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Introduction: Cognitive Linguistics
Cognitıve lınguistics studies language as reflections of the WaY in 1C
people think.! anguage 1S viewed, then, not A autonomous s1gn-system but dASs
tool wıth 1C people conceptualıse theır experlences. Thıs has SErOuUs SC-
QqUECNCCS for the WaYy In 1C ONC studies both actual lınguistic and the
(lexical) structure of language ıf MaYy make thıs Saussurean dıstiınction ere
Linguistic realısatıons 11l be SCECMH as 'meanıng complexes’ that d1iC capable of
structurıng experiences into meanıngful conceptualısations. As far as the ex1ical
meanıng of single CeXPreSSIONS 1s concerned, ONC 11l focus ifects of
prototypicalıty, of polysemy and of diachronic changes that this polysemy, all
characteristics of ex1ical organısatıon that reflect the WaY people think *
Cognitive semantıcs has provıde sufficıent evidence for the existence and the
functioning of these cognıtıve PIOCCSSCS in anguage and has shown that these
PIOCCS55C5S5 aAIic fundamentally language-independent. In applyıng cognitive semantıcs

1D11Ca. Hebrew, therefore do not a1m al gathering 1C  < examples supporting
these claıms, but rather af examınıng how the results of thıs approac Can provıde
1C  S ins1ıghts in the Way the Hebrew Janguage functions.
In the present artıcle, PIODOSC l app1y the insıghts of cognitive semantıcs the
study of the Hebrew verb and rO0OT examınıng whether thıs approac COU.
help elucıdate SOTINC of the problems wıth 1C the meanıng(s) of the verb presents
us

Current Jexicographical treatment of the oot(s)
Cognitive STaMMMAar has argue: that the meanıng of word should be understood
agamnst the background J8 ONC OT INOTC domaıns, domaiın eing set of “mental
experlences, representational SPaCcCS, conceptual complexes ”® ON needs
to DOSSCSS In order O understand the meanıng of term express1ion. Each term in

profiles certaın part of thıs domaın, drawıng attention {O SOINC of ıts elements
and eavıng others Ouft of the pıcture. The verb ra“ah MOST often functions agaınst

The author WwTOole thıs contribution Research Assıstant of the Fund for Scijentific Research
Flanders (FWO Vlaanderen).
For VETY thorough introduction into cognitive lınguistics, SCC angacker, Foundations of
Cognitive Trammar. Volume Theoretical Prerequisites, Stanford, 1987
SCC eerae] Diachronic Prototype Semantics. Contribution Historical Lexicology,
Oxford, 997
angacker, Op.cıt., p.147
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the ackgroun' of domaın COU. term Aas ANIMAL HUSBANDRY In thıs domaın 1t
profiles both the relatıon between shepher: and h1ıs flock and the relatıon between
the flock and theır pasture grounds (translatable INTO Englısh Aas °to shepherd’ and
grazZc respectiıvely)
Exegetes AdIC nonetheless confronted wıth dozen texts4 1C NONC of these read-
INg applıes Furthermore ate 1DI1Ca. Hebrew (r ul and yOoNn)
sShoOw that both morphologically derıve from A TOOT but Man scholars Oou
whether thıs root COU. be equated wıth the ANIMAL HUSBANDRY ONC

Lexicographers have therefore propose identify CVCMN three homonymiıc
(and verbs) They tend {O cCategorıse the multiple readıngs of the

roots/verbs ollows
The rOOT (1) has do wıth anımal husbandry thıs ro00T belong the verb an
(*to shepher fo graze’, both lıterally and figuratiıvely) along wıth the NOUNS
MLr en MAar f and r  &C  1y‚ all INCANINS "pasture”. The ro0of 11) has DILMATY INCAalNl-

INg assocı1ate wiıth’; the erb C  h1 1mıted number of texts> and d number of
including re  @4C friend’ and Mmere close 1en best INal dIC hought be-

long thıs rooft The rOOT Iinally somethıing ıke o take pleasure
desıre Some lex1cOons do nOot mention verbal realısatıon of thıs FrOOT others®

n io Hos 4S possıble Nnstance of verb The INaın ICason, how-
EVeT for dıstınguıishıng thıs ro0ot the ate Hebrew ul and 'yon
°desıire
The distinetions between the three aAic nNnOTt dSs clear-cut dSs presented ere and
there 15 u SOINC discussıon the EeXaC extifent of each ro0t Gesen1ius for
example takes r h (1) fo have orıgınally OCCUDY neself wıth IO take CaIrc
for 1 eadıng m1g ave been at the OI1810 of number of Nstiances 1C
others WOUu rather classıfy under II) (Gjesen1ius dSs do
Koehler Baumgartner that the lıne between thıs eadıng OCCUDY
neself wıth" and the eadıng of II) have ealıngs wıth) 15 thın ONC indeed
Iso the possıble Iınk between (I) and the rooft desıre has been
characterised number of dıfferent fashıons (JeseN1US (70651.) önıg and
Zorell egın wıth, dıstıngu1s rOo00OTt 1988 They consıder the

PPCAul and C  yon be derivatıves from (1) readıng ‘ OCCUDY ONC-
self wıth) (ın thıs CasSC, men  M urst (Z 3.117) ollows quıte Sol1ı COUISC when
he takes 1II) O aSSOCI1ate neselftf wıth" o be the OI1810 of INCANINS o thınk
ponder (vila the intermediate INCANINS of O1IMNS together otting together Thıs
erived MCanıng of 11) 15 then be found back the ul and VONM
Brown Driver Briggs and Koehler Baumgartner (HÄA both dıstıngu1s
Sseparate FrO0Oft IC they belıeve 118 have entered 1DI11Ca. Hebrew 1fs late
phase As (8) 1fs OI1 10 they Aramaıiıc rooft MCAaNINg tak'  C pleasure

Judg 2 Isa 1117?]‚ 2 $ Jer 17 1 > 2 9 Hos 122’ Psa 38 Job 21 Prov 132 $ 15 1 9
2 287’ Hos should probably be read jd‘ m, suggested DYy the Greek and

WOU. fıt the parallelısm wiıth jkhs$ er.
Judg Psa 3’ Prov 132 9 2 9 28 29 Job 21
BDBR 946
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In, to desire; that has cognaftes in other Semitic languages and 15 elated to Hebrew
rsh °to want’ /

olysemy omonymy?
In what ollows 11l PIODOSC NC  S understandıng of the ex1cal of the
root ase the princıples of cogniıtıve semantıcs and close o0k al the
semantıc meanıng of the ro0ot in dıfferent instances. My contention 111 be that there
15 need dıstıngu1s. three homonymic , but rather, that ıt 15 possible
VIEW the dıfferent readıngs d4as polysemous varıations wıthıin ONC rO0Ll.
One COU. however ralse the objection that the dıstinction between OMONyMY and
polysemy 18 of lıttle importance for the meanıng of exXis TOM semantic
pomint of VIEW, and A far 4S the meanıng of words ın 15 concerned, it
INa Yy uffice note that the oot(s) and, INOTC concretely, the erb(s) have dıffer-
ent readıngs, wıthout bothering LOO much about the question whether these readıngs
ATiC the result of far-reaching polysemi1satıon of ONC erb OT rather stem from dıffer-
ent orıginal homonymous verbs. Thıs objection 18 surely valı The distinction
between OMONymY and polysemy iıtself 1S not absolute ONC, SInCce after all it “de
pends estimate of semantıc relationships”®, and the poss1bilıty 18 'ace
eıther certaın dıachronic changes that May ave caused the polysemy of word OT

