
ultiple and semantıc domaıns
SOME 1DI1Ca Hebrew lexicographical |9280] ecfts

the descerıiption of zera
Lenart de Regt (Amsterdam The Netherlands)

thıs artıcle will IN  arl the Jassıcal approac o lexicography of Bıblical
Hebrew reflected bılıngual diıctionarıes wıth recent developments
the description of the of Hebrew words These sShow separatıon of
paradıgmatıical and syntagmatıcal SEeEMAaNTICS ell renewed 1n! the
treatment ofNC  © SYNONYINS and ex1con seft 1ıke thesaurus 10 ıllustrate the
princıiples the different approaches will discuss how they deal wiıth the
lexicography of the Hebrew word Zerd

ZeT! onal dictionarıes

Zerd Brown, Driver and MggSs
Of the dıtional standard dıctionarıes Brown, Driver and NMggs T'

ST the most sed 1ctionary of Bıblical Hebrew for Englısh
spe  Q scholars (Goshen-Gottstein 991 8U) It artıcle ZEeTrd

dıfferentiatıng respective INOTIC carefully than other tradıtional standard
dietionarıes (Gesen1us 915 and Koehler Baumgartner SIVINS
parallel words the Ne:  S CoOntext SUMMAATY 15 SIVCN 1gure

Lev 16b (cf. um 20
urrıng at 1fs seaso (cf. below

latry Isa 11
2(cf.

growth Amos 13
of herbs Gen 111229

roduct COTN-CTOP en d :24 (cf. 1
these

Parts of thıs icle WOIC presented at the EURALEX 1994 Internationa.| Conference
Lexicography Amsterdam and at the July 995 Congress of IN Cambrıidge England

See arlowe (1985) for historical OVELVICW
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seed = offspring:
a) (rarely) ofanimals
bof mankind 1 ofpeople], coll descendants, posterity;seedof (cf. C)
C) seed poster1 of indıvıiduals (cf.

of particular child Gen 23° Sam 11 of children.
e)= famıily; pedigree Ezra 259; one nation.

lıst ofverbs usedwith Zeraqa these
NamMe for people OI Israe.

g) seed of future generations.
seed marked by moral qu  1 PCTSONS of such quality TOV 21

1gure Summary ofen! of zera Brown Driver and Briggs

Brown, Driver and NZeSs eNCcEeIO BDB) state that (Genes1is 47 24 Zerd INCAanls

SOWINg' al the harvests four fifths chall be yOUL for WIN the 1e
and food for yourselves OWIng might be adequate translational
equlvalent be used thıs Context but the Hebrew text lıterally reads seed
or the tield’ The references under la thus better placed under 29
fact BDB mentıon GenesIis 47 24 AYallı under The seedtime W

TECUITMMNS al 1fs then longer be derıved irom 4S 15 one
BDBRB As for seed’ it INay ell be derıved from the verb ZUra °to
SO  S
The dıfferences under BDBRB do nOoTt Ways indıcate dıfferent CaNlNng>s

and only dıfferent of the SamInlec dıfferent For
nNnstance Isaıah 17 2b) deser1bes the of seed the cContext of SOIMNC
idolatrous rıtual but that does nNnOoTt 1I1C: that Zerd such 15 sed figuratively ere
This also applıes 18 Amos 13 where the ofera 1ts 15 ONC of the
1gures who iıllustrate rapı| orowth the IN tiıme In Zecharıah 12 (Ze) ZEeETrdqd
ıtself does nNOoTt INC: growth 1T 15 the context that desceribes the ogrowth of thıs seed

For the seed will be PDIOSDCIOUS |for instance| the VILC will yleld 1fs
S  1ıt these Conftexts Zerda such ST1 INCcalls seed’
One might object that RBDB perhaps intended not only mentiıon and number the
different MCAaNINSS but 18 QIVC informatıon about theır contextual uSagcs ell
However 2C and Cannot be SCCI1 contextual of IMCAaNINS The
relatıonshıp between the 29 the ONMNC hand and 2C and the other 15
NOT ONC between INCAMNUNS and contextual USagc but relatıonshıp between basıc

and derıved whal irom SCE) BDBRB do NOL clearly
indıcate thıs
Apart from 4e the dıstinctions under INCANUNS also due dıfferences USagc
of the Samne MCAMNS offspring dıfferent CONtiexts amue 11 4d) Zeraq
indeed refers to ndıvıdual child 15 also the Cası GenesI1is Z °God
appoıinte: for another Zerda instead of the other stances Zerda used
collectively wıth the SAalllec offspring Agaın it miıght ave been the
intention of BDB mention contextual USagcS of IMCAMNS But ıf that WeTIC the
CAaSı! BDBRB ST1 have dıfferentiated the Canıng “descent/pedigree 4e) from
offspring Thıs has indeed been done Koehler and aumgartner (1967)



