouUg. allot for the question of roo(, tymology, and comparatıve
perspective.

(2) Polysemy and homonymy
Let begıin by reminding ourselves that eneral lınguistics ONC dıstinguishes
1N: of OMONYMY, grammatıcal and lexical. Some Janguages such d>S French dIiIC

notori0usly rich INn the former ıth number, rather the majority, of
words havıng 0)8 IMNOÖOTC phonetically iıdentical inflected forms 1C| mark
dıfferent grammatıcal categorIies such 5 VS. pl., Ist DCIS. Znd PCIS. Hebrew 1S

exception In thıs regard, though the phenomenon 15 far less marked than 15 the
Case In French Many S OUT): ackıng the explicıtly fem ending „ah the ON  ®
hand and pl OUN: wıth the ending -Ot the other, taken theır OW) make
distinetion between theır sftatus abs form and st Ccst form. The analogy of the Ccst
malkat mıght be taken suggest that mädläk In the st. Cst actually
something eren irom the Sa”me word the ST abs Be that ıt InaYy, there 15
OU! about such A /miqnenu/ 1C| Can be construed eıther > OI pl
Moreover, there WOU be countless paırs 1n 1C| form of gıven lexeme
accıdentally Out be iıdentical ıth form of another lexeme: C.. SÜrT, 1C|
Can be glossed .  MY rock" .  MY fashıoning" .  MY showıngho
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Lexıical ho'monymy 15 perhaps better known. xamples AIc bar meanıng „  son  ”
"corn” OTr> sarah "adversıty" "rıval wiıfe" More examples Can be produce:
ONC disregards orthographic differences hbard "t0 create" barah "to eat”; MOra
"tear" moräah "razor" and
Barr' discussıon of OMONymMY 15 about hırd kınd peculiar Semitic languages,
namely FrOOL homonymy In lexeme-based database OM  * WOU. fınd three T  e
entries of bar and of sarah respectively ON  ® after the other In root-based
database, however, of the three entries for bar WOU be OUnN! quıte few

from the 1r
ese three Lypes of omonymy dIiIC interrelated certaın Thıs 15
especılally iIirue of the last [WO, exıcal Oomonymy and FrOOL OMONYymYy, In the ‚AD5C
of the three homonyms of bar.
mong the actors causıng TOOL homonymy arr mentions phoneme MEISCI. By ıts
VE nafure thıs 15 diachronic dimension. recisely for that T[ECASON ıt raises
problem OT The question 15 what WaYysS and what extent diachrony 15 be
allowed play role. Suppose the homonymic e "t0 answer" and “_n-NA 1{1
"t0 SINg  M have resulted from the INCISCI of [tWO dıstinct Proto-Semutic phonemes f
and /£/ f allow for the possıbıilıty that at early ıts hıstory Hebrew
still possessed these phonemes, does “_n-h 11 be homonymic UD that
per10d, whenever ıt May have been? Or do take OUT starting pomt the 1na.
roduct of the entire Old Testament NON (1ıf the database confines ıtself
Bıblical eDrew)?: If thıs last should be OUT kınd of synchrony, miıght have fo
take ser10usly the possibility that readers of thıs late recognised the
sıngle FrOOL In GesB’s alternatıve: "antworten, ınen Gegengesang anstımmen". In
other words, dıachronically ase! scıentific etymology might at times have give
WaYy synchrony IC in thıs Case OINC miıght be empted regard nothing
better than folk etymology, Just the dAd>5C of the paiır 18} ”i$Sah in the creation
SLOTY, Surely folk etymology em in OUT O  U: ıtself ought be valued
reflection of hOow the anguage functioned rather than dismissed DIC-
scıentific? Equaliy tempting WOU. be the paır h-r-b In häräb "sword" (Arab