etymologıically dıfferent ro that ıe at the Orgıin of OMONYyMY. Whiıch semantiıc
relatiıonsh1ıps d1iC elated closely enough and IC aAIc O00 far ap to be accounted
as belongiıng ONC word 15 matter of appreclation certamly for that dIiIcCc NOT
natıve peakers The line therefore between both 1s by definıtion VaBuUucC., Resorting
dıachronic arguments settle the discussion 06Ss not help us much er either in
the Casec OT 1DI1Ca. Hebrew semantıcs. Both the absolute and the relatıve chronology
of 1DI1Ca ooks, Darts of ooks, and CVCN VETITSCS wıthin each Book, hıghly de-
ate 1SSUES In classıcal exXxeges1s, In iC unanımıty has been reached, nOot EVCN
for the VC) arge lines of the Hebrew Bıble’s development. Moreover, Man y of the
dıfferent readıngs of the verb a< an AIC present synchronously wıthın the of
1DI1Ca Hebrew, that diıachronic changes g1ving Mse thıs polysemy should
ave taken place In ‘prehistoric’ phase of Hebrew, and Cal only be reconstructed
hypothetically.
Oou it therefore nOoTt be better COntent ourselves wıth sımply registering the
ex1istence of Varılous readiıngs of the ro0(, C verb? Where, in the ext pPagcCS, study
the root’s poss1ıble etymology and diachronic development, and PTIODOSC NC  < VIEW

the exıcal structure of the roo(, do because belıeve better nsıght in the
ex1ical structure of the rOOTt m1g help explaın SOTINC of the elated verb  ?  S dıfficult
instances.

Most OmmMentators follow thıs proposal and take the OUNs r8(  ül and ra“ yon be ate aramalsms.
SO already obel, Commentar ber das uch O:  elei  $ Leipzig, 18306, See Iso
Fredericks, “Ooheleth s Language. Re-evaluating 1fs 'ature and ate.  97 NTIS 3, Lewsıston,
1988, p.237; NOL LyS, L’ecclesiaste Que aul Ia vie? Traduction, introduction generale,
commentaıre de I/1 a4/3, Parıs, 1977, pp.161£.
Barr, “Three Interrelated Factors INn the Semantic Study of Ancient Hebrew,” ZAH 79 1994, 33
44, ere p.41
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Lexical structure of the root rÜh

Shepherding and walking after animals
When studyıng the semantıc of it 1s natural take ıts MOSstT Irequent
readıngs 4S OUT startıng-point, V the readıngs of the verb Sı  x} Iınked wıth the
domaın of ANIMAL HUSBANDRY, designatıng both the shepherd’s actıvıty towards the
flock and the flock’s residing in the pasture. It stands 1CasSon that the latter eadıng
Was metonymiıcally derıved from the former. Because of the contigulty existing be-
tween the shepherd’s actıvıty the OMNC hand and the condıtıon of the flock the
other, the verb took the eadıng of °to graze Thıs leaves wıth "to shepherd’ 4S
the central meanıngz of the verb. In SOTIIIC instances the verb designates the shepherd’s
eneral Carec for the anımals?:; whereas in others, the eadıng 15 INOTC specıfic,
designating the Oncretfe actıvıty ofending the sheep, 1 of takıng them Ouft into the
pasture and etting them DTaZC The relatıon between both readıngs probably 1U1NS

dıachronically from the latter the former, 1.e from the specific the INOTC SCH-
eral. The fact that the verb metonymiıcally developed ecadıng °to graze’ wıth
anımals ASs ubject indıcates that the verb in its earlhıer eadıng wıth shepherds
dS ubject also stressed the going out into the pasture.,
The tWO readıngs connected wıth the domaın of ANIMAL HUSBANDRY, both de-
veloppe: metaphorical ecadınz ings and gods In the Ancıent Near ast dIcC often
sa1d °to shepherd’ theır people, and the people AIiCc 10  < and then saıd ‘graze
safely’ in theır and In both the people dIcCc conceptually structured d flock,
the gods OT the rulers eing theır shepherds. Much COUuU be saı1d about the cognitive
ımport of such structuring, but thıs outsıde the of the present paper. !0

1S nOot Obvıous how the readıngs connected wıth the ANIMAL HUSBANDRY domaın
AIc o be elated wıth the ‘problematic’ instances of the verb mentioned above (see
n.4) 11OT wıth the {WO ate Hebrew re  Cn and 'yon The picture does become
CICaTET: however, when keep ın mınd the VeEIY sımple (encyclopaedic) fact that
shepherds VC often alk after theır anımals!!, especlally when they AIcC ending
them in the pastures (as opposed when they dIC travellıng wiıth the flock!2) The
TIcason 1s sımple: Only Dy walkıng after the flock Can the shepher: make SUTC that
anımals separate from the flock and 40 Ur 1le the anımals themselves often
ell know 1C WdYy they should ‘Walkıng after’ 15 therefore al least 1MpOr-
tant semantıc feature of the verb ra“ah AaSs cognıtıve semantıcs understands it!$

KBL* 1174, 5
1() For in-depth treatment of pastora| metaphors, SCC doctoral dıssertation Van ecke,

Koppig als een koe 15 Israel JHWH ZOU het moelen weilden als een SCHAap In het Open veld?’
(Hos 4: 16) hen cognitief-Linguistische analyse Van de religieuze pastorale metaforiek In de
Hebreeuwse bijbel, Leuven, 2000

Dalman, Arbeit und Sıtte In Palästina. Zeltleben, Vieh- und Milchwirtschaft, Jagd,
Fischfang, Hıldesheim, 1964, pp.249{.12 f eas thıs dıstinction be made, for whıiıle grazıng, the anımals INOVC, and ıle they 'avel,
they the meantıme feed the vegetation they find theır WdY,13 Cognitive semantıcs refuses make dıstinction between the semantıc exıcal of
word’s meanıng and SO-cCalle: encyclopaedic (see angacker, op.cıt., pp.154-166) thıs
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ıf it 15 not CVCON ıts earlher meanıng. How exactly thıs meanıng COU. explaın SOTTIC of
the problems connected wıth the ex1ical structure of the verb and wıth SOINC
VEISCS ll be ea wıth shortly, but fırst should gather SOTINC evidence in favour
of the propose meanıng aspec of the erb An egın wıth, proposal’s most
erous flaw 15 that, AaSs far A Can SCC, sıngle instance Can be pominted at where the
verb WOU. stra1ghtforwardly and lıterally INCAanNn °to alk alfter”. (As 11l show,
there dIiC number of in IC metaphorical eadıng °to alk after’ WOUuU fıt
the Context VE We. We do not ack however from C it becomes clear
that shepher dıd indeed alk behind hıs animals!4. In Gen 37:18 the anımals of
the flock aIic called »ellcch l”fänceeka c  those before yOou , whereas in of the SaInlle

chapter shepherds arc described as aholkim ’ah’re ha<“darim ‘  those walkıng after
the flocks’ In the Sda1l1lc WAaY, aCcCo In Gen 33:14 his brother Sau that he ll be
travellıng slowly ” regel hamm la°’kah ASar l”fänaj after the belonging [=the
OC. that 15 beifore me In Cant 1:8 also, the lady of Song of ongs 15 ummoned tOo
40 Out beclqeb  € hasso°n In the footsteps of the OC Sam 11:5 timally how
Saul Calmnlc back from the fields °ah’re habbaägär c  after hıs cattle?. It should therefore
COMEC d surprise that (G0d ca avı former shepherd, ‘Irom behind his 06
(2 Sam IA Chr R also Psa the SAaInlec ıng happens wıth the shepherd-
prophet Amos (Am S49} In the Damascus-document firom Qumran fiınd
VC explicıt reference to the shepherd’s gomg after hıs flock al jele: 15 "’ahar
habb“hemäh Inı  PCA  O  tah ‘[on the sabbat| INan IMNay alk after the cattle
shepher: them unless wıthın 2000 cubıts from the cCıty-walls|”. All thıs InNaYy make
clear that shepherds VE often follow after theıir sheep, and that "walkıng after’ 15 at
least important feature of shepherding and hence also of the semantıc meanıng of
ra<ah Cholars SCCIMN be VEILY reluctant nclude thıs aspect of shepherding 1ın
metaphorical structuring of God d shepherd; that (G0d should alk after his people

Counter tO the idea MOST people have of God .5 ven Dalman, who D0OCS
Out of hıs WaYy to demonstrate that shepherds INOTC often than not alk after theır
anımals, 18 VeEIY clear about the fact that in the Casc of God, ONC should pDOortray hım
d> shepher preceding the flock16. Nevertheless, COITECT understandıng of God
walkıng after h1is people d shepher: after hıs flock, V1IZ. in order tO keep watchful
CYC them and keep them together, makes perfect sense.17 In thıs regard WOUuU

veın MaYy Sa y that the fact that shepherds follow fter theır sheep hıle shepherding 15 of
semantıc ımportance for the verb’s meanıng.

