
cope and TODIEMS in the Semantics of Classıcal
Hebrew
James Barr (Nashville)

Purpose and PrOSpecCtISs of OUT work.

When 1ın about internatıional „workshop“ and „network“ in the study of
semantıcs in Hebrew, and other dead languages wıth restricted of TOXT. and
beyond that, perhaps, about the production of dıctıonary of ne'’ kınd, aAIcCc

hınkiıng of advance several fronts. Fırstly, dIC ookıng towards co-operative
rather than indıyvıdual Ltype of decision-making, that Can be achıjeved. econdly,

dIC lookıng towards the combinatıon of everal dıfferent perspectives and
methods in semantıc analysıs, rather than the, somewhat dogmatıc, concentratıion

ON!  er [W  O Thırdly, AIiIe ookıng towards the by IC especıally
through electronıc processing, the evidences and connections 1C| underlıe the
semantıc interpretatiıon Can be made MOFre evident hrough OIMINC system of codıing
built into the presentatıion of the data In dıctıonary EeNUTY. In addıtion all these,

AIc ookıng for mode In 1C. the varıety of scholarly OpIN10NS Can be MOTE

fully registered, dısplayed and made avaılable than the tradıtional format of
dietionariıes has made possible.

TODlems of tradıtional lexicography
My OW) experıence in lexicography has emphasızed much of thıs
TIThere ALC, indeed, certaın elements In the lexicographic task that aDPCAI have
IMOTE „objective“, empirıcal character, but eVECN these AdIC commonly shot hrough
wıth semantıc elements of decısıon 1C ATe NnOL sımply empirıcal. Ihus ıt
miıght, aft fırst sıght, aDPCaLl rather obvıous that the collection and presentatıion of
the forms of word, iıncludıng Jurals, uffixed {Orms, dıfferent tenses of verb, and
the lıke, 15 sımple empirıcal task of collecting and sorting. In Hebrew, however,
thıs 15 vVeC) often NOL the Casc. TIhe forms, they lıe In the texXl, Ar NOL „tagged“
wıth morphological classıfıcatıon parsıng. We lexicographers have decıde
whether form „belongs certaın word“, and therefore MUSsSst O ınto the EeNIrYy for
that lexeme, noft It 15 NnOL gıven fact that there d1iC in Hebrew verbs y I,
ON  (D occurrıng in the nıp and meanıng ‚be GOols and the other occurrıng In the
1p. and meanıng ‚be willing, be pleased, determine [tO do something]“.* If
COU SS WaYy in 1C they elonge together semantıcally, doubtless WOU
Sa y that they WEIC ONC verb. In Ps O():12 the form wnb does NOl In ıtself tell that
thıs 15 nOoTt the word „prophet“ but the 1p of the verb „cOme: (ıf ıt 1S) Our
decısıon depends uUuDON OUT syntactic/semantıc construction of the e: only

On thıs subject cf. the earned artıcle of Prof. Hospers ın hıs volume.
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after that has been done do decıde that ıt 15 ındeed thıs verb orm In classıcal
Hebrew of thıs kınd dAdIiCc quıte COMMMOON.

'Ihus the eneral semantıc analysıs ımplıed dictionary entry the orderıing of
relatable but eren meanıngs, the WdYy which theır interrelation 15 understood
and dısplayed, and perhaps MOST of all) the WdYy in 1C| iındıvidual examples aAIc

classıfıed and assıgned thıs that meanıng these questions remaın unclear
and dıfficult. In OW) experience Ooun thıs hard In andlıng ManYy words telt
the need CÄDI CSS myself, NnOL in A conventional diıctionary eNITY, but In
discursive thırty-page journal artıcle 1C WOU discuss the problems and gu
towards solution of the problems. But if one wrıtes such artıcle CVELY word,
the dıct1onary ıtself VE gelts wriıtten.