Multiple and semantıc domaıns SOM Bıblıcal Hebrew lexicographical erd

short, the en BDB dıfferentilates carefully accordıng o the uSagcs of Zerdqa

They Ssometımes mention verbs and parallel words WAA1C OCCUT wıth ZEeraua thus
Payıng SOINC to syntagmatıc relatıonshıps As they sShow that SUOINC

derived from others they make theır entries INOTC transparent the
useT However they tend confuse dıfferent CamnlnNg>s wıth dıfferent of

partıcular
Zerda Koehler and aumgartner

Fıgure short SUMIMNAaLYy of the en! of Zerdaq Koehler and Baumgartner
(196/) and the 1C  S Koehler and Baumgartner Englısh (1994)
Zera seed
seel , seedtime

see [correspondsto MCAMNS 2C seed ofherbs]
) seeds, seed-field, yiıeld of seed

f man and beastseed, human seed, SON Sam 1 E1} descendants, Lev
5:16

offspring
a) collectively: descendants, children

individual)descendant Gen 25: Sam 11
descent Ezra 59

Figure Summary ofen! Of zera' Koehler and aumgartner and

The Conception of Koehler and aumgartner ENCEIO KBL”) nNOtT
revolutionary ıdea of lexicography ıtself but rather COMNCETN wiıth the WOT. OVeTLT
of the increased material ı Hebrew and elated languages (Barr 973 110‚116)
fact, even though KBL} 15 the most recent tradıtional dıctionary, the dıfferentiation
of MCAaANINSS thıs en 15 less developed than 1ı BD  D It ı15 nNOT made clear why
seedtime put before la and Dıfferent INCAMNNSS have been put ogether

under also TeINAUalNS unclear why °descendants has been put wıth seed’ and
under and nNnOot wıth offspring under Zerd amue has been

mentioned twıce under and only wiıth question-mark under 3h wıth Genes1is
25 hıch 15 where BDB 'ould ave mentioned Il

Semantıc

Synchronic ch1 from OMNC another have been the subject of further
discussıon awyer 53) SdyS When CXDICSS1ON 15 taken irom 0)80% sphere
and applıed otally dıfferent ON because of simılarıties of VallOus kınds thıs
PIOCCSS 15 esCcCM1DE! metaphorIic: fransference.” “from abstract”
(Sawyer 9/7) 53 54) and “materıa PIO producto” (Kedar 9081 170) types of
such transter Thıs IMay clarıfy hıch WaY dıfferent CamnıngsS elated and
thus shed lıght the polysemy of the word question ıpka 997 138) Ihe
emantıc shıfts fıgure SCCII to be involved between the of Zerda
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eadıng wor. metaphors” based the notion of simılarıty, rather word
metonymıes based CONT1gULLy (Lıpka 9972 122 163) Some of these transfers
already mentioned (Gesen1us (191 5)
substance *> - UE: ‘seed’ °seedtime‘’ (cf Geseni1us)

action : tiıme °to SOW ‘  seedtime  7
substance (whal from) substance
material product: ‘°seed’ © grain’ (cf. Gesen1us);

substanc place:‘seed’ ed-fie (CE Gesen1us);
substance human(result of substance): ‘semen)’ “offspring‘ (ef.Gesenius);
concrete abstract:offspring “person of certaınm quality/character”.
Fıgure eanıngs of zera : semantıc

ould suggest that there 15 sufficıent Treason o dıfferentiate between Camng>s
when emantıc ch1 15 involved Thıs 15 not true of the deser1iption of dıfferent
uSagcS of ONC particular xplıcıt indicatiıon of emantıc shıfts from ONC

another ould contrıbute LO clearer organısatıon of the 1ct10nary
artıcle Thıs WOU. enable the SCI to SCC how the dıfferent INCAMNNSS
conceptually inked

Lexical MCAaDINS and semantic domaıns

Renewed 15 pald the dıfferentilation of Camlne> the 'ebrew: Englısh
Lexıcon of the Old Testament ased Semantıc Domaıns hıch aunched by
the South frıcan Socıety 981 (Lübbe 990 currently 1fs fırst
stage of preparatıon by international team under SUDCTV1S101 of OUW and