W  Wwar  M and harba/ '  spear against h-r-b I1 hähirib, "to ring about
destruction and desolatıiıon" ra hariba/ "to be iın ruıns"). good example irom
Englısh 15 the paır „  ear  ‚M d of the body and „  ear” I1 In 6ar of the
orn  M Hıstorically the OUTN: Can be traced back distincet Miıddle nglıs
words; but SOMEC modern Englısh speakers might SCC them eren
meanıngs of NC ord
The second UuUse of FrOOf OmMOonNymy mentioned by Barr, polysemy leadıng
eventual l10ss of connection and thus OMONYyMY, MUuUSst remaın theoretical
possıbility, though most eIy have been productive of homonymy By ıts
natfure ıt 15 practically ımpossıble demonstrate and The best ON Can
resort 1sS informed speculatıon. Regardıng ON example mentioned Dy Barr, AaSar  E#
"meat" bi$$ar nt0 ring good news”, recent writer has thıs Sdy, Ar  we maYy
confidently date the orıgın of thıs sıngle rOoOf prehistoric times of hunter-
gathering communıtıes, hen the reiurn of the huntıng Darty the eNncampmen
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wıth Samıc Was undoubtedly good news".4 ven ON granted the wriıter the benefit
of the oubt, ONe wonders such explanatıon 15 relevant and meaningful for
synchronic synchronıc taken even In ıts rather rOa description of
Hebrew used In the ancıent Israelıte socıiety IC must have been rather
removed firom the classıc hunter-gatherer soclety. Thıs 15 NnOL spea: of the fact
that NONC of the 23 where the verb 1S used in the and the SIX where
the NOUN hb“sörah  —- 15 used Was the OCCasıon for JOYy SOIMNC am brought home by
hunter. The only exception 15 2Kg 7:9 where the NOUN 15 used of four lepers who,
uring famıne, easted themselves what had been eft by Aramaeans
Dut flıght Dy divine interventıion.
Agreeing wıth arr that polysemy Was probably important of OMONYyMYy,
might nonetheless add that exıcal polysemy rather than root polysemy 15 easlıer
STraSp and INOTITC eIy have actually caused OMONYMY. L would have hought that
the meanıng of FrOOL 15 mostly not polysemous. Thıs sort of OMONymYy 15 INOTEC

lıkely have occurred al lexeme eve. rather than al FrOOL eve
r suggests that the loss of ONC meanıng of polysemous lexeme COU ead
eventual blurring of semantıc connection between the remamnıng meanıngs of the
lexeme question. Such blurring COU also OCCUTLr where ON meanıng of given
lexeme 15 quıte eren firom another. Is ıt really OUutTrageOuUs suggest that dabaär
"word, speech" and dabaär atter are nearly homonymous? Most languages know
gloss the word wıth different exemes. ence the uUuse of AOYOG the
equıivalent of dabär "matter" often cıted example of Semitısm. Ihe usc of
the ase and D  B maın subdivisıons of the sCNSCS of Qal
BDB 1S indicatıve of such uneasıness and uncertainty: "t0 attend to, visıt, etc.

"t0 appoıint." GesB unıfy the Dy interpreting "Aufsıicht un: orge
übergeben," but ıt had make the verb causatıve, hen Hıf. hipqid exactly
the SadImllec ing. Thıs ack of coherence between several meanıngs of
gıven lexeme MaYy also be caused by ellipsıs: 1D nto answer" (Job 13:22 WOU
be CASe poıint, the full phrase elsewhere he$ıb dabär nables us

establısh ınk between thıs meanıng of the verb and ıts maın meanıng. Ihe SAame 15
fIrue of the Ooccasıonal OM1SsSS1ON of hb'rit  Ca irom the collocatıon käarat birit  C_a Another
possıble SOUTCC for innovatıve homonymic development 15 hıghly specılalıised

UuUancCce gıven lexeme COU develop in connection wıth ‚OÖOINC signıfıcant
spectacular even incıdent. When the 15 lımıted, however, 15 OUTr

CaS«C, such innovatıons cannot always be traced back theır or1gın and explained.
On the other CAauses discussed DYy arr eadıng OMONYMYy, have
add EXCEDL Sd y that under influence of foreign words WOU lıke mention the
phenomenon of semantıc calques. TIhe word MAassah, for instance, used
ModHeh in the of short plece of lıterary writing, 15 presumably under the
influence of Engl "  A  essay' wıth ıts NO obsolete meanıng of "t0 attempt.”
Likewise $appa at flu“ due hi$p1a "t0 influence".

ABICC ıth Barr’s concludıng observatıon: "there 15 absolute dıstincetion between
polysemy of ONC ıtem  _ and recognition of several homonyms". ven ough the
eneral understandıng 15 that OMONyMY and polysemy AI dıametrically

Murtonen, cıt., 123
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opposed phenomena, the line between them Can become rather thın, and ece ıt
cCannot be otherwise, ON  q} Can au the other. Thıs 15 because, Bloomfield
rıghtly points outf, "the egree of of the meanıng IS noft subject precise
measurement".> Related to thıs 15 the question when ON  ® meanıng of gıven lexeme
becomes from another meanıng of the SadIne lexeme. BDB well d KBL}
lıst four principal meanıngs of the word dabaär, esB have only Such
examples Can be multıiplied considerabiy.
(3) Diachronic aspects