Advantages of the „theologica. dictionary“.
Thıs point, incıdentally, 15 relevant in another WaY, In connection ıth the CNIC of
„Theologica Dictionarıies“, ( 1C 15 prominent in the study of ancıent
Hebrew (as of biblical Greek). One m1g have imagined that the theologica.
dietionarıes WOU by nature be less lınguistic 1ın character and provıde less ep of
lınguistic analysıs. As ONC who In the past has been VC erıitical of particular
theological dictionarıies, want Sa y that thıs 15 not always iIirue. For semantıc
study In ancıent Hebrew, OUT theologica. dictionarıes provıde V important
iınformatıiıon. recıisely lınguistically, they Can be V strong.* And ONC [CasOnNn for
thıs 15 that they rovıde something that the MOTIEe obviously „linguistic“ dietionarıes
(BDB, etc.) do nOT provıde, namely of extended discussıon of the
meanıngs and semantıc interrelatıons involved. They Can do thıs, f COUTSC, only al
the CADENSC of eavıng asıde the arge SECIOTS of the vocabulary that ATre nOoL

CXpPTrESSIY theological.
Eclecticısm and authoritarıanısm.

The usual diıctionary andles these problems by combinatıon of eclecticısm and
authorıtarıanısm. FEclecticısm In that meanıngs Can be arranged in hıstorıical

(E.9 earlhıest fırst, ıf such orderıing Can be KNOWN), in order of
rEQqUENCY (beginnıing ıth the MOoOstLt frequent), order of deriyatıon irom SOMMC

assumed starting-point (e.g. Proto-Semuitic meanıng ase! evidence of cognate
languages), In order starting Irom the MOST and moOovıing towards the MOTITE

„abstract“ „transferred“, OL, pragmatıcally, in whatever WdYy CC} moOst lıkely
be helpful the dıct1ıonary UÜSET. Authoritarianiısm ın that the dıctıonary edıitor (or

of edıtors, but let talk ıf ıt Wad> single person) really has had take
decisıon all these matters, and hat 1$ communicated the Sr 15 the effect of
that decision nOL, rule, the reasoning that lıes behind that decıisıon. Ooday,
thınk, dIC exploring possibılıtıes whereby that reasonıng ıtself wıll be aıd IMOTIC

OPDCN the user hrough the form In 1C| the materı1al, the analysıs of meanıng,
and the evıidences that bear uUDON\N it, aAre dısplayed.

( for instance the excellence ın statıst1ıcs of the work of Jennı and Westermann ın THA'
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Ihe restriction of the COTDUS.

What, in any CaS-C, dAdIiC the essentıal dıfferences that EMEI SC irom OUT „philological
sıtuatiıon“, from OQOUT workıng wıth dead anguage ıth VeC) restricted of
text? Clearly, the scholar 15 not natıve peaker of ancıent Hebrew. And yel the
dıfference 15 not absolute ONC. The natıve peaker learns hıs her anguage
hrough membershıiıp of anguage communıty, the modern cholar learns it
through inıtiatıon into  b scholarly communıty and tradıtion. TIhe PrOCCSSCS, ough
dıfferent, dIiIC NnOT wholly ackıng in analogy. The natıve speaker’s aWaTiTeNCS>S of
meanıngs 15 much MOTIEe wiıdely ase! and hıs experiıence 1S extensible; hı1s intuıt1ons
about meanings dIiC NnOTt necessarıly infallıble, and much depends the valıdıty of
the questi1ons addressed hım Ihe scholar’s WAaTIienNc>s> 15 much9 but
(0)091= of ıts efects AdIiIC compensated for by the IMOIC traıned and academıiıc
discipliıne of hıs study
Ihe real dıfference lıe in the restriction of the o  u Moreover, In the
ASCc of classıcal Hebrew thıs 15 NO accıdental restrict10n, in the ASCc of OIn

other languages where only ımıted iragments from dısparate SOUTCC5S have
Survıved: rather, ıt 15 ıth OmMme qualification aft the margıns restriction
purposively selected body f lıterature, NO of 00 consıdered MOTIe 0)4 less
complete, outsıde of 1C only ımıted other materıals, maınly inscr1ıptions, AICc