Lübbe Thıs stage involves hrough the Old 1 estament concordance and
considering each and CVECIY of CVEIY word agalın order

determine S  — the ECXIiC of that partıcular word INnay be
to formulate definıtions of those MCaNMINSS rather than glosses translational
equıvalents dS the intended lıkely do translatıon into r
Janguage other than Englısh

determıine hıch emantıc domaı  1e they INnay belong
the second stage dıfferent words wıth closely elated will be grouped

under emantıc domaıns Thıs stage 111 be escr1Dbe: section

etermmng Jlexıcal INCALIMN£SS

the irst stage ıt 15 important determıne what from lexıical iıtem, and
what irom the coritext."' thıs NC  S exX1con, only lex1ical INCANNSS of word

One should guard agaınst the umpıng together of dıfferent INCAaNINSS Iso the definıtions
should be dıistinctive makıng Jear 1C| of the under consıderation Lee

174 176 184) CT1ILCI1ISM of LOUW and ıda (1988) INn ese respects
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ultiple meanıng and semantıc domaiıns In SOMMC Bıblıcal Hebrew lexicographical projects: era

distingulshed, nOot contextual meanıngs (dıfferent USagc>S of lexical meanıng iın
theır different con’[exts).5 The lex1ical meanıng of word 15 nNOT tO be confused wıth
the partiıcular reference hıch thıs word has in specific context. Context-
independent poss1bılıties of meanıng narrowed down and specıified by theır
context (van 1994:28). Particular contextual features (in the sentence
elsewhere In the text) 1C define the word LLIOTC precisely restricted
partıcular instances and Cannot be recognized LIC  S meanıngs of word, hıle
lex1ical meanıng applies in other ell What word contributes ıts

to the understandıng of the sen!  ' ıts ex1ical meanıng, 15 thus kept separate
from contextual features, informatıon derıved from the of the word wıth that
lex1ical meanıng in specıfic context (Louw 1991:133-135,137). Thıs will be
iıllustrated the ext paragraph
Dis  utional analysıs help reduce large number of contextual meanıngs of

word smaller number of lex1cal meanıngs (Louw FEach lex1ical
meanıng has specific semantıc value hıch corresponds ıts systematıic, miınımal,
contrıbution to the interpretation of all the sentences ıIn WN1C the word wıth that
lex1cal meanıng the dietionarıes however, lex1ical and contextual
meanıngs indiıscrimınately mıxed For instance, ave already shown that the
contextual meanıngs 2a,b,e and 4a-d,f-g in BDB do NOTt indıcate dıfferent meanıngs
but dıfferent uSagc>S of the SaIrmnlc meanıng In dıfferent CONTEX' They be educed

ONMNC lexical meanıngz .  seed’ and offspring’, respectively. Dıifferent eX1iC;
meanıngs of word us belong dıfferent semantıc domaıns (Barr
word thus ong o INOTC than OMNC semantıc domaın al the Salllc time
(Fronzarol1ı 1993:86). the Cası of polysemy, word wıth diıfferent ex1ical
meanıngs belongs tO dıifferent Helds of meanıng.
The en for Zzera 15 of INY contribution the first stage of thıs exX1ICOnN. For the
dıfferentiation of meanıngs, the above semantiıc shıfts from OC semantıc domaın LO
the other taken into acCcount The en! 1S structured as In fıgure
zerd

seed (vegetation, agriculture)
Gen 11112292 Gen 47:24, Isa 41 E, Jer SVZE Amos 9:13

seedtime, sSeaSoN for SOWINg seed (season, agriculture
Gen 822 Lev 26:5 (no other OCcurrences)

grain (products, agrıculture
Lev Z7:30; Num 205; Sam 8:15, Job 39:12

semen, Sperm (human body produc
Lev 15:16 19:20

f dec1ısıon 1S aken th1s, it äl be difficult decıde which words near SYNONYINS
(Swiggers 1993:47). The meanıng of word Canno: be totally explaıned Dy its contexTt, 15 clearly
iıllustrated by terms for flora and fauna (Rüterswörden 993 8-19)

