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Despite the world-wıde partıcıpatıon of cholars {irom INa natıons bıblıcally
elated studıies it 15 the tradıtional Countres of urope rıtaiın and the nıte:
States that the scholarly WOT'! ST1 eXDeCIS fınd s1ıgnıficanı )]  S being
undertaken dictionary project of the Old Testament however begun

South frıca twelve YCars AQO, etaıls ofhıch eI0W

HISTORY

In 083 eight SCINNATS WEeIC conducted al House the head office of the
South Afrıcan Society Cape Town South Afrıca. The SCIN1INATS WeTeC CONMN-
ucted by Prof. Jannıe OUW (Pretoria nıversrı Dr Eugene 1da (United
Socıeties New [0)8 and Prof. Jan de Waard (at that3 of Strasbourg University,
NO  S at the ree Universıty ofAmsterdam The of the CIN1INArS 18 develop

11Cc  S understandıng of lexicography the SCIVICC of translatıon and
also ope'! that project Jex1cography COU be aunched wıth the

sıstance of Hebrew cholars who had ttended the CIN1INArS This proJject
envisaged the Old Testament COMPpaNı1ON LO the Greek-Englısh Lexicon of the
New JTestament, the latter dıctiıonary havıng been completed by OUW and Nıda at
the time of theır presenting  M  RA the CIMMNATS, but ıt ST1 required much editing before ıt
WOU. 1988 Thıs New JTestament dıctionary of OUW and ıda
represents deviation from tradıtıonal New Testament dictionarıies. The work
has several UN1QUC features [WO of hıch eadıly noticed Dy useTr First ıt 15
based ‚ynchronıc treatment of the anguage of the New Testament Conse-
quently diachronic (etymologiıcal) information 15 exclude! econdly, the OUW-
Nıda dıctionary 1S, the full tıtle indıcates, semantıcally rather than alphabetically
arrange These [WO features from the semantıcs that 1ı1da had mapped  U S Out
and hıich he and OUW elaborated upOoN 1UINSTOUS subsequent publications.
*415 these semantıc and Jexicographical insights that ave been exploited ı order
produce Old Testament COIMNDAMON the New JTestament dictionary The present
wrıter convınced of the alue of thıs approach, has partıcıpated the project
Old Testament Dıictionary ofSemantıc Domaıns 1ts Inception ers have
also partiıcıpated for relatıvely brief per10ds and theır contributions grate  Y

] LOUW and Nıda, Greek Englısh Lexıcon of the New Testament based semanÜc
domaıns United Socıietlies New ork (1988)

See for example Nıda, Componential analysıs of meanıng, The ague, Oouton (1975);
Exploring Semantıc Structures ünchen ılhelm Verlag (1975); ıda and LOUW
Lexıcal Semantıcs of the TeEe. New T estament, SBL. Resources for Bıblical udYy z.x Atlanta,
Scholars Press (1992)
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acknowledge, but it 15 the ack of adequately traıned partıcıpants that continues
amper the PTOQTCSS of thıs project.”

Old estamen. Dictionary of Semantıc OmMmaIns (O1DSD), although nance
and directed vıa the stitute for Interlingual Studies (University of Pretoria), 15
actually project of the South ıcan Socıety. Its prımary 15 to assıst
translators. 15 owledge, however, that translation 15 sımple PTOCCSS
of inding one-for-one equıvalence between [WO anguages OTrds ave meanıng

context, not in abstraction and the meanıngs offered in the ave and 1l
be determined the lıght of the general meanıng of the CONTEXTS in hıch the words
OCCUL. avıng been conceived ough the un1ıon of semantıc princıples and OCXC-

getical treatment of the text, the 15 also intended to be useful tool
fOor general exegetical PUrTDOSCS These stated PUTDOSCS obvıously imply dissatıs-
factıon wıth avaılable lex1ica. Thıs MaYy SCCINHN strange the 1g of the ecently
published 'ebrätisches ınd Aramäaısches Lexıkon en Testament and
the even IMNOTIC recentCof the inıtial volumes of The Dictionary of.Cas-
sıcal 'ebrew from ieUniversıity, SINCE it MaYy be 4S whether there
1S eed for INa 11Cc  S dietionarıes wiıthın such (relatıvely) short