known. It 15 19910)8% ıke the sıtuatıon of natıve peaker of Englısh whose total
experience and knowledge of hıs OW) language had been restricted the works of
Shakespeare and nothing else at all, the grounds that hIs works wWeIec the best
lıterature and conveyed the best ıdeas about lıfe and realıty.
In thıs respect ea languages er ONC from another. In classıcal Hebrew,
a  oug the o  u has been extremely narrowly restricted, there has been
tradıtion of combined linguistic and exegetical study throughout the centuries.
Janguage ıke adıan 15 much MOIC completely ea ıt has comparable
tradıtion of scholarshıp, for ON exıiısted who knew anythıng about ıt for
thousandC On the other hand ıts materı1als have expande vVC apıdly, that
it C6 NnOLt suffer from restrictıveness of the In anythıng ıke the egree

which thıs ffects Hebrew.
The restriction of the COTDUS that all of statements, however profoun
and accurate, have be qualified Dy the implıcatıon: „thıs 15 irue of the COTDUS,
cCannot SaYy whether ıt 15 iIrue of the language”. Of thıs there AIc SOMEC well-known
examples. It 15 often saıd that the amılıar verb br” „create” 15 used only of dıivine
creatıvıty and V of human, and thıs be Irue of the COTDUS, strictly
taken; but cCannot be SUTC ıt 15 Irue of the Janguage ıt Was ven wıthın the
U  u there diC hınts hat about the homographıc verb 1C NCcan „Cutl
down trees“? If Can COUNn Phoenician inscrıption margıinally part of the
COTDUS, there mMaYy have been CISON who Was hbr perhaps „the cutter‘ (of WO0Od,
of stone, of gems?). oss1ıbly there 15 therefore SOMMC human activıty remaıniıng
background for the „Create”“ possıbly such remaıned in exıstence in
the anguage. Thıs ıllustrates ON of the obvıous realıties Of the sıtuatıon: because
the COTrDUS 15 restricted ın thıs peculıar WaY, and because it has been V
thoroughly studiıed ı ın CVCLY possible WAaY, and because thıs OTr0oug! investigation
st  — leaves ıth ıddles and XNOPLAL, anythıng that irom outsıde



James Barr

the and er NCW, eXtiraneOus, informatıon AaDPCAaTIS al ONCEC gaın
ENOTMOUS, perhaps disproportionate, value: ıt introduces 11CW word, NCW C,

NC  E meaning, NECW perspective, into the tıghtly-woven network of that 1C had
been there before Thus the gıven restriction of the 15 ıtself the major [Cason

why comparatıve phılological data, the evidence of newly-discovered inscr1ptions,
and any textual discoveries 1C. aft least potentially enlarge theo have such
great impact.

Ihe COTDUS and the language.
ımilarly there dIC words that VE probäbly exısted In the language but do NO

aDDCATL the We ecem have word for „briıdge“, and Oone for „hour“
of time (though thıs does aAaDDCAaI in the Aramaic of Danıel). There ATIC fıve
words for „lion“, only dubiously distinguishable In meanıng, but, though Cats
probably exıisted, there 15 word for „cCat ESE AaDPCAI ın the later stages of the
anguage, but nOt wıthın the classıcal 1  Ca COTpus.) In general, negatıve
statements, the effect that such and such „does NnOL exXxıist“ „1S ımpossıble“ iın
ancıent Hebrew, have be made ıth Ome cautıon. Thıs may be true not only
the exıical eve but also the grammatiıcal: the advanced student of classıcal
Hebrew has reckon ıth isolated, but iındıvıdually quıte9 of
constructions 1C AI „agaınst the rules“: i apparently ıth the subject, and

The quest10ons here involved WeIC vivıdly expressed Dy Ullendorff 1ın hıs tıtle „Is
1DI1Ca Hebrew Language?“ And perhaps something Can be done, Ven firom
wıthın the strictly delımıted of 1DI1Ca Hebrew, extend neself beyond ıts
lımıts. It mMaYy be, for instance, that conversational C ‚VEn wıthın the Bıble MaYy
reveal tendencıes that dıffer irom those eneral in narratıon In ega
Notice, for instance, how frequently hl” „1S ıt nOt the ASC that?“ GCuUuLSs ın
conversatıons. gaın, have noticed that the conjunction ”bl In er OCCUTIS iın
conversatıon only thus Gen 40214 ”hI "Smym "nhnw „well, AT ame but In
later AaDDCAaIS In narratıve also, and the there shıfts INOTC the
adversatıive „Düut“, 1C| 15 also the amılıar Miıshnaiıc Hebrew meanıng. Thıs SOr{ of
observatıon should receive IMNMOTE notıice in dicetionarıes. ımularly, the well-known
phenomenon of the relatıve partıcle S 1C 15 amılıar In later 1DI1Ca but
also (ICCUTS sporadıcally In apparently er ONCS (several In Judges and ngs 15
MOoOSstT naturally explaine by the supposıtıon that thıs form WasSs In colloquıal UuUSeCc In
SOMNC eCIOTrS throughout the 1DI1Ca per10d but In the maın classıcal per10d, for
SUOIMNC [CaSON, Was overlaıd Dy E and revıved In UuUSC In the ate bıblical per10d.