The word ba “al 15 ASC in DOoIn exıcal meanıng "‘pOssessor‘ fans Out in i1TMieren]
contextual meanıings “according the semantıc classes of hat 1$ possessed thıngs, anımals,
DPErSONSMultiple meaning and semantic domains in some Biblical Hebrew lexicographical projects: zera“  are distinguished, not contextual meanings (different usages of a lexical meaning in  their different contexts).” The lexical meaning of a word is not to be confused with  the particular reference which this word has in a specific context. Context-  independent possibilities of meaning are narrowed down and specified by their  context (van Wolde 1994:28). Particular contextual features (in the sentence or  elsewhere in the text) which define the word more precisely are restricted to  particular instances and cannot be recognized as new meanings of a word, while a  lexical meaning applies in other contexts as well. What a word contributes on its  own to the understanding of the sentence, its lexical meaning, is thus kept separate  from contextual features, information derived from the usage of the word with that  lexical meaning in a specific context (Louw 1991:133-135,137). This will be  illustrated in the next paragraph.  Distributional analysis can help to reduce a large number of contextual meanings of  a word to a smaller number of lexical meanings (Louw 1991:139). Each lexical  meaning has a specific semantic value which corresponds to its systematic, minimal,  contribution to the interpretation of all the sentences in which the word with that  lexical meaning occurs. In the standard dictionaries however, lexical and contextual  meanings are indiscriminately mixed up. For instance, I have already shown that the  contextual meanings 2a,b,e and 4a-d,f-g in BDB do not indicate different meanings  but different usages of the same meaning in different contexts. They can be reduced  to one lexical meaning ‘seed’ and ‘offspring’, respectively. Different lexical  meanings of a word usually belong to different semantic domains (Barr 1992:144); a  word can thus belong to more than one semantic domain at the same time  (Fronzaroli 1993:86). In the case of polysemy, a word with different lexical  meanings belongs to different fields of meaning.  The entry for zera“ is part of my contribution to the first stage of this lexicon. For the  differentiation of meanings, the above semantic shifts from one semantic domain to  the other are taken into account. The entry is structured as in figure 4.  5  zerd“  1. seed (vegetation, agriculture)  Gen 1:11,12,29; Gen 47:24, Isa 17:11, Jer 31:27, Amos 9:13  2. seedtime, season for sowing seed (season, agriculture)  Gen 8:22, Lev 26:5 (no other occurrences)  3. grain (products, agriculture)  — Lev27:30, Num 20:5, 1 Sam 8:15, Job 39:12  4. semen, sperm (human body product)  Lev15:16; 19:20  4  If no decision is taken on this, it will be difficult to decide which words are (near) synonyms  (Swiggers 1993:47). The meaning of a word cannot be totally explained by its context, as is clearly  5  illustrated by terms for flora and fauna (Rüterswörden 1993:18-19).  The word ba “al is a case in point. A lexical meaning ‘possessor’ fans out in different  contextual meanings “according to the semantic classes of what is possessed (things, animals,  persons ... qualities ...)” (Jenni 1993:58).  67qualıities )„ enn1 1993:58).

6’7



Lenart de Regt

offspring, descen!  S) (procreation)
Gen am 1:11,2Kın17:20: Ezek 4319, Mal 2:3

descent (
Dan 9 Ezra 259, Neh (no other Occurrences)

7. race, ancestry,ns. terminology
11 14, 2 Kin 25:25/Jer 41:1, Ezek 44:22, Est

Dan 1:3,ZYae
of sh certaın quality/character
TOV] (noother Occurrences)

Figure era the Lexicon of the Old estamen! Based Semantıc Domains ırs stage)

For moOost eX1iC MCANINSS, emantıc domaın 15 tentatıvely suggested between
brackets. Usages of the Samnec dıfferent mentioned ogether
under ONC 111 For example, NdIV1 and collective of Zerd

‘offspring’ mentioned together under

Arrangement accordıng semantıc domaıns

Eventually emantıc domaıns and subdomaıns will be presented wiıth semantıcally
elated ex1cal of dıfferent words. eanıngs of words thus expressed
paradıgmatıically, that ı15, ıt should become apparent what difference ıt might ave
made to the author choose particular word rather than SOMTINC other word from the
SaIiInlec domain  6 index of Hebrew words will help ONC fınd under hıch
omaın(s the lexical meanıng(s) of word 1s/are discussed The order of

above will even  Yy be ırrelevant the Lex1icon when each
lex1ical MCAaAMNS of Zerd will be mentioned under 1fs appropriate emantıc domaın
As the Lex1iıcon COoncen! lex1ical and not contextual uSagcCS
syntagmatıc relatıonshıps nOot dealt wıth

these respecCts much be learnt from the oNZ2man Lexıcon ofContemporary
Englısh (McArthur hıch 15 based emantıc domaıns ell These
domaıns determined the basıs of pragmatıc consıderations and NOT
unıversal cConcepts (Jackson 08% 219) includes definıtions examples

ogrammatıcal ınformatıon and indıcatıons of stylıstıc and reg1s CONsStraınts Thıs
will indee: enable the user distinguish between the elated Cammngs of different
words

Old JTestament lex1icon the lıst of references under EeX1IC MCANINS 15 not
necessarıly exhaustive could be the Cası database However f dıfferent

eanıngs thus approached “functions of choices wıthın the exıcal StOC of
anguage at time'  ‚99 (Barr 968 15) ıda and LOUW (1992) chapters alyzıng the
Related eanıngs of ıTieren! Lexemes and 'Doman Classıficatıon