of time. But the 15 methodologıically distinct from these dicetionarıes
and irom theır predecessors. 15 methodologı1cally extensi10n of Koehler-
Baumgartner. Entries arrange alphabetically and both internal (LO wıthın the

anguage) and external etymologising e COompar1sons wiıth cognates)
remaın the order of the day. DCH, however, claıms be synchronic dictionary“ in
hıch USagc 15 reflected by the consıstent cıtıng of subjects, objects and prepos1-
tiıonal phrases that OCCUTr wıth verbs. What has thus far appeared of DCH 1S refined
concordance. The VeETrTYy mechanıcal isting of syntactic data hıch 15 applıcatıon
of field semantics 15 left wıthout interpretative element worth spe of.
Thıs 1s due both to the nature of the semantıc eOTY sed and the professed
esign of the edıtors, who wısh CXDICSS the spirıt of the AQC of post-modern1ism,
1e the Constant deferment of meanıng. Consequently semantıc informatıon 1S M1IN1-
mal The will, the Naimllec indıcates, be arrange in Semantıc domaiıns
rather than alphabetically (contra and DCH) and although ıt wiıll be >
chronic dıctionary (and omıt etymologıc informatiıon Contra ıt will
focus uUuDON meanıng, not upDon form (contra DCH)

Several research assıstants ave een appomnted VeT the elive yCars that the project has een
In PrOgTESS, but of these ON deserves specılal mention, VIZ Mr. ernd Schulz. Dr. Rıeckert
(University of the range Free State) Ssubmıltte: materı1a|l for several letters in the early of
thıs project and r 11 de Regt ree University of Amsterdam) submitted materı1al for the letter
zayın.

The stereotypical translatıon equıvalents suppliıed in thıs 1ct1onary betray (subconc10us?)
adherence the notion of orıgınal TUNdODEAdEUIUNKG. hıs 1ssue Was treated VC) briefly in

that Was read by the present author the SBL International Meeting In ‚udapest, 995
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METHODOLGY

De Sausseur’s dichotomy of the syntagmatıc and paradıgmatic tensions wıthın
anguage damental to the semantiıc analysıs that 15 applıed ın the
project Thus careful note 15 taken of syntactic relatıonshıps when the cContexts
examıned. ynchronic semantıc dıctionary 15 nNnot concerned wiıth sımply ıden-
ıng syntagmatıc relatıons, however. Its 15 determiıine what contribution
each particular word makes the meanıng of the sentence and therefore what
the semotactic relatiıonshıps between the words constituting the sentence ela-
1onships between words thus the key theır meanıng rather than the poss1ıble
story of the word. Syntactic relatıons ll assıst iın determinıng the dıfference
between .„he threw stone” and „the crowd wanted them”, but semotactıc
relatıons ould distinguısh between „ Waler down drlnk” and „ Waler down
story  z
The paradıgmatiıc ension refers to that arca of semantıc agreement that permits the
iınterchange of terms Semantıc agreement 15 here not O be onfused wıth
notions of ‚ynonymıty, especılally NOT wıth suggest1ons of ‚ynonymıty based SIMPILY

the of words in parallel members of Hebrew poetry.” the
only words that chare 0Ca component be grouped ogether wiıthın
the domaın and theır semantıc relatıonshıps should deser1bable in terms of
generI1C, specıfic, overlappıng, cont1gu0us and polar semantıc relationships.® By
MEeCans of focal component words grouped ogether wiıthin domaın and by
INCans of dıagnostic Components theır meanıngs dıstinguıishe: irom each other.