An example: nDS and „SOul“.
Now In thıs opening ecture ıt does nOoTLt Bn be IN Y task offer CVECN

prelımınary suggest10ns about hOow thıs 15 all be done It 6 appropriate
rather call attention SUOMNC examples of the problems, examples of dıfferent
1n where dıfferent approaches solution have been In exıstence.

VE prominent word, and ONC presenting ICU problems, 1S the amılıar nDS,
conventionally glossed Saul”. Westermann In hıs excellent > artıcle
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provıdes classıfıcatıon of MCaNıng (THAT II 73) under departments refiaın
hıs German erms, but sımplıfy hıs Gliederung of the meanıngs)

basıc MCAaANINS aucCc Atem chlund
Gier/Begier/ Verlangen
Seele
Leben
Lebewesen/Mensch
Leiche

But much depends 1C examples AI assıgned 1C MCaAaNINS The key
ınvolves the soul Modern ODINMILON emphasızes the psychosomatıc

totalıty of the human beıing, and tends deprecılate ıdeas of
separable „soul“ Not only but apparently the ancıent Hebrews thought the Aame

WaYy key pPassSapc quoted innumerable Gen The first mMan dam
Was formed by God dust irom the earth God reatne: info thıs mu object the
breath of lıfe, and the INa  - became nNDS hyh lıvıng being Many cCommMentators
have argue that thıs ShOows that INa  —; totalıty, lıving soul“ he does NO

„have a soul or POSSCSS ONC he ONe

Rut thıs be mıiıstake ND$S here bDy the ıtself belongs the
IS Lebewesen the Man [ECC1IVIN£ breath becomes anımate eing Ihe
collocatıon npS hyh always have thıs But precıisely because thıs
the the CXPDTESSION does NOL tell about the soul Far from
emphasızıng psychosomatıc NION the sentence MaYy well be dualıstic ON the
INan ONsıI of [WO dıstinct substances mud dust and breath As lıving eing
he has these both together ıf the breath CCascs he CeECasecsS be Lebewesen The
PaSSapc expressly does noft tell about the natfure of the soul Ihe tradı-
tiıonal confused because whıle ar gUIN£ (rıghtly) that N15S5C here the
Correcft ONC il has continued [CASON ıf the ınformatıon V  N about

eing domiınant because 1L, „soul“, the ancıent tradıtional gloss.
Thıs eing the CasS-C, and ıth partıcularly promiınent CCC of evıdence,
consıderation has be LV  N the possibilıty that the MCaNINSsoul“ has been
understated and that there ı INOTITC evidence of MCAaNINS, nOT necessarıly of soul
totally separable from the body, but at least of ONC at the other end f the
from ıt Collocatiıons such those where CISOoN addresses h1s OW soul where
npDS and hsr aAaDDCAT be al (mnp$ hösr ykIA Is 18)
where CISON that nNDSYy, soul“ wıll nOL be eft eo should be
urther investigated In addıtion the analogy of other peoples and anthropological
eviıdence CannotL be dısregarded ManYy ancıent peoples SCCM ave had