If ONC WeTC include S  C relationships IT would ee| be problematic ave
repealt the SAaIllc Ltypes of cCollocatıon the ıMieren places where the respectıve exıical MCaNNgS of

word discussed 1a solution COU! then be ention only those Lypes of collocatıon
that ertaın ıth only ON particular exıcal MCANINS of the word Otherwise the
Lexicon might be erıticized the WaYy which Lee 172 185 186) CT1ILICIZES LOUW and ıda
(1988) for 1fs ack of syntactic data
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lex1ical meanıngs of partıcular word have VEIY different distrıbution aIMOoN£ the
00 of the Old J1 estament, thıs should be indıcated by the references that
g1ven.
eTt the (provisıonal) semantıc domaın of procreation, erd offspring,
descendants’ will be presented and discussed along wıth "ahärit “posterı1ty” (Jer

moledet °offspring’ (Gen 48:6 Lev 18:9,11), nın offspring’, nekhed
ster1ty”, se &sa ’ im offspring, descendants’, walad hıld’ (Gen yele,

child’ and ledot ‘descendants, generations’. er the (provısıonal) domaıns of
ancestry and shıp terminology, era .  race, stock, amıly will be presented along
wıth ayı famıly mispahä °  clan moledet kındred’, nahas ‘genealogy’ (Neh 7:3)
and tarbüt breed’ whereas zera‘ °descent’ will presented along
wıth m ' Ihürd ‘orlg1in, descent‘’ ZE' 163 2135 The lex1ical meanıngs of
the words in semantıc domaın be defined carefully and distinctively. Only
then wiıll it become clear, C the translator, what extent and how the ex1ıcal
meanıng of OIC word 15 dıfferent from the other (6f. nNnote The useT should nOot be
under the impression that words SYMN  usS when thıs 1S NOT the CAaSı

For the translator, ıt 1S ımportant S that dıifferent words wıth sımılar ex1ıcal
meanıngs semantıcally closer than dıfferent lex1ical meanıngs of the Sda1illc word.
Thıs ex1con 1S expected be VEIYy use for translators. It WOU. nclude the
kınd of 1ct1onary of NC}  © SYNONYIMNS Snell-Hornby opes for “the tradıtional
alphabeticm'Multiple meaning and semantic domains in some Biblical Hebrew lexicographical projects: zera“  Jlexical meanings of a particular word have a very different distribution among the  books of the Old Testament, this should be indicated by the references that are  given.  Under the (provisional) semantic domain of procreation, zera  ‘offspring,  descendants’ will be presented and discussed along with "ahdärit ‘posterity” (Jer  31:17), möledet ‘offspring’ (Gen 48:6, Lev 18:9,11), nin ‘offspring’, nekhed  “posterity’, se’&sa”im ‘offspring, descendants’, walad ‘child’ (Gen 11:30), yeled  “child’ and töledöt ‘descendants, generations’. Under the (provisional) domains of  ancestry and kinship terminology, zera“ ‘race, stock, family’ will be presented along  with bayit ‘family’, mis$pahä ‘clan’, möledet ‘kindred’, nahas ‘genealogy’ (Neh 7:5)  and tarbüt ‘breed’ (Num 32:14), whereas zera“ ‘descent’ will be presented along  with m“khürdä ‘origin, descent’ (Ezek 16:3, 21:35, 29:14). The lexical meanings of  the words in a semantic domain are to be defined carefully and distinctively. Only  then will it become clear,.e.g. to the translator, to what extent and how the lexical  meaning of one word is different from the other (cf. note 3). The user should not be  under the impression that words are synomymous when this is not the case.  For the translator, it is important to see that different words with similar lexical  meanings are semantically closer than different lexical meanings of the same word.  This lexicon is expected to be very useful for Bible translators. It would include the  kind of dictionary of near synonyms Snell-Hornby hopes for: “the traditional  alphabetical arrangement ... supplemented by a presentation in contrastive semantic  fields, to which the main body of the dictionary would act as index.” (Snell-Hornby  1988:107-108). It should be remembered that we still do not always know which  substitutions are possible and whether a particular substitution changes the meaning  of the collocation (Swiggers 1993:53). This lexicon, however, should bring a full-  grown paradigmatical semantics of Biblical Hebrew closer, even though a complete  description of semantic domains in Biblical Hebrew is not available.  4. Semantic domains and alphabetical order  In the Lexicon Based on Semantic Domains alphabetical order is given up in order  to put related lexical meanings of different words together in a semantic domain.  The index only mentions under which semantic domains the respective lexical  meanings of a word are discussed. This makes it impossible to get an overview of  the word and its meanings in one composite description. Such a lexicon will  complement alphabetical dictionaries, not replace them (Jackson 1988:221). This  dilemma could be solved in a database. (Lexical) meanings could be coded not only  for the word to which they apply, but for semantic domain and syntactic class as  well. Information could then be retrieved according to a variety of characteristics  (Jackson 1988:236).  In the Diccronario bfblico bcbreo-espafio] (henceforth DBHE; Alonso Schökel  1994) entries are sometimes organized on the basis of semantic domains.* Although  8  This does not always mean that in such entries semantic domains are explicitly mentioned as  such. ’eben is a case in point. In the introduction it says: “In the field of building. ’eben is stone  69supplemented Dy presentation in contrastıve semantıc
fıelds, hıch the maın body of the dıctionary WOU. act index.” (Snell-Hornby
1  7-10 should be remembered that ST1 do nNOt Ways know hıch
substitutions possible and whether partıcular substitution changes the meanıng
of the collocatıon wiggers 1993:53). Ihıs lex1con, however, should bring tull-
SITOWN paradıgmatiıcal semantıcs of Bıblical Hebrew closer, CVENn though complete
desceription of semantıc domaıns In 1DI1Ca. Hebrew 15 NOT avaılable