15
Dalman, Op.Cıt., pp.253{.
As de Robert, 12 berger srae Fssa]l le theme pastora) dans L’Ancıen Testament,  97
Cahiers theologiques, 5 $ Neuchätel, 1968, p.41 rıghtly emarked: *C’est dans cette perspective qu 1
faut comprendre l’expression dev.: quı ont marche INECS peres’, quı suggere la conduıte du berger

|’arrıere de SON troupeau.
Dalman, op.cıt., p.254 ‘“ Aber wenn (jott seın Volk wıe ıeh leiıtet, sıch einen Namen
machen, möchte als dem olke vorangehend en uch der Gott, welcher bıs
Tode leitet niheg) (Psa und dıe Menschen WI1e der seıne er‘ (ETLOTDEDWL, SIr.

ist doch ohl der Vorangehende
1/ Compare wıth Ppraycr from Assurbanıpal’s lıbrary (quoted Dürr, Ursprung und Ausbau der

israelitisch-jüdischen Heilantserwartung. FEin Beitrag ZUF Theologie des Alten Testaments, Berlıin,
1925, 1C) the kıng of Assur 18 called “the faıthful kıng who AarTıes rod order



olysemy OmonNymYy in the Root(s) Bıblical Hebrew

1ıke pomt (Gen 4815 1C 1n shepherding man ’s walkıng before
God

ha”“lohim J0  SAr hithall kü ”botaj l fänaw >’abraähäaäm w7jishäq
ha”“lohim Aaro “n ol me‘“oOdi °“ad hajjöm hazzceh

Ihe G0d before whom fathers, braham and Isaac, walked,
the (G0d who has shepherded M' firom of old and thıs V day

When keep in mınd that shepher: (often) Wa after hıs flock, thıs makes
all the IMNOTC and EVCN becomes crucı1al element in the dıscussıion the
meanıng of the eXpression °to alk before God’, aAas have demonstrated elsewhere!8.

Semantic parallels for INn Hebhrew and cognate languages
Ihat shepherding includes walkıng after anımals obvıously does nOT INCanNn that the
verb ra“ah ıtself VT had eadıng °to alk after WOUuU however 1ıke 118} uggest
that such eadıng 15 nOTt inconce1jvable. 176 instances of such eadıng be
discerned in the 1DI1Ca EXIs But as far as semantıc change 1s concerned, Can
wıth g00d IcCason learn irom the development of sımiılar words both wıthıin the He-
brew language and in cognate languages, A4Ss Jonas Greenfield has demonstrated!?.
From cognıtıve-Iinguistic pomt of VIEW such approac certamly 1s valı the
fact that certaın semantıc change has taken place In ONC word in the anguage Can
be g00d indıcatıon wıthout predictive W however that simılar change
18 lıkely o ave taken place In another. . for example in Englısh, the verb °tO
chase’ has taken eadıng of °to desıre somethıing strongly, {to want attaın
something’, it 15 not surprising SCC that cCognale verb such d "tO after’
underwent sımılar change. The SaIinc 15 irue for words, CEXpPress10Ns and metaphorı1-
cal structurıngs AC1IO0OSS languages: the generalıse metaphors WAR OI
LOVE IS FIRE classıcal examples from the Lakoviıan school nction Just A4Ss
ell In uftfc and INa Y other Janguages 4S they do in English.20

adıan redu an Hebhrew radah
interesting Case for OUT present investigation 1S the Akkadıan verb red: The erb

18 of partıcular interest us because it 1splays wıde aITay of readings?!, including

drıve the flock/people, PYHL the shepher: of Assur who walks iter you.18 Van ecke, “Are Peopte Walking After Before (J0d? On the Metaphorical Use of MX an
and 555 yn forthcoming OLP and Van ecke, “"Shepherds and INnQuists. Cognitive-
Linguistic LDDrOAC the Metaphor God 15 epher« In enesis 48, 15 and Context,” Wenin,

19
ed.) Stiudies In the ook of Genesis, BETIL, Leuven, 2001, pp  k

Greenfield, "Etymologica Semantics, ZAH 6’ 1993, 26-37, ere pp.30ff. Greenfield explains: *:
WOU. lıke ShOw that the examınation of the possible semantıc extension of root be aıded DYy

noTt lımiting oneself Bıblical Hebrew and by examınıng sımılar words the cognate
languages. (p.30).20 See C ako{f, G’ Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, Chicago London, 980

Von oden, Akkadisches Handworterbuch, Wiıesbaden, 1972, pp.965{£.
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"tO accompany’, "to rng somebody somewhere’, °to drıve animals’22, °to er
shıp °to drıve cart’, "to lay claım somethıing, claım’, "to DUTISUC somebody
°to dırect, rule "to follow de1ty (to revere)' and d number of others. The

element In all of these readings 15 gomg after’ and hence "to ead SOTINC-

one/somethıing beifore you It therefore appropriate to VIEW thıs
element 4S the “schema’ of the verb’s CategoTY, ın the WaY Langacker has described
thıs concept?3, In the Casc of drıving anımals, of pursumg and of drıving shıp
Ca  - thıs schema 15 eadıly recognised, and also the ınk between gomng after’ and
“accompanyıng' 1$ not hard pıcture. In other readıngs thıs aspect of meanıng also
works ell At fiırst S12 ‘bringing omeone’ involves preceding that PCTISON rather
than followıng hım As ave shown for the Hebrew eXpression Tak ”ahar(e)
however4*, ON Can also ring SOMECDOAY somewhere by followıng hım, especlally ıf
OMNC doubts the other person’s willingness O where yOou intend hım o In the
SAaINc veın ONC should also understand someone’s S1ving direction from behind
Through A figuratıve shıft, the meanıng of °to O after INa Yy evolve into eadıng of
°to desıre trongly (SO in Englısh and In Man y other languages) and EVCN °to claım)’.
ven if ON 1S nOtT ready aCCcept the ex1istence of thıs schema, the erb 18
instructive for OUT present INQqUIrYy sımply because of the dıfferent readıngs ıt gathers
The fact that eadıng connected wıth ANIMAL HUSBANDRY (namely °to drıve
anımals’ C into their pastures OT In Caravans) features d4Ss ONC of the verb  ?  s
readıngs, along wıth the others mentioned, perspectives fOor the ex1ical
Structure of the verb under investigatıon Here. 4S 11l SC One INa Yy correctly
object that comparıng ra<“ah Akkadıan red:;  U 18 not methodologically sound, SINCEe
reduü does INcan °to drıve anımals, {tO O after anımals’, but: not necessarıly °to
shepherd’ in INOTC eneral AaSs does ra“ah Takıng o0k al red:  U Hebrew
cognale, V1IZ radäh, May be clarıfyıng. Compared O the Akkadıan, the Hebrew verb
dıd nOot develop d INanYy readıngs; ıts MoOst COTNINON meanıng In 1DI11Ca Hebrew 15
°to rule Ooften though not necessarıly In Oppressive manner2> There dIiCc
number of instances of the Verb. however, that led scholars 1{8 posıt dıfferent
Grundbedeutung for the verb. In Gen 1:28 egin wiıth, INan reCce1ves the mi1ss1on
radah the anımals of the earth ere 1s discussıion that the eadıng here 18 °to rule
Over“. but the question 15 how thıs rulıng should be understood. ver SINCE the
work of Lohfink?z6, there be disagreement that the verb  z  s origınal
22 Von en for example pomnts 18 the expression red alpi, 1C| he 'anslates “Rindertreiber”

|*ox-driver’”], but Iso ther anımals includıng donkeys, horses, camels and sheep mentionned