It l  T'  S}  g that Westermann though counlıng Seele only ON Maın

SCNSCS and wıthın that maıntaiınıng that the rendering egele often Notbehelf that
only comparatıvely small really correspond ıth the MCaNlNng of (German Seele (col
84), still places eele, and other word the term the tıtle of hıs artıcle hıs 1D, thınk
sıgnıfıcant of all hat has been saıd the reader lookıng such artıcle for
somethıng about the soul“ and hat the Hebrews had Sa Yy about
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complex theories of something lıke d „soul“.* Why COULU. the Hebrews nOL have had
something of the same? do NnOtL claım have proved that they dıd; but ıf CVCN

envisage the possıbialıty of ıt, then ıt adds the complexıty f OUT classıfıcatıon of
meanıngs.
Thıs SadInec word ıllustrates another tradıtional, but problematiıc, practice: the OVCI-

emphasızıng of „concrete“ physica: meanıiıngs in the presentation of eXica.
materı1al. Wol{ff (Anthropology of the Old Testament, on wriıtes
chapter of sıxteen nDS and Out of these devotes only ONe „soul“, OVeTr

four „throat“ and „neck“ do noft the least dispute the exıstence of these
meanıngs, but iınclined 1n of them margınal. TIhe really clear aAIec

mythological: the underworl ' DEN: wıde ıts throat, Is 5:14 But hen Ps 69:2 crıes
God for help because the wafers ame > nNDS, thıs COU conceivably [NCan

the throat“ „u the neck“ but do NnOL SA why ıt COU. nOL INnecan „r 1g up
the V soul“. Few of the where nDS 15 saıd refer the human throat CCIIM

be certaın. Here COU be helped by these non-exıstent natıve speakers,
who WOUuU tell us whether ONe COU SaYy &. have SOTE nDS thıs mornıing“ „he has

15  one stuck In hıs nDS$“ rather Ou such sentfences WCIC spoken.
„Sın and „mMiSSing the mark“.

sımiılar CaS-C, ıth another central term, 15 ht amılıar the eneral term SE
It 15 COINIMNON practice gıve SOME prominence the actually rather infrequent)

where the NSC 15 „MI1SS the targel en shooting)“; the analogy of ree
obviously, favoured the emphasıs gıven thıs. Thıs Can easıly gıve the ımpress1i0n
that „MI1SS the target” 15 the Grundbedeutung, and therefore that the (far IMOTE

frequent) E for riıtual moral „SIN CXDTESSECS ıt missıng of the mark Thıs
be questionable. It WOU be IMOTITEC lıkely that the meanıng 15 „do

wrongly“ and that the ASec of shooting, throwing stones eic. 15 partıcular extension
of that. oug] 9{811 havıng researched the question, have SUSPICION that the
AIn 15 the ase In Tree

Ghosts and NECTI OMANCET.

The decısıon iıdentify hOow far words and SCNSCS „belong together“ 15 often
complex and obscure Hebrew Take the term (or terms?) "wb 15 agreed that ıt
hıes in the eneral 1e€ of „ghosts“ of the dead But does ıt INCan the ghos tself, 0)4
the Crson wh; communicates hrough the ghost, OmMNC aspect of the technıque
of communitıcatıon? TIhe COMMON collocatıon wıth yd nYy May well suggest human
CrsSon who „knows“, thus w  CcE But collocatıon ıke Ditn 18:11 "] ”wb
wyd C  nYy mMay suggest that the ”wb 15 the ghos tself, and ıf the yd nYy May well
be the AdINncC. But what about the ”wb of Job 32:19, apparently leathern bottle?
Thıs maYy be totally unrelated word:; but others have interpreted the term for
„ghost“ „necromancer“ in the lıght of ıt, following the ancıent interpretations that

ave ın mınd partıcularly the evidence of early Greek» tor example the piıcture of the
underworl gıven by Homer ın Odyssey The modern ashıon has been discount Greek
evidence being the standard opposite Hebrew thınkıng, but these habıts ave be
rethought.
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involved ventrloquısm. Moreover, the place-name ot ough interpreted d

„‚water-skıns“ by BDB 15 much INOTITC lıkely have been place ONCeEe

known for ıts dıvinatory practices.
10 Parallelısm.