Semantıic domaiıns and alphabetical order

the Lexıcon A4Sel Semantıc Domaıns alphabetical order 1s given in order
to put elated ex1ical meanıngs of different words together in semantıc domaın.
The index only mentions under hıch semantıc domaıns the respective lexical
meanıngs of word discussed. Thıs makes ıt ımpossible get OVerVvIew of
the word and ıts meanıngs In ON composıite description. Such ex1con will
complement alphabetic dıctionarıles, NOT eplace them (Jackson Thıs
dılemma COU. be solved ın database Lexıcal) meanıngs COU. be CO 18{011 only
for the word hıch they appIy, but for semantıc domaın and syntactic class d
ell Informatıon COU. then be retrieved accordıing varıety of characteristics
acKson

the Diccionarıo biblıco bebreo-espafio] (henceforth DB Alonso chökel
entries sometimes organızed the basıs of semantıc domains. Although

hıs 0€es NOT always I[NCall that In such entries semantıc domains Arec explicıtly mentioned
such. eben 15 CAaSı! po1mn! In the introduction it 5Sday>S in the fıeld of ulldıng. eben 1S ne
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thıs does nOotTt SIVC informatıon emantıc domaın ole i demonstrates that
SOILC informatıon emantıc domaıns be alphabetical dıctionary
Zerd 15 ONC of the entrıies hıch thıs 15 done S1VINS OVEeLVICW of the Camıngs
and the relevant emantıc domaıns Fıgure SUMIMMANISCS the en! of Zerd

DB

Zerd
16 ofvegetatıon.

a) Seed, Tasee‘ Gen COIrre. okel food. Grain Sam 15
by extension: o0ot, offshoot, ing Isa 17 11 neta plantıng
Sowing Lev 16,30 L cf. Figure 4 Zch 12 dubious; Gen 22 Lev
[specıific contexts| “göm- 1e of Num 3° mosek h- Amos

9:13
people.

a) Semen. Sikbat- coltion OT emmM1s5sS10N of Lev 15 16ff
Descent, org1n,ecage

when divided TaC®e, 00
former tiimes Cestors trıbe descent

downwards offspring, poster1ty, PrOSCNY,
ONCE removed: hıldren, offspring.

general Gen 1712 en-nekar stranger; Jer 10 Dn  a  him brothers:; Ps 1172
döor generatıon.
Race family Gen 7:3 2 Kin 17:20 Est 3 Neh 9:2

hamm of royal 00 Kın 2587 Jer 41
Ancestors, descent Ezra 59 Neh 61
Offspring, poster1ity ah  are  v posterity of (Gjen Children and grandchildren9 Gen

e  lohim 20 offspring? 1 ıldren, ffspring Lev 21° d  anadasım  R
eSam 1
1gure Summary ofen! of zera Alonso Schökel (1994)

The Q1IVCON cConnection wiıth ONC of TOA| emantıc domaıns ONC

of vegetatıon, and ONC of people Thıs dıctıonary intends be based emantıc
Og1C for the factors that Justı and explaın the dıfferentiation of MCAaNINSS
Alonso Schökel 991 79 994 9) specıal attention figuratıve anguage
(Alonso chökel 991 81) The emantıc 118 hıch word belongs
ımportant for the dıfferentiation of5and ecrıteriıon of organızatıon Alonso
Schökel 994 10) G1ven these sound princıples 1T 15 rather SUTDMMSINS that the en!
does not nclude Proverbs (cf. 1gure and MCAaAMINS
1gure
and INCall plumme the field of goldsmı STON! Schm the
commercıal OMNC weight’ meteorology, haıl’” 27 (Alonso Schökel 1994 10) The actua. en!
0
ee organızed the asıs ofese Hnelds but they AaIc NOT eferred such