15 not NECCESSATY the semantıc e determıne the possible
semantıc relatiıonships between words of the SaInc domaıin, but taxonomıiıc terms
COUuU. be useful in definıng the meanıngs of certaın terms, C that word in the

text 15ygenerI1C WOU. be eful informatıon {to translators and exegeles,
for it IMay permit, under certaın cırcumstances, INOTE specıfic translation equl-
valent Conversely, VEIY specıific terms In the texti usually requıre specıal
attention by translators and exegeles, SINCE uıtable equıvalents not easıly found
in theTanguage
If it 15 accepted that precise one-for-one correlatıon ex1ists between the meanıngs
of the lex1ical ıtems of and D  r anguage, then ıt that the INeTEC

cıtıng of translatiıon equıvalents 1S wholly unsatısfactory INCcans of reflecting
meanıng. therefore be far wIliser practice explaın define) the meanıng

The loo0se ‚ynonymıiıty that arıses result of the applıcation of fiıeld semantıcs 1S vident in
the semantıcally remote SYyNONYIMS cıted D ıth IC SO  z of Synonymıty strongly
disagree

Ihe tabulated analysıs of of words in terms of minuses and pluses for features that ach
aC| DOSSCSSCS 15 not aspect of OUTr analysıs, NOT WOU information In this form be VeErYy
useful translators.

For example, the words of MOST lex1icons COu be classıfıed into LE vents, Objects, STraCts
and Relationals. hen INOTE specıfically under Events, it 1S probable that of words COU.: be
identified ıth focal cComponent of verbal communicatıion. Sımilarly under ObyjJects, ıt 15 most
eIy that words ll be found that COu be grouped [NOTE specıfically wıth 0C2a Component of
artefact, natural substance and
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of word in terms of ıts components and then to offer several rather than single
translatıon equıvalent. Such equıvalents be semantıcally proximate not

suggest dıfferent meanıngs under ONEC definıtion.
keeping wıth the ynchronic ature of the dıctionary, Cascs ofposs1ıble homonomy
not suggested since homonomy 15 essentially dıachronic consıderation that has
effect uDON translatıon. The polysemic nature of lexeme, ODVIOUSIY

mplyıng PTOCCSS that takes place OVOTI per10 of tıme, 15 unavoıdable and
indeed essentıal consıderatiıon semantıc analysıs Usually the dıfferent
meanıngs conveyed by the SaInlc S12n semantıically remote from each other.
Hence polysemic lexeme 11l in 11UTNSCTOUS domaıns, depending the
number of dıfferent 0Ca. Componets that iıdentithed In relatıon {to that lexeme.
Although exemes to be grouped and explaine wıthın semantıc domaıins, they
will also be lısted alphabetically in pecıal section OT second volume in the CAası
of the New Testament dıctionary), in order facılıtate tracıng lexeme and ıts
Varı0ous meanıngs. The alphabetical ıstıng of ıtems in thıs project will therefore be
fOor purely reference PUTITDOSCS and distinct from the men of the ıtems In
semantıc domaıiıns.

SOURCES

Ihe primary SOUTCC of the Pro) ect 1S obvıously the Old Testament, but NON 1DI1Ca
SUOUTCCS also consulted. For the Hebrew section, the inscr1ptions and the ead
Sea crolls pertinent. The inclusıon of Mishnaic SOUTCECS WOU. not be helpful
due o the lateness of thıs phase of Hebrew. For the Aramaıc sect10on, the
Elephantine and Qumran SOUTCECS nNnCIude: they provıde broader and relevant
comparative basıs hıch o evaluate the VEIY 1ımıted vocabulary of the Aramaıiıc
sections of the Old Testament. The text of B19A the prımary teXT, but all
Hebrew and Aramaıiıc words cıted from Hebrew and Aramaıc SOUTCECS In the eritical
apparatus also to be treated.

PROGRESS

15 ope that thıs project will be inıshe': wıthın the XT S1IX YCaIls. 10 date the
ollowing letters ave been treated: aleth, heh, WAaW, Zayın, heth, kaph, PC, quph,
res'h and {aW. The of several other letter 15 in PTOSTCSS, VIZ. aleph, beth and