Everyone recognızes that parallelısm 15 SIr eature of Hebrew, and anYy future
lexicographical project wiıll want do all that 15 possıble register the relevant
materiı1als 1in the MOSt informatıve WaYy for example, words that often function
words“ should be registered such agaınst theır COMIMNMON „A-words“ The
parallelısms AdIe clearly sıgnıfıcant for semantıc analysıs of anYy kınd Unf{ortunately,
they AdIcC often not only sıgnıfıcant, but also ambigu0us. As has long been
recognized, whıle OmMmMme parallelısms (80)001> close semantıc
(mountain / hill, wave/billow, mym mym), others mMaYy equaliy be contrastıve:
day day/night nıg (Ps 19:8); eal flesh/drink 00 (Ps The basıc
underlyıng structure of parallelısm apPCaIS be syntactic: NOUN parallel wıth
NOUN, verb wıth verb, SL, certaın TIhese strucftures commonly CaIi y
semantiıc informatıon, but ıf the meanıng of the indıyıdual elements 15 NnOT clear the
pecıfic semantıc contribution of the parallelısm mMay remaın (8101 Thus, take
another CadsSc ınvolving NDS,

Job 149272 STW "1yw yk 7D WNDSW "Lyw t”bl
OMNC IMNay ask does the parallelısm suggest that the „soul“ 15 VE close the es
and upport understandıng In erms of theır eing [WO aSpeCIs of the Aamnec thıng,

does it suggest that they dIC [WO opposıte the pomnt of the eing
that these quıte eren realıties diC oıng the dInc thing? Parallelısms
generally have OmMe semantic content but only sometimes do words Occurrıng in
parallelısms have vırtual semantıc dentity !l interchangeabilıty wıthout change of
semantıc effect); iın IMNOIC all ON Can Sa y 15 that there 15 mME element of
meanıng in COMMMON c.g Ps 7211 „all ıngs wıll worship him /all eoples wıll SCIVC

hım  R both kıngs and peoples dIiIC eXpress10Ns of natıonal L8)  » but theır
(CCHT ITE does not I[NCan that „Kıng“ „people One of the thıngs should
be considering, there{fore, 15 mode Dy 1C parallel eXpress10ns might be CO

indıcate hOow far they CC be SYNONYMOUS, antonymous, otherwise
complementary.
ı Some other semantıc dıifficulties.

In general, much CaIic 15 needed In the eXpression of meanıngs, for statements Can

often be misinterpreted by the asty reader, and subtle distinctions have be
bserved and noted 'Ihus ıt 15 NOL ONg Sa y that dm „human eın but
ıt 15 NnOoL quıte rıg eıther: for, unless miıstaken, there 15 dıfference here.

15 human eing but alone, when ıth other Ö  y would not
be ea ’dm 15 always Ca _7&;, en Ar Ca nSym The ord
"dm rather „man“, alone collective, and includıng hen they AICcC

in the am wıth TMCN Thus the 4asSe of ree XVTOHOTNOG 15 NnOL arallel at thıs
point, for ıt Can be, and 1S, used of indıyıdual
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dıfficult asec handle AI the words involved ın the inkage of sın/retribution,
the so-called Tun-Ergehen-Zusammenhang Act-and-consequence Syndrome.
word lıke wn mMay be regarde avıng say three ONC of meanıng: N1quıty

guilt of IN1quUILYy CONSCYUCNCC of, punıshment for, N1quıty (1 Irom
BDB, 730., who confess themselves perplexe: and that these dIC dıfficult

dıstınguısh). But the dıstinguıshıng of them 15 al least ONC possıble polıcy On the
other sıde ıt has been argue that these dIiIc all ON  '4 thıng, all ON  a’ meanıng, that the
ole point 15 that the IN1quity 15 in itself the guilt and 15 also the Nasty CONSCYUCNCE
that follows. Thıs of COUTITSEC 15 controversı1al, and ON other argument mMaYy be
SIMpIY ON$. But anYy attempt fo present thıs SOTrt of materıal In dıct1onary form
wiıll have 1n carefully about how dısplay these possıbilıities.
12 syntactic approac presentation of data

seft Out above (p the mode Dy 1C Westermann dısplayed the SC of SCI15C5S5

of nDS in hı1s fine artıcle. In princıple that 15 semantıc type of classıfıcatıon,
set Ouft under serı1es of The problem wıth thıs, of COUTSC, 15 that ıf partıicular

dIic assıgned the ONg CNSC, OTr there 15 Ou about them, ıt 15 dıfficult
for the uüuser these outft from the context in whıch they have been
placed and SS them (potent1a instances of another It mI1g sometiımes
be better procedure, TOom the semantıc poıint of VIEW tself, ıf the entry WCIC

organızed Syntactic basıs, 1.e€ NOL under dıfferent meanıngs but under dıfferent
types of collocatıon. Thus artıcle Dryt miıght be arranged follows dıd thıs
AS preparaltory example W exıcal WOT.