oft1jzer observatıon elevant at thıs “In SOI instances indıcates SOMECONC

descendants lıyıng durıng hıs 1Tetime h1s chıladren (and grandchildren) (Hoftijzer 989 32) He
menti1ons the following examples Gen 46 LeV 13 Sam and Isa 53
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DB provides “equivalents ın the receptor language rather than describing the
semantıc content 1n metalanguage (Alonso Schökel 1991 :76). Thıs ll be
adequate long the Janguage 15 panıs BHE indeed prepared In
connection wıth lıterary translatıon of the Old J1 estament into modern ‚panıs:
Alonso chökel 991 1994:7).
Thıs dıctiıonary mentions NC  = SYNOMNYIMNS (=). antonyms ($), °correlatıves’ correl.)
and *assoclatıves’ (#) 1ın far they OCCUT ın the MC:  S context. Syntagmatic
informatıon 15 also o1ven, C under OUNSs that OCCUT Irequently, verbs lısted of
hıch they subject 0)4 complement (Alonso chökel 991 80; 994 12)

Syntagmatic relationshıps
In the dictionary entries discussed above, basıc meanıngs normally precede derıved
ONCsS the Dıictionary ot ClassıcalHebrew however, project led by D.J Clınes,
“the of word generally arrange In order of equency of attestation”
(Clines 1990:79; 1993:19). Such frequencI1es MaYy be interesting pleces of
informatıon, 15 illustrated 1n fıgure would, however, consıder the ack of
informatıon semantıc shıfts 10ss. As INanı of the texTIs undatable, ıt 15 yel
imposs1ble PICDAIC separate dıctionary for each diıachronic phase (Clines
1992:169). *
Fach en In thıs dıctionary 15 intended tWO questions: “1 How 15 thıs
word sed and In what kınd of sentences and connections? How 15 ıt elated ıIn
meanıng and Uuse other sımılar opposite words?””? (Clınes 1993:253). Thus, 1ıke
BDB ıt sometimes presents dıifferent uSagc>S of the SAaIinec meanıng dASs dıfferent
meanıngs but it does aım make USagcS of word much IMNOTe explicit than BD  v. It
15 PrImarıly the Hebrew scholar who 111 benefit irom thıs dıctionary and galn
insıght into the collocatıon Lypes of word. These alm: 1MNeren! from those of
the Lexıcon 'ased Semantıc Domaıns hıch does not deal wıth syntagmatıc
relatıonshıps but wıth ex1ical meanıngs and theır paradıgmatıc relatiıonshı1ps, avıng
the translator in mınd
More extensively than BDB, Clines dıcti1onary o1ves 1IC  SYand antonyms
of the word under consıderatıon, “even ıf they OCCUTr only ONCce” (Clines 1995:13).
However, thıs only happens in far they OCCUTr NC  © that word at partıcular
pomt In the text and In far they belong the SAa1LL1Cc of speech (Clines
’  , 1992:1/71,17/74:; 1993:21). Such SYNONYMS and antonyms g1ve SOINC
indırect informatıon about paradıgmatıc relatıonshıps of the word and ıts place
wiıt semantıc 1e of words but they presented of the syntagmatıc
analysıs.

thıs Iso applıes the EXICON ased Semantıc \Omaıns. On the ther hand, the
”prOCess of collecting, editing, ansmıtting and interpreting  29 the of the Old 1estament “has
moulded hat ONe INa Yy Justifiably consıder linguistic corpus” (Kedar-Kopfstein 1994:18),
although for the present PUrposc dıvisıon between Early and Late Bıblical Hebrew would Iso
SCCIMN vallı!
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The proJject has nOot yel proceeded ZEerd date of thıs artıcle augu: 995 but
the basıs of 1fs princıples possible en of Zerdqd ould be structured ollows
Wıth each INCAMNS, the verbs WOU. be mentioned of1C Zerdqd 15 the ubject and
those of hıch il the object, ell OUNs connected it nomiınal phrase
construction: adjectives used 190(0] thıs NO and the prepos1ıl1ons used wıth IT

(Clınes 990 JALTS 79 997 170 172 173 993 20) references
included Frequencıies ould nOoTt be mentioned for each INCAMNES SUMIMATY
(except for the morphology wıth regar the Bıblical materıal 15 fıgure

the of the l ex1con 1gure and restricted 18 references
earlıer

Zerd 229x O seed offspring
offspring descendant(s) 58X]