SUDDOSC EVEIYONC WOUu SO along wıth Barr’s insıstence the need dıstinguısh
"comparatıve" irom "diachronic". He 15 certamnly rıght sayıng that, where ON  e’ 15

about COMMMON word Suc AS, SdYy, em), there 15 9{011 much be gaıne by
lısting ole NS of Semitic languages all of 37 6 share the SAadImlle FrOOL wıth the
SadIlnlc meanıng. In such aS5Sc ıt 15 enough mark the lexeme COINMMON Semiuitic,
much in the Same WdYy A Brockelmann, In hıs Syriac lexicon, uscs the symbol IAR'I
for "  COomMMON Aramaıiıc".
Regardıng ruly dıiachronic semantıc investigation of 1DI1Ca. Hebrew, Can well
apprecıate the need eplace the crude bınary dıvısıon of arly an Late
Dy trıpartite dıvısıon of Archaıic, AaSSsSıcC. and Late Just the late
Kutscher propose wıth hıs Archaic, Standard, an ate B though Kutscher’s
ABH NCOMPASSE. INOTE than Barr’s, for under ABH Kutscher includes the
f the early prophets, the precise extent ofT} 15 NO specified.® Ihe conventıonal
J-E-D-P scheme 15 NOW controversıal, NnOL Just because (as arr Says CVCNMN those
who do NOL ıt Can uüuse ıt and understand ıts implications. ecentc have
wıtnessed Ser10us mpts overhaul the ole scheme. number of people
AdDDCAT NOW nclıned date the tradıtionally latest SOUTCC, r much earlhier./
Importantly, much of theır argument 15 ase: lınguistic and stylıstic
consıderations. At the other end of the scale there dIe those who for datıng
SUUuTCce such apprecıably later than has been the AdSc untiıl faırly recently. In
1eW of these developments and also because ARBH does NOL provıde sufficıently
broad base for cComparıson, hesıtate depart from the admıttedly crude
EBH/LBH 1nary scheme.
er thıs headıng arr also mentions 1Ssue 1C| AaDDCALS be of
consıderable importance, and yel about 1C decision have een
taken yel the Network. The 1Ssue 15 that of Miıshnaic Hebrew. for 0) 01  q WOUu
speak for ıts inclusion, at least the so-called Mishnaic Hebrew Alef. Inscriptions and
Qumran materiı1als should certamınly be NCIude: The discovery thıs century of
much old non-biblical wriıtten materı]as makes the notion of 1DI1Ca Hebrew rather

Bloomfield, Language (New York,9 426
Kutscher, History of the Hebrew Language (Jerusalem/Leiden,,

dECE, for instance, Paran, Forms of the Priestly Style In the Pentateuch. Patterns,
Linguistic Usages, Syntactic Structures [ın Heb.|(Jerusalem, Milgrom’s commentary

Numbers (1990), and IMOTC recently VitICUS 1-16 The latter, ın agreemen! wıth
Israelı scholar Knohl, concludes that Was composed not later than the mıd Sth cenlury(hıs Anchor Bıble Commentary Lv,
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outmoded and excessively restrictive and narrowly ocused have always OUunNn! ıt
great pıty that current lexıcon of Biblical Hebrew has incorporated the Hebrew
vocabulary of ancıent Hebrew inscr1iptions, iragments of Ben Sıra Qumran
writings systematiıcally eXcept hen Bıblical words there. ven thıs
haphazardly. Ihe hapax qadmön in Sır 41:3, but 15 nOoft mentioned any
of the current lexica.8 Is ıt because ıt "former, earher", un "eastern”
BH? But ”ah’rön, which Sır ıb parallel qadmön, "latter,
later”". Eschewing discussıon of polıtica. confessional perspectives, have SOIMNC

reservatıons about callıng AaSsSsıc:; Hebrew dead anguage Notwithstandıng SUOIMNC

ırregularıities the COUISC of ıts long history, Hebrew 15 certainly NOL dead
Janguage INn the 115S5C that kadıan, Punic, Hıttiıte Etruscan dICc dead languages.
ven when ONe’'s interest 15 confined the early phase of Hebrew, 1n that
d16 dealıng essentially wıth dead anguage does NnOL SCECIMM be entirely right.
ven during the protracted per10d of dormancy ıt Was maıntaiıned wıth much
apprecılatıon and empathy by people wh ıdentifıed themselves wıth the ancıent
Hebrew speech communıty.

Abstract:

hıs contribution consısts of number of disparate observatıons the three maın topıcs
discussed by Prof. Barr iın his contribution. The respondent 15 largely wıth the
posiıtion represented by Prof. Barr.
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