Covenant 1S, WAaS, wıth, between eiCc.
krt br yt, the amılıar and perhaps domiınant CasSc, ıviıded under:

ıth „wıth“
wıth mM, also „wıth“
wıth
I1wo DEISONS together 4A5 subject
Other

Inıtiate Covenant, wıth other verbs:
hqym (but mMaYy be rather „fulfil“, SCC below)
An
bw Ty

rY plus others
Maıntaın, Support, u acknowledge Covenan
hqym
mr
zkr
md plus OInNnec others

nnul, abandon, Covenan
hpr
hIl

$kh, “zh

10
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Wıth other verbs, few
ollowıng NOUN

Persons
Objects and institutions

Wıth ollowing NOUN

Deıty
Persons
Community
Institutions
erpetul
Religi0us qualities, C.g. Justice, MEICY, rehabılı

Finally, OC ıspute' d  9 Cc.p. suggest10n that there 15 bryt 11 1g!
splendour“* Is 472:6 4985 paralle‘ wıth Wr 42:6)

ıst of Cont1guous terms, Cc.g . Shbw hzh hzwt; mnh; “dwt;
plan of thıs kınd COUu. be ombıned wıth the INOIC ırectly semantıc form of

dısplay C.p. at the eginning of artıcle ser1es of glosses COUuU be sei OutL, each
ıth number, and the Varıo0us examples In d syntactically-based dısplay COUuU be
agge: ıth such number, and ıth question mark where IYy. hıs might
be WaYy INn 1C| several dıfferent approaches m1g be combiıned.

13 Hapax legomena and opeless
Sometimes, the other hand, have fo register and deal ıth somethıng that 15
In the text but, strongly SuspeclT, Wds nOL part of the language al all In other
words, the form exıstent In the o  u 15 the roduct of textual and/or loss
of MOLY of the lexeme or1ıginally present promiınent A4dsec in the Torah 15 the
“Sdt, 78 dt of Deut 3  N Sınce dt „law, religion“ 15 agreed be ersian
and tO0O late in Hebrew be conceıjvable for thıs (doubtlessv ancıent) POCM,
dIiC us!  1€| in rejecting the „fıery law“ type of interpretatıon, though ıt has be
mentioned for ıts hıstorical ımportance hrough the Targum, Vulgate eiCc. Ihe
context gıves faırly assured firame such \‚He od] appeare irom Mount
Paran, he adIiInNnc irom the myrı1ads of holiness [OT1, ıth d  X of the place Qadesh];
irom hıs rg hand [1s, was?| "sdt them' We Can thus register Varı0Ous
suggest10ns:

another place-name (Nyberg
plural of 1OUN "sd* cognalte ıth ESA 7 d „warrı10r“, cl. Arabıc ”asad „l1ı0n“, iın

the CIM of „dıvıne warrı10rs“, 1.€. angels, cf. 1 XX AYYENOL (Beeston)
participle of verb cognate ıth Aramaıiıc „DOUT“, hence „being poured“”,
„streamıng along NEBRB
conjecture 7 dlgt „blazıng 1re
admıt that reasonably close explanatıon 15 known NOWAaDle.

In thıs, in IManYy C ıt 6C} ıf ork ıth the materı1al ıf ıt sStO0d INn
Varıous grades of clarıty and certaminty. The „context“ elps in far it ıtself has
materials of higher certainty; and yel Nne dea NCW discovery that Offers

E1
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NCW interpretation of the moOst obscure element maYy cshow that the supposedly
certaın contextual elements WeTC actually deceptive.