2%3
the object of redü
angacker, op.cıt., p.371 .. schema 15 abstract characterızatiıon that 1S fully compatıble wıth
all the members of the Calegory it defines ıt 1S integrate that embodies the
commonalıty of 1ts members, 1C) conceptions f ecaler specıfic1ty and detaıl that elaborate
the schema contrasting Ways. ”

24 Van ecke, Are People Walking After Before (10d?
25 CT Koch, estaltet die rde, doch heget das Leben! Einige Klarstellungen ZU: dominıum

errae INn enesLS eyer, Wenn nicht jetzt, WaNN dann? Kraus, eukırchen-
Vluyn, 1983, 23-36, p:33

26 Unsere großen 'Orter. Das Alte Testament Themen dieser Jahre, Freiburg,
Basel, Wıen 1977, pp.1671. and Zenger, Gottes ogen In den 'olken Untersuchungen
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meanıng 15 not "to ea down), but rather 'to travel around wıth the OC the
basıs of the Akkadıan usSc och elaborates thıs proposa. and pomts to [WO other

in 1 this eadıng shows Fırst, there 1S the uUusSsc of the verb In the
'shepher: metaphor’ of E7 34, in 1Cc the shepherds’ bad behavıour 15 summarısed
ASs ollows Y ou have radah them wıth violence and wıth oppression ” v.4) Thiıs
OCCUITENCC of the verb in text IC clearly draws the ANIMAL HUSBANDRY
domaın shows that the verb here “describes the normal rulıng of shepher: OVeTrT h1is
flock 27 och 1N! the clearest indıcation of the or1gın of the erb radah in the
domaın of ANIMAL HUSBANDRY, In the paralle between Fa'd  C m and radah in Psa
49:15 ese all iıllustrate that the verb 15 ‘*common eXpression for the
guldıng, shepherding and carıng behaviour of INan towards hıs animals””28

do nOoTt much as 1n that the Grundbedeutung of the Hebrew verb 15 °to
shepherd’ but rather, INOTEC generally, °to 240 after”. 15 NOT clear how or1ıginal
meanıng of °to shepherd’ COU. evolve into the INOTC Current eadıng °to rule
violently”. It to that the ecadıng "to rule SICW ouft of ecadıng °tO ZO aliter,
wıth hostile intentions’ eıther aAs CONqUCTOT after his captıves, OT d victor In War
chasıng the eieate: that flee before hıim In number of VEISCS this 1s Cvecn the
eadıng and the translatıon {Oo be preferre OVer the tradıtionally acceptedeadıng of 'to rule lımıt myself tO pomting SOTINE exemplary In Isa 4‘2c
the prophet promıises that w hajü Sobim I“Sobehem w’radü b“nogseheem CV ll
Capture those who captured them and 111 radanh those that chased them.] It 15 clear
that reversal of roles 1S akıng place here. In the fırst half of the thıs reversal
18 CVCN indicated Dy the usec of twıice the Same verb (“take captıve those who took
them captive ); In the second hemistich radah 1S paralleled to the erb nd2asmeanıng °to chase, drıve) 1C 15 sometimes used to indicate the rulıng of
slave-driver drıver of captıves (cf. Exod f 50 Job 3:18) Thıs parallel, alongwıth the paralle wıth SAabah ‘take captıve) from the first hemistich indicates that
radah should also be understood ds "chasıng, ving here, the driving of ubdued
priısoners eing probably intended. few VEISCS later in 6, the prophet Says of
the Oppressors’ sSta and rod that Fro: ba”’af gzöjim murdäf b°H hasak [ 1t led the
peoples In wıth persecution that NONC restraıned]. The verb radah 1s
specıfied here by interna] object murdäf that however dıfficult ıts
morphological form deriıves Irom the r00T rdp whose central eadıng in Hebrew 1S
°to persecute’. The verb radah should therefore be understood AaSs °to chase,
persecute’ here 29 ına example WOu 1ıke {O draw attention {O, 15 Isa 41:)
1c reads Jitten l fänaw Zöjim üm lakim  A jard ıHe (1.e God) SaVC peoples before
hım, and made him rule OVOTI kings” Ihe paralle "to g1ve before sShows that here

Kombposition und Iheologie der priesterlichen Urgeschichte, SBS I2g 1983, p.91 “ Das
Wort bezeichnet eigentlich das Umhbherziehen des ırten mıt seiner erde, der seine Herde auf gute

27
Weide der dıe Tiere alle Gefahren schützt, K
Koch, Cıt., p:32 en! das Verb, sıch SCHOMUNCNH, anscheinend das normale Walten
des ırten ber seıne eN! umreißt.”28 Koch, cıt., p.3329 Making the emendatıon of murdaf into mirdat propose Dy Gray, Critical and ExegeticalCommentary the O0k of Isaiah, ICE. kdınburgh, 1928, p.253,
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also radah whichever form of the verb ON WOU wısh to read here should be
understood 4S oppressive followıng after, ımage that 15 strengthened Dy the rest
of the inC the oppressed peoples AaIc compared dust and that 15
pushed (nagaf) Thıs short eatme of red:  U and radah indıcates that wıthın ONC

and the Samllc semantıc structure of verb, readıngs d far apart 4S "tOo shepherd’, °to
pursue’, "to TIEVOIC god’ and °to claım’ INa y feature together, wıth the schema lınk-
ıng them each other eing ‘walkıng after’. 1le 1ın Akkadıan if MaYy takı  C
thıs language wıth al]l ıts regional and chronological varıants as ONC nıt the verb
has wıde of readıngs, the Hebrew uUusSsc of the verb Duts VCILY clear acCcent
the eadıng of °to rule althoug the readıngs of *O shepherd’ and °to chase’ AIC nOot
absent.

E  N Hebrew radaf
Let us NO  < ONC INOTC cognafte verb, VIZ. the Hebrew verb rädaf. Ihıs verb 1S
the MmMoOSstT term designate ‘followıng after in Hebrew Its ıteral readıngs
VarYy fifrom ‘followıng wıth hostile intent10n, chasıng, pursumg’ us in the grealt
maJority of Cases) INOTC neutral ‘followıng after (Jos 2 d Kgs 21 The verb
does have number of readıngs that aAIc of partıcular interest o here. In Judg 3:28
Ehud the Israelıtes after havıng kılled the kıng of Moab and them
Fidfü ’°ah’raj Follow after me] Since the usual hostile eadıng of the verb does not
appIy here, MOST CO  IOrs aIc ready follow the TEEC IexXxt that tOo
PTESUDPOSC eadıng r“ dü °’ah’raj Oome down alfter me | In his comment(tary, Gray
OO wıth the “Greek” proposal, but he nevertheless pomints to Ara-
bıc word rädip “rıding pıllıon'), 1C “suggests that the Hebrew cognate MmMaYy also
INncan “come after’ in the of ‘accompany” ” 90 Thıs eadıng probably also stands
at the origın of metaphorical SsSCcs of the verb in 1C abstract notion 1Ss sa1d
fo follow after people In Psa 23:6 the psalmıst concludes the famous shepherd-
psalm sayıng ’ak OD wähesed jird füni köl-j‘me hajjaj Surely goodness and DTACC
ıll follow all the days of life]*, whereas the Sagc in TOV AI Warns that
hatta’ım fFraddef raä‘ah V1 ollows sınners|. The authors in these structure
“goodness and grace” and CC  evil  27 respectively ASs somethıng that 11l ACCOIMNMDANY INCN