Xl;fiabefically arrange dictionarıes easıly broken down into maller unıts and
volume IMaYy be devoted o OIIC INOTIC letters. In thıs WaY the dıctionary SOON

eg1ns and the labours of the COMMDOSCIS SOON made useful the
scholarly WOT.| But dıctionary of semantıc domaiıns 15 interpretatıve exerc1ise
from start tOo 1N1s Whıiılst hıghly generI1Cc and SOINC INOTEC specıfic domaıns be
assumed ex1ıist In MOST anguages, the ma]) orıty of domaıns and should only be
determined OMNCEC the entire ex1ical stock has been treated. For Classıcal Hebrew thıs
INeans that it WOU. be dangerously MYOpIC publısh inıtial indıngs, SInNCe these
INAaYy change consıderably OMNCEC the fuller pıcture 15 SC should be realızed, how-
CVET, that domaıns establıshed the basıs of the AI  S of meanıng that Sup-
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gested by the lexical ıtems themselves. VYet ONCE these Afc:  o establıshed, the
focal components of certains words INaYy much less certaın and words INaYy
ECVCN have to re-evaluated. Therefore, ough certaın letters ave been COIM-

pleted, nothing of the dictionary ıtself 1S publıshable at thıs stage Apart from thıs
1NUINECTOUS other SMa glımpses of aspects of the future dictionary ave been

offered through several artıcles that have been publıshed SINCE 983
ırst monograp. Varıo0us aspects of the New Testament and Old Testament
dıctionary projects appeared 985 The monograph COVETS amongst other subjects,
lexicography and translatıng en!  anı and 1da), the present ate of Old
JTestament lex1cography (van Wyk) and Old JL estament sample studies Lübbe)
Since thıs inıtıal publıcatıon the present wrıter discussed the ollowing 1Ssues
that ave equıired attention durıng the esearch for thıs dıctionary.

Inıtially ıt NCCECSSATY tO explaın and Justı (to VE lımited degree)
devıatıon from thousand YCar old tradıtion of Hebrew lexicography, 1C) the
cognate relatıonshıp between Hebrew and other Semitic Janguages dominated the
lexicographic: methodology, from aadya (Gaon down the most recent revisions
of Old Testament lex1ica. These revis1ons ave been due Jargely {tOo the discoverlies of
On:; comparatıve material ®

The phenomenon of polyseme exıisting lexica 15 problematıc because of
the ınterplay of guldelines that be ollowe!l these dictionarıes. One
inhıbıtıng influence upon the recognıtion of 11C  S meanıngs 1s the imposition of
imagıne Grundbedeutung, from hıch subsequently identified meanıngs
etached The other influence derıves from the recognition of the 1ımıted of
the Old Testament COIDUS, hıch recognıtion ENCOUTALCS the prolıferation of
meanıngs assıgned sıngle lexeme.

Although dictionarıes commonly thought be repositories of meanıng,
the format and content of entries In Old Testament dietionaries domiınated by
orammatıcal data. Whıilst thıs AaDDCAaIs be vVC. erudıte (but al  r  e  y also elpful
when unusual forms clarıfıed), the relevance of such information dıctionary
should be tested. 10

The exegete and translator us turn dıctionary In order be gulded
regardıng the meanıngs of partıcular words in specıfic CONTteEXTS No matching
CONCErN for meanıng 15 detectable In the introductions to commonly used Old
JTestament lexica, NOT the content of theır lemmas. What SO of dıctionarıes ave
the CONCETNS of the tradıtional lexica produce: and what SO  A of dıctıonary ould be
INOTC helpful the translator and exegele, who must COnvert the information they

See 6, Hebrew lexicography: s  S approach, 'OUMA. for SEMILCS, 2 1-14 (1990)
See Lübbe, TODIems of polyseme dıctionarıes of the Old J estament, {ypomnema.

feesbundel OD£ZE| 1A77 ’rof. Louw, eds Barkhuizen, Stander, Swart,
Department ofTree| University of Pretoria (1992)

See e. The USec of syntactic data dictionarıes of Classıcal Hebrew, Journal for
Semitics, S: 89-96 (1993)
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fiınd ın dictionary into translatıon equıvalents that sultable arıous
contexts?
Not the arguments of the artıcles lısted eIO0W necessarıly subscribed {Oo In
detaıl by others who ave been presently engaged in the project. But it be
safely stated that the conclusions eached these artıcles do reflect the general
thinkıng wıthın the project and will have formatıve influence upDOonNn the fınal publı-
catıon dıctionary

Address of author:
Prot£ U  6, Dept. of Semitics, Umversity of South Afrıca, Box 392
Pretoria 00OL, epublıc of South frıca

See e, Old estamen! translatıon and lexicographical practice. '"0Uma. for Semitics,
180-191 (1994)
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