<Subject> hayd bePs 12
<Nominal clause> rab be IMalıy Job z
<Object> Sdaät  mn a appomnt Gen 25, nali IV Gen 15 Sam Sam 20, niqgrd‘
be nam!  en 2112, gd’ar rebuke Mal  N
<Construct> yisra' el ofsrae 20, "abrahäm ofraham Ps 105
lJectIV.ah:  erother Gen 25 an  W M  im male Sam 11
<Synonyms>b°ne6 “dqov SOMNSs f Jacob Ps 1056, dor generation Ps 112Z

D N A
esyd YOUTr descendants Job I
seed

<Object> hizria yiıeld Gen 1112 hipriah make IO OUTr1S Isa 11
<Construct> hassadeh of the field Gen 24, D  a  dam of Jer Ar emad of
beast Jer mosek ofAmos 13

TaCc®_, stock, famıly
« hamm lükä of the royal amıly Kın 25/Jer<Preposition, Construct> Min .

41:1 Dan 1:3
<5ynonym> mibb n 5 yisra el ofthe people of Israel Dan

8X]
<Construct> S1  A  kbat em1ssS1i0N ofLev 15 16, LEeV 1920

6x]
<Object> h  eSsSLIV bring ı Job 30 12
<(Construct> qöm place of Num 2)

descent 3x]
<Object> higgid Zra 59 Neh
<Preposıtion> MIn Dy bı  & Dan
<Synonym> het- aAavotam their fathers house Kıra 59 Neh

seedtime 2X]
<Subject> CCasc Gen Y
<Object> hissig reach Lev

ofpeople sharıng certaın quality/character 1x]
<Subject> nimlat be delivered TOV
<Construct> saddıqim of the righteous TOV 21
1gure Ossıble en! Of zera

F
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One cannot eXpecCt alphabetica dıctionary SCIVC at the SAaIinıc time
dictionary ordered accordıng meanıngs (Goshen-Gottstein 1991:90). Not
surprisingly, ONC of 1Lübbe’s eritic1sms 15 that 1n ines alphabetical dıctionary

as ın thewords of elated meanıng not groupe ogether for Comparıson,
second stage of the Lexicon discussed earlıer, but apparent SYNONYMS only
mentioned wıthout comparıson (Lübbe This will not be of much
help XE and translators.

oncludıng remarks

There 15 sufficient differentiate between ex1cal meanıngs when semantiıc
sh1 15 involved. Dıfferent lex1ical meanıngs of word us belong different
semantiıc domalıns. lex1cal meanıng 15 be kept separate from the of the
word wıth that exı1ıcal meanıng In specıific CONTeEeXT. terms of the lexicographical

splitting problem, contextual meanıngs that belong the SAaillc semantıc
domaın be umpe ogether

the alphabetical dictionarıes of Clines and Alonso Schökel, words of :elated
meanıng not grouped ogether for cComparıson but NC  S SYNONYINS and antonyms

only mentioned far they OCCUT NC}  = that word al partıcular pomint in the
text. Thıs wiıll be of ımıted value CXC: and translators. On the other hand,
Clines a1ms 118 make uSagc>s of word much INOTS explicıt than in BD  D The
Hebrew scholar will thus gaın insıght into the collocatıon Lypes of word.
ese a1mMs dıfferent from those of the Lexıcon of the Old Testament A4SE!
Semantıc Domaıns hıch deals wıth ex1ical meanıngs and theır paradıgmatic
relationshıps, showıing what dıfference ıt makes o choose partıcular word rather
than SOINC other word from the Sainlc domaın. I hıs wiıll make ıt VeTYy use for
translators.
When entries in the Diccionarıio bibliıco hebreo-espano organızed the basıs of
semantıc domaıins, thıs does NO o1ve informatıon semantıc domaın whnole
evertheless, ıt demonstrates that SOINC informatıon semantıc domaıns be
g1ven 1ın alphabetica dictionary, hıle ıt elps dıfferentlate meanıngs 199(0)8+

carefully.
database COU. noTt only contaın all the references of the respectıve meanıngs of

word, but theır semantıc domaıns and the relevant syntagmatıc informatıon COU. be
retrieved firom ıt ell
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Abstract.

In thıs iıcle the classıcal approach lex1icography of Bıblıcal Hebrew reflected standard
bilingual dictionarıes 15 compared ıth recent developments In the description of the meanıng of
Hebrew words. ese sShOow separatıon of paradıgmatiıcal and syntagmatıcal semantıcs ell

renewed interest the of Cal SYNONYINS and In exicon set ıke thesaurus. hIıs
affects the presentatıon ofmultiple meanıng polysemy. Users such Bıble translators lıkely

benefit from SOMEeE of these developments. 10 illustrate the princıples behıind the 1Tieren!
approaches, it 15 discussed hOw they deal ıth the lex1icography of the Hebrew word era
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