wherever they U, ASs somethıng they 11l experlence all along the WdYy of ıfe Like
its SYDONYINOUS eXpression lak ”ahar(e) 10 O after’ and ıke Man Yy eXpress10ns in
CONtemporTrary languages, the verb räaädaf ın Hos 2:9 also designates aINOTOUS

nıng after lovers. The verb finally has interesting and quıte Irequent eadıng of
"chasıng aiter, desirıng’ wıth inanımate abstract as object. The g0al of
someone’s ealıngs 18 often structured as destination {O be reached, 4S Was shown
by the Lakovıan cognıtıve-Iinguistic school PURPOSES ARE DESTINATIONS). The
destination Can eıther be SCCH ASs 1Xe'| ermiıinal pomt of Journey (e.g e arrıved
where wanted’) AaSs somethıng that 1s mOoVvIng iıtself (e.g ‘We all PUISUC appı-
3() Gray, Joshua Judges, Ruth, NCB, Grand Rapıds, 1986, p.252

personal communıicatıon Dr. Marjo orpe. suggested that the ollowing of goodness and QIaACC
INday agaın pıck UD the shepher« metaphor that WdsSs worked out the first VEISCS of thıs psalm. IThe
fact that (10d 18 shepher: and should be ‚OU: of following fter INCN, mMaYy ave motivated thıs
image of goodness and BIACC followıng fter INCN, L00.
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NCSS, but sometimes ıt sımply fo CSCAPDC us.”) It 18 the latter structurıng that 15
instantiated by the metaphoriıcal uUsSc of the Hebrew verb rädaf. Ihe object of thıs
‘cChasıng, pursumng’ aAIic often virtues?2, OT theır negatıve Counterparts when negatıve
behavıour 15 deseribed®°®. The semantıc structure of rädaf, a4as have presented ıt
here, shows SOTINC clear parallels wıth the Prev10us word discussed above, VIZ.
reduüulradah Indeed, the readıngs °to chase milıtarıly, ACCOMIDANY, desire’ WCIC
also OUuUnNn! in the semantıc structure of redülradah >4 We MmMaYy therefore conclude
that the verb raädaf ıs also characterised by schema "to o after’ that 15 elaborated in

number of contrastıng WaYysS 4S form the dıfferent attested readıngs of the
verb.

Walking after‘ ra“ah schematic meanıngz
Wıth thıs pıcture of the semantıc structure and development of radah and raädaf in
mind, INnaYy NO  S return the central verb/root of OUT investigatıon, VI1IZ.
ra  Aa  ahlr h As have argued be{ore, walkıng after the flock 15 ONC of the maJor
OCcupatiıons in shepherd’s job, and hence mMay 1n. the semantıc aspect gomng
after’ be öf SOINC ımportance fOor the meanıng(s) ra°ah If gomg after’ 15
iımportant aspect of ra“ah'’’s central verbal meanıng VIZ. °to shepherd’ and ıf find
in the stock of Semitic Janguages other verbs wıth °to shepherd’ 4S ONC of ıts
readıngs and central schema of "walkıng after’, ıt 1s Justifiable at least PICSUMC
that sımılar schema 1S present in the verb ra“ah as ell and that semantıc spec1fica-
tions took place In the verb ra“ah that AIC comparable 18 the ONCS discovered In
radah and radaf.
OQur working hypothesıs 11l then be that iın instances in 1C the ecadıng "to shep-
erl clearly does not appIYy, schematic eadıng "tOo alk after’ together wıth ıts
developments as know them from the semantıc Structure OT radah and rädaf —
should be taken into consideration.°>

Problematic instances of the verb ra  ms  ah
In thıs paragraph, 111 deal wıth the dıfferent 'problematıc’ instances of the verb
ra“ äh, VIZ those instances that caused enta(tors, translators and lexicographers
problems of interpretation, examınıng whether schematıc meanıngz of walkıng af-
ter Can resolve SOTINC of these problems.

3° Aaqäh righteousness’: eut 16:20; Isa SE TOV 15:19; 221 heeseed ‘loyalty Prov 7 0 Sa  Töm

33
‘peace’: Psa 34:15; tOb ‘ goodness’: Psa 3821
reqim vaın thıngs TOV 12141 28:19; ra ..  evıl’ Prov 11:19

14 Any indıication of use of the erb rädaf NIMAL Ontexti 15 missıng the
Hebrew 6; but not adıan. SOMNC Tal‘ the erb 15 sed designate the
shepherd’s walkıng fter hıs anımals. The text ARL, 7157 for example, reads lıne 13 aAnNnda hirte
radabi Sa hule whıiıle walkıng fter bulls’

35 Wıthin the D' f the present contriıbution treatmerit of the dıfferent 18 necessarıly
lımıted hope provıde INOTEC full discussıion dıfferent 0OCCAasıl1on. For [NOTC background
the scholarly dıscussıon these per1copes refer the bıbliography.
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Jeremiah 17:16
Let us take Jer 7:16 eg1in wıth The reads: wa ”ni Io ”astı mero“ch
’ah‘reeka [And L, dıd nOot TOW WCALY from ra  E  äah after you| Thıs OrT! 15 ad-
dressed bDy the prophet to God When read the verb Aa<aäh A4ASs °to shepherd’ ıt 18
Ve hard imagıne what thıs COU. INcan CcCholars ave therefore propose
number of textual emendatıons, often supporte by 1DI11Ca. vers1o0ns whose transla-
tOTrS apparently dıd not understand the either.6 The Septuagint, however,
translates EVO ÖE OUK EKOTLXOX KUTXKOAOQUOGL ÖT LO® OQOU dıd not gel tired follow-
ıng after you], rendering ra<ah 4S KAUTAKOAOVOEW, 1C VeETIY straightforwardly

°to follow 48 the €, In ıts critical apparatus, wonders what the
LXX might have read COMEC such translatıon, INLY suggestion 1S that they read
Just what stands there, if take ra<“ah ave had schematıc meanıng of go1ing
after”: (SI dıid nOT IO W WCATLY of followıng after You The LNOTC ıteral He-
brew expression for followıng after (halak ahar[e 15 used quıte often 18 descrıbe
TE VGIGHUS OT faı  neSss de1ty; the structuring of the prophet’s relatıon (G0d
4S ‘walkıng after (G0d’ 1S therefore not exceptional. I1wo remarks about the
metaphorical uUusSsc of the expression Alak ”ahar(e) AIiC in place here. First, the
expression 15 mostly used metaphorically when speakıng of ıdolatry, e of follow-
ıng after foreign gods Only in VerIy polemical eXTISs directed agaılnst the Servıice of
foreıgn gods 18 it also sed tructure Israel’s relatıon God himself.37 Second,
the eXpression clearly originated In the domaın of AMOROUS RELATIONS walkıng
after gods 18 engagıng In Ilıicıt love-affair ese remarks also pertamn the
verb ra  A“  ah in the under investigatıon here, 1C in IMY opinıon has the SaIinılc

eadıng of ‘following after God’ Our wıth anl, 16 15 quıte
phatıc WaYy of startıng in Hebrew and cshould probably be read
adversatively ere “I fOor ONC, 27 The prophet thus CcCon hıs OW: behavıour
the ON described in V.13. where ıt 15 sa1d that those who leave God 111 be DUuL
shame. The mention of the prophet’s followıng after God therefore CONTrasts wiıth the

and idolatry of others, exactly d 18 the Casc wıth the eXpression hälak
”’ahar(e) ven the domaın of MARITAL/AMOROUS RELATIONS that forms the back-
ground for the metaphorical structuring of man’s relatıon gods d ‘walkıng after
possıbly into the pıcture: at OCCAaS10NSs thep of the others 1s de-
crıbed ASs C  aza "to leave’ In thıs per1cope I hıs term 1s CVECIY NO and then
employe: designate someone’s infidelıty wıth regard the marıtal partner>S.
should be clear then that ra<ah has the schematıc meaning of gomng after’ here,
structurıng the prophet’s relatıon (J0d d followıng God, relatıon 1C stands In

316 11g Jeremiah: Introduction, Translation and 'otes, cRB 21, (jJarden City, 1965, p.116, ote

f- ‘*“Hebrew has “As for MeE, dıd not from being shepher! (meröfeh” iter thee”, from
1C. only forced meanıng be derived.” Ng Z0C5 g1ving SOINC proposed emendatıons.

also the discussıon olladay, Jeremiah (Hermeneia), Phıladelphia, 19806, pp.5S05f.)
3° As ave shown Van ecke, Are People Walking After of Before God? thıs ıcle pointed

the fact that the expression sed describe the people’s relatıon God 0€es nOoL have
auftonOmous meanıng but invarıably CONTrasts wıth idolatry, 1C| SOINC instances 1s described
wıth the SaInec eXpress10n.

38 Judg 2 VE TOV J 1E See Iso b 1200-120 (Gerstenberger), CSD
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sharp Contrast theyof the people described ın 13 ASs the others left G0d
ASs theır marıtal ner in order be involved wıth idols, the prophet dıd nNOT

alk after (G0d Aas after beloved The of the preposıtion "”ahar(e) after
the verb ra“ah corroborates thıs proposal.

Isaiah A4: 201
In Isa 44:20, 1C reads en >  ejeer Ich hittahuü He who ra“ah ashes, de-
ce1ved heart ea hım astray|], the verb ra“ah has “ashes’ dASs ıts object. gaın,
eadıng of ra“äh as °to shepherd’ makes lıttle scholars>? and translations4+©0
have therefore suggested understand ra“ah d °to feed ON’, OT AaSs form of r M 1I)
°to have ealıngs with?41. My suggestion 1S agaın that ra“ah °to SO after’ here,
INOTIC specıfically In ıts already desceribed metaphoriıcal uUsc of 'to o after gods
ere 1S Oou that the ‘ashes’ metaphorically refer fto OIs The precedıing
VEISCS describe the tupıdıty of those that make statues of ols What the prophet
thınks 15 MOST riıdiculous of all 1S that those people uUusec wood 1{8 make their statues,
the SaInNnec wood they need fOor warming themselves and for cookıng theır meals. Such
gods arec nothing but ashes, SINCE they ATiCc made of the SAaIiInc wood 106 in other
0OCCas1ıons 15 sımply burnt to ashes. When saıah then concludes wıth warnıng
agalınst those who ra“aänh ashes, ınk are understand the verb designatiıng
the gomg after’ gods, Le iıdolatry.

JeremiahZ
Another dıfficult Casc 15 Jer 22022 16 reads kol-ro“ ajik tir“ach rüah
üm“ ”°ahabajik ba “bi jelekü | The wınd ra“ah all YOUT shepherds, and yOUI lovers 40
into captıvıty]. It agaın does nNOot make much read ‘to shepherd’ here. But f

take ecadıng "to 240 after’42 do gel better pıcture of what 15 meant .43 As
SCC 1t, the resents, In parallel, [WO sıdes of the Samne realıty. In the second
hemistich the lovers AI saı1d o into captıvıty, whereas in the fırst, the wınd 18
structured the ODPPICSSOT drıyving the captured beifore hım ıt 15 the wınd that drıves
the oppressed and d result they SO into captivity+*, That the wind 15 saıd to chase
those people ca for explanatıon. In opınion, eing chased bDy the wınd
indicates that people aArc scared that they flee CVCN wıthout anybody pursuing
them breath ofwınd 1S enough to make them panıc and off. Ihıs interpretation
1s supporte by parallels In Lev ‚  ’ and TOV 28«] in 1Cc XTIS people AdIc

30 SCn C Oswalt, The ook of Isaiah: Chapters 40-606, Tand Rapıds, 1998, p.184 mention
Just ONe recent example.4() See C RSV,

472
Ellıger, Deuterojesaja, 11/1, Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1978, p.414
As Brıight, Op.cıt., 147 correctly notes “tThe wind shepherd. e drıve away. ‘43 Thus makıng Dahood’s ınterpretation (Hebrew-Ugaritic Lexicography X! Bıblica 5 E 1973, 3806-
403, ere p.392f.) of tir  cch the plura! of tatl verb-formation (wıth ro‘ €l ıts subject
UNNECESSATY. OC propose: thıs ınterpretation because Commentators COU| nOoL furnısh evidence
for rea| °to drıve aWway’ of the erb believe do provıde, the present pPagcS, the
NECESSATY evidence, thus supporting Bright’s propose: reat
Compare wıth the parallel between raädaäh and SAbäh  E  A Isa 14:2, where cap 15 Iso pul into
paralle]l wıth gomg after.
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sa1d flee wıth 0)11% pursumg CVCN the no1se of eaf chased by the wınd 15
enough fo make them flee

Proverbs 13:20; Z 203
In TOV 13:20: 2057 and 29:3 find uscs of the verb racah VC sımılar each
other. The proverbs all make statements about those that ra<ah ools, Juttons and
harlots Most scholars do nOt have an Y problem interpreting the verb a ‘keeping
COMPAaNY wıth ’ in these C eadıng they usually ascrıbe rooft r Il) dıffer-
ent from the ON dealıng wıth ANIMAL HUSBANDRY As have SCCH In the Casc of
redu and radah however, verb wıth schematıc eadıng of gomg after’ May also
develop INOTC specific ecadıng °to IMNPAaNY, keep COMPAaNY wıth" and EVvVcCcn °to
have ealıngs wıth ” contend the SAadIiIllc development from gomg after’
“accompanyıng has taken place in the verb ra“ah ere 1S need, then, posıt
second roOot My contention 15 corroborated Dy the fact that In TOV A M} ra“ah
parallels wıth halak cet °to alk wıth’, pomting sıimılar metaphorical ctur-

ng Ole et-h‘kamim yahka wi’ro ch k“ silim jeröa“ [He who Z0C5S wıth wI1se
people, 1ll be WISe, and he who ra“anh 0O0IS ll COTINC harm. | Havıng ealıngs
wıth somebody 15 in both structured AaSs walkıng eıther wıth after thıs PCISON.
Both paralle verbs AIC rendered by the Samec TeeC word ın the eptua-
gint: FUU TOPEVOÖLEVOG ‘walkıng wıth’, underlınıng the equıvalence of both verbs in
the CYCS of the TEeE translator. It 1s noteworthy that in the other TOV
287 and 29:3) the Septuagınt dıd not take up the Samnlc translatıon agaln, but sımply
rendered “oeh d OC ÖE TOLUALVEL C who shepherds’, hereby fallıng back Onto the
moOost obvıous translatıon and indicatıng that the translators dıd not know of second
rooft °tOo have ealıngs wıth ”
PTrov T al titra  c 7et-ba  c  al °af w ”eet hemöt I0 tabo |Do not ra“ah wıth
an gr Yy INan, and wıth fur10us mMan yOoUu 111 nNOt come ] parallels the only instance of
the ıtpa’e of rac“ah the eXxpression A 9 el °to COINC wıth , poss1ıbly indicatıng
that ra“aäh chould be understood as golng aiter, VIZ. accompanyıng’ here A well1.4>

s Job Z4121
partıcular instance of thıs development of the schematıc meanıng °to alk after’

into "to accompany’ and CVCN into °to ave ealıngs wıth’, 1S to be OUun: in Job
24:21 “n “agarah A ele: w“>almanah 16° j’jetib /He ra“äh the barren who dıd
nOot g1ve bırth, and the WIdOW wıth whom INan dıd not deal well.]” Suggestions
interpret the verb-form OUnNn: in scholarly literature*®, all of them 1vidıng the

45 The fact that thıs 1S the only instance of the erb hıtpa"el should make SUSPICIOUS OU'
the or1ginalı of the present reas oss1bly thıs form 1S ate denomiınatıve of the NO re but
INOIC eIy it 18 another ‚AsSsCc of the specıfied readıng of °to walk after”, VIZ. 'to ave dealıngs wıth ”

the Samne Book of Proverbs fiınd the Samnle erb three mes the ‚ASC5 discussed Just before
the gal wıth absolutely sımılar readıngs. 15 not unconcelvable then that the hıtpa el form

ere 15 the result of INeIC dıttography of OMNC the hıtpa"el being or1gınal for which
the of the partıcıple Cl  t) ıf original, WOU. speak the form COU. be indıcatıon of the
autonomiıization of thıs rea| “*to ave dealıngs with” iInce however thıs 18 the only instance
CaSC, cshould refraın from makıng such supposıtions.

46 See eY, The 'ook of Job, NICOT, (irand Rapıds, 1988, p.351 n4
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into chıastic hemistichs wıth each verb (ro en and j jetib, respectively
and object. aBTCC wıth the interpretation behind the uftc translatıon KBS,
however, that the latter eXpression 8 j jetib 15 asyndetıic relatıve clause and
should be rendered ‘wıth whom ONC dıd not deal WE In the SaIinıc WaY its paral-
lel I6 ele who dıd noOot g1ve iın the fırst hemistich. Both the "agaräh and the
>almanah aATic then objects of the SaInc verb ro<cn. The verbal form FA therefore
should be read d derıving from ra“ah The verb  ?  s meanıng In thıs Casc 15 agaın best
understood as "to ave ealıngs wıth" AaSs the metaphorıcal development of °tO 11-
pany The majJor dıfference wıth the discussed in the preceding paragrap 15
that the connotatıon 15 not negatıve here. Rather, the verb CXPICSSCS the Carc that
(G0d has for the barren and the WI1Idow. The the ole should not be read,
then, 4ASs the negatıve conclusıon of the preceding VEISCS, but 4> the posıtıve openıng
of the following, speakıng of salvıfıc acts

Hos 1272 Psa ZProv 15:14
Hos L 2: Psa 3703 and TOV 5:14 agaın present ZT0UD of elated Hos A,
reads: "efrajim “n FÜa  A w’rodef qadim |Efraım ra<ah wınd and PUTISUCS the east-

wınds.]. The paralle between rac“ah and rädaf here indıcates that Can agaıln
posıt schematıc meanıng °to o after”, thıs time In the INOTC specıfic eadıng of
‘pursuing g0oal’, OT ‘desirıng). As mentioned above (p.58), structurıng man’s
desires d his walkıng after certaın goals 1s VE in INanYy anguages, DUTI-

eing regarde: as destinations. On the SAaIinc OCCAasS1on, remarked that thıs goal
need nNOoTt be structured 4S 1Xe: unmovıng destination INan attempts 18 reach, but
Can equally be understood d movıng object ıtselfi the PUTSUCT 1S tryıng fo gel
at. As in the Case of rädaf, ıt 15 the latter structurıng that 15 instantıated by the verb
ra“ah here. In that regard, the object of the following mentioned here, VIZ. the wıind,
18 about the goal ONC Can imagıne: the wınd 15 VEIYy fiıckle goal PUTSUC,
perpetually changıng direction, and yel al the SdaIinle tiıme, invisıble and elusıve and
thus goal 1C ONC 111 be able lay an ‘ Walking after wıind’ COuU.
therefore be paraphrase: 4S °to ave desires and aspıratiıons that AaIic both constantlychanging and ımpossıble o reach). In TOV AA ra“ah stands paralle baqges*9 search’, the ole presenting clear (n thıs Casc antıthetical) paralle fur-
ther Juxtaposing .  an intellıgent heart  297 O “the mouth/the face of fools” and ‘“insight”“folly”

An intelligent heart 00 for
and the mouth/face of fools

insight,
ra“ah OlYy

The verse’s paralle agaln pomts in the direction of ecadıng °to desire, to pursue’for the verb ra“ah, SI0OWN Ouft of the schematic meanıng of "to Z alter’”. Moreover,In Isa 51:3 and Psa 34 :15 the SaIinec verb baqges, that 18 here Juxtaposed 118 ra“ äah, 15
twice paralleled wıth rädaf, that other verb schematically meanıng goming after’ and
havıng metaphorical eadıng of °to desıire). Isa 1:3 parallels those pursumngriıghteousness those seekıng the Lord |rodfe sSedeg m“ baqq“Se ”dondj]; whereas
In Psa 3415 the [WO verbs CVON ave the Samne object: baqges salom w’röd’fehü
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Seek and it.]  LA Our TOV .14 18 VeETIY sıimıiılar these
that there should be Ou that the SaIiInc eadıng gomg after, desirıng’

Was propose for rädaf also pertaiıns for racaäh in thıs verse.47
In Psa 37 b“tah badondj wa seh-töb $S°kön-"ce@r0s ur  A  ecwh ”” mnündh rus in the
Lord and do g00d, settle In the land and A< ah faıthfulness. , finally, U  ra aıthful-
ness” parallels wıth “d0 good  7 The readıng to be preferre: here therefore 1s agaın
"tO O atter‘. VIZ. °to desıire, strıve for 4S Man Y cCOommMmentators and translators do

Conclusion

Takıng into acCcount that gomng after’ 15 indeed ımportant semantiıc attrıbute of
the MOST Current ecadıngz of the verb ra“ ah, VIZ. °to shepherd’, and that 1n Semuitic
languages verbs ex1ist 1C have golmng after’ Ads theır schematıc meanıng and
drıving anımals’ d ON of theır specıfied meanıngs, propose examıne the
possı1bılıty of schematıc meanıng golng after’ for the verb ra  H—  ah d well485 In all
of the ‘problematıc’ instances of the verb ra“ ah, thıs conjectured schematıc meanıng
of °to SO after’ ylıelds VE satısfactory results. The specı1fications of the schema
howıing in the dıfferent CONteX where ra  C  ah features, ATCc in keeping
wıth the ONECS distinguishe: In the other verbs discussed above, VIZ. radah and
radaf, and wıth the ONECS have identified elsewhere“« wıth regard the eXpression
lak ahar(e) In Isa 4420 and Jer 17:16, the verb OCCUTS in rel1g10us Context and
aCquıires the specified eadıng of °to follow after God/gods, IO VCGIG them In Jer
Z LD the schematıc meanıng developed into the specıfication °to drıve captıves’
fıttıng the CONTtexXT of the of exıle. TOV T3 : ZU:! 287 and 29:23 present wıth yel
another specified eadıng of °to SO after’ for the verb raa  Aa VIZ. the eadıng °to
ACCOMPDAaNY, ave ealıngs wıth" 1C also encountered for the verbs rädaf
and red: TOV 77° sShows csimıilar CasSC, the hıtpa el poss1ıbly pomting
aufonOmous lexicalisatıon of thıs ecadıng In Job 24:21, the SaInc eadıng sShows up
wıth CVCN further specıfication, namely that of posıtıve Caic for the pCrSsoN wıth
whom ON has ealıngs. In Hos Z TOV 5:14 and Psa I, finally, the schematıc
meanıng of going after’ metaphorıically developed into the specıfied eadıng of °to
desıre, Str1ve after”. therefore contend that there 1$ need posıt three
dıfferent homonymic and verbs ra“ ah, SINCE all instances of the verb Can be
adequately interpreted the basıs of the propose schematıc meanıng of the verb
"tOo o after”. ven INOIGC, SOINC instances cCannot be satısfactorily understood, in IN Y
OpInı10n, wıthout fallıng back the propose schema and its dıfferent spec1fica-
t10ns.

4] There 1S eed then accept Ihomas’s emendatıon of jr A to jJd‘ A (on the asls of
order aITIve readıng of ‘seekıng, esirng (see Textual and Phılological oles ‚ome
Passages the 00k of Proverbs, Noth, M 9 Thomas, isdom In Israel and In the
Ancient Near Last, SV'T 3’ Leıden, 1955, pp.284f.)

4X 1S interesting ote ere that Orel, V 5 olbova, Hamito-Semitic ktymological Dictionary.
'ater1ıda: Jor Reconstruction, HdO Abt. 1/18, Leıden, 1995, p.449, DTODOSC translatıon
‘drıve, hase for the Hamıiıto-Semiuitic FrOOL Yl  9 which the erb under ınvestigation belongs. The
analysıs carrıed Out the present confirms thıs proposa| wıth regar| the Hebrew.

449 Van ecke, Are People Walking After Before (J0d?
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I[wo objections m1g be formulated agaınst INYy proposal. Fırst of all, ON mig ask
where the NO rea and cognaltes should be inserted in thıs presentatiıon of the
semantıc structure of ra“ah Does thıs NOUN not call for rooft It miıght
uffice refer here Bauer Leander’s proposition>®, IC Was also endorsed in

excellent treatment of the NOUN. The authors of the Historische Grammatik
plaınly state that the NOUN rea frıend’ derıves from en "shepherd’. We COU.
call thıs development metonymıc. Through the contigulty of the CONCECPL of

and KINSMAN in pastoral socıletlies all kınsmen arc shepherds the
term for the former metonymiıcally also Calllc o des1ignate the latter. In later phase
the term rea acquıired the INOTC eneral eadıng of frıend’ Is there not an Yy CONNCC-

tıon then between thıs Ooun and the verb ra  Aa  anh 1n ıts eadıng of "to ACCOMPAaNY,
have ealıngs wıth)? As far d Can SCC, they both have dıfferent OMg1INS, but ıt 15 not
inconce1jvable that the ex1istence of the NOUN wıth eadıng 'kınsman, frıend’ INaYy
have co-motivated>! the development of the verbal meanıng °to have ealıngs wıth
Judg 4:20 might EVCN contaın verbal form that 1S denominatıvely derıved from
merea“, ıtself transformatıon of the NOUN rea >2

second objection to the propose semantıc iIructure of COU. be that the ate-
1DI1Ca SC and yOon, accordıng INanYy scholars, should be ascribed
rO0OT vA purported aramaısm drawıng Aramaic rOOT desire? >3
First of all, it should be remarked that the textual evidence for the existence of
Aramaıc ro00t C °to desire’ 1C WOU. re-date the Hebrew words r  CC  ul  — and

C  yOÖn, 1S VC. restricted and unconvincing>*. But EVCN ıf ONC WOUu accept ıts eX1S-
ıt 1S unclear what ıts or1gın COU. be Some PIODOSC that the ro0ft 15 cognate

Hebrew rsh °to want’, whereas others contend that the ro0L 1S paralle]l to Hebrew
rch>> It might be interesting topıc of INQqUIrYy examıne whether the semantıc
development discerned in the Hebrew verb/root yn also took place in Aramaıic,
1 15 at least conce1vable. Howsoever ıt INa Yy be, the basıs of the analysıs of
the erb presented above ıt should be clear that there 15 1Cason 00k fOor
the or1gin of the ECA and 'yon outsıde the Hebrew language, SINCE the

dIiC in perfect keeping wıth the specıfied readıng of °to strıve after, de-
SITE’ in Hebrew The possıble ex1istence of Aramaıc ro00Ot be ıt the result of
comparable semantıc evolution independent rO0OT 1n ıts ng COoOu. of

5() 61 a e ‘(Genosse’ stammıt ohl Von ID (vgl beduinisch arlra  1 ‘Genosse’, UTSDT.,
ırte, Iso hebr. A, Das seltsame ı7 ist vielleicht eine Trsti Von den Masoreten geschaffene
i1schiorm zwıischen 127 und Wırklıchkeit wiırd m ohl überall An lesen se1n,
tatsächlıch ach bab Punktuation Pr 7.10,°

(jeeraerts h1is recent book diachronic semantıics (op Cat.. p.60), has clearly
demonstrated that the development of Ne  S meanıngs 18 not necessarıly motivated by Just sıngle
existing meanıng; rather. ...  NeW meanıngs frequently arıse 'oug! the Jomt influence of several
existing nes

52 61 a
53 agner, Die lexicalischen und grammaltikalischen Aramaismen Im alttestamentlichen

Hebräisch, ZAW 9 9 erlın, 1966,
54 Hoftiyzer, Jongeling, Dictionary of the Northwest Semitic Inscriptions, HdO, Abt. J

55
2, Leıden, 1995, r“ y3

Koehler, L‚ Baumgartner, Lexicon In Veteris Testamenti libros, Leiden, 1953, 1124
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COUTSC conjomtly ave motivated the development of CC and yon, but, semantı-
cally speakıng, there 15 nothing un-Hebrew about the 4S such.

In conclusıon, rng together the dıfferent remarks the semantıc development
and resulting iructure of in sıngle ch: Iwo remarks concerning thiıs OVOCI-
VIEW should be made. Fırst, the in the chart indıcate semantıc developments.
Since ıt 15 impossiıble date of these developments wıth the exception of the

E and C.  yon the direction of the indıcates nothing INOTC than
ogıical order and possible relatıve chronology of the semantıc changes that took
place Second, the nature of the changes 15 concısely marked in the chart Dy the
following abbrevıations: SPCC. specıfication of abstract schema; meto
9 mefta metaphor. In order not to overload the ch the semantıc
changes ase: taxonomıc categorisatıon (VIZ. speclalısation and generalısatıon)
ATC nOot mentioned CYy dIC usually not dıfficult dıstınguish, however).
Abstract:
Lexicographers usually discern ‚ven three homonymic FOOTS in 1D11Ca: Hebrew, although
the borders between the dıfferent FrOOTS do nOoL SCCIN be VeETY sharp In thıs artıcle, which
methodologically draws upon the insıghts of cogniıtıve lınguistics, the thesıis 18 advanced that there 15
only ONEC root ıIn 1DI1Ca Hebrew avıng ntricate polysemous semantıc iructure. On the asıs
of the close scrutiny of several of the root’s  S instances and considering the semantıc structure of SOINC
elated FrOoOfs both Hebrew and in Akkadıan, ıt 15 shown that the rOol has schematıc meanıng of
"tOo alk fter’ hıs schematıc meanıng 15 instantıiated ın number of greatiy divergent concrete
meanıngs °to shepherd’, "tO ave dealıngs wıth) and ‘to desire). The COrTECTI nsıght In the semantıc
iructure of the rOOL 15 cshown provıde adequate and satısfactory interpretations of the dıfferent
problematic instances of the \x070)1 1D11Ca. cholars have een confronted wıth (Isa 44:20; Jer 1/7:16;
Z Hos L@: 2 Psa 3115 Job 24:21; Prov 13:20; 15:14; 287 2933 Iso the dıfferent nominal inN-
stances of the FrOOL Can be adequately attrıbuted theır posıtıon wıthin the semantic structure of the
ro0Ll. The question of whether ONC should dıstinguıish between dıfferent homonymic roOfs
rather Dosı sıngle polysemous rooft therefore PTOVECS be of crucı1al importance, in thıs CaSCc, for the
COITECLI interpretation of the semantıc value of the instances of the FrOOL
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Pıerre Van ecke, Tilburg University, Faculty of eology, 9130,
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