Dıachronic change of meanıng.
TIhe diachronic changes of meanıng wıthiın the Au obvious ICa of
ICU. The ICU. 15 unequal between directions: at the end of the per10d
there 15 faırly hıgh in the recognition of LB ate 1DI1Cca. Hebrew)
because certaın dIC unquestioned „late“ INn thıs Quıite arge number
of ıtems Can thus be definıtely abelled ‚LBB When o back early stages
the adInec{15 Often acking, Almost all would APICC that certaın O' dIC
archaiıc: C.B. Gen 49, Ex 1D Judg 5 but temporal SECQUENCE: between the
tradıtional Pentateuchal „sources“ remaın . better, have increasıngly become
controversıal. Nevertheless, sınce the Stylistic features of J, E) and AIcC rather
Obviıous and wıdely accepted, ıt best continue indicate them, and thıs

also, ımply hıstorical dıfference between them, CVCMN ıf ONC does NOTL
commıt oneself anYy partiıcular statement of that hıstorical dıfference. Thıs Can
make dıfference in the semantıcs of ındıyıdual words. Sometimes faırly sharp
differences in meanıng Can be observed: amılıar ASC 15 mnhh, used for anYy kınd
of gift in the old SOUTCCS, between humans, specialızed cereal offerıng in
Leviıticus. Agaın, 1n the Case f bryt it has often been bserved that In OmINe SOUTITCECS
God’s makıng Covenan 15 vVC sımılar personal agreemen between human
PEISONS, whıle In others ıt 15 INOTC ıke unılateral establıshment of princıple, and
in the latter ASC ıt 15 erhaps less well indıcated Dy the renderıing „covenant“.

Mıdrash and decontextualızation.

Dıachronic change has be consıdered also, however, in another fiorm the mode
In IC earlıer materıals wıthın the COTrDUS mMay have (0)891° be understood by
wrıters and readers wıthın the later stages of the COTDUS. Thıs DIOCCSS of „inner-
bi  Cal understandıng and exeges1s has attracted much attention In recent times.
On the ole lexicographers have placed the prıimary emphasıs the meanıngs
attached ıtems in the time and CONiEXT of the composıtion of the ıf ask,
how PaASsSapC, wriıtten around 900 Was understood by wriıter of 400 OT

300, enfer upon addıtional complıcatıon. Thus Professor Sawyer, dıscussıng
Hebrew for resurrection“, consıdered number of W.  1C he
recognized, did NnOL 1IMpIy anYy hought of resurrection in theır orıgınal cCon(ftext, but
WeTe eIy have been understood by later readers.>» The SdINC, WOU
suggesi, m1g appIly the ideas of the separabilıty and iımmortalıty of the SOul.
The ead Sea Scrolls provıde number of instances In 1C 1D11Ca words and
phrases diC taken and reused in SCMNSCS that Inay possıbly be quıte remote firom
those of theır orıgınal lıterary setting.
The collecting, classıfıcatıon an dısplay of such materıal, however, Ser10us
problems 1C have NnOL yel, ıt C  ' been fully explored. Ihe later, inner-
ıblical, exegetical readıng Wds of COUTITSC done Dy natıve speakers and deserves

J.F. awyer, Hebrew Words for the Resurrection of the Dead, 2 9 1973,M
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respect these grounds. But natıve speakers aAIc NnOTt iınfallıble, for much depends
upOonNn the methods of readıng that they employed. have taken COnfiextT

primary guide, have observe that SOINC al least of thıs exegetical eadıng ent
in exactly the opposıte dırection, eing guıde Dy adıcal decontextualızatıion: thıs
15 OMNC of the obviıous primary features of Miıdrash, that ıt explaıns words Dy takıng
the meanıngs they WOU have 1n any contexft er than that in 1C| they stand In
the PasSsSapc eing read. It mMaYy be rıg that dict1onary should register such
interpretations, 1C have sometimes been V signıfıcant historically, but there
must be SOMMEC mode in 1C they AIc dıstınguished from contextually Ser10us
understandıng. In anYy CaS-C, these considerations make realıse that the
interpretations of the „natıve speaker“, far TOmM eing authorıtatıve, dIC lıkely be
hıghly allıble.

16 etaphor.
Metaphorica USapCcS also requıre investigation. On the whole, 1n the
lexicographical tradıtion In Hebrew has used the CategOTrYy of metaphor OO easıly
and carelessly. Some „metaphors“ May have been created through miıstakes wıthın
lexicography ıtself. One example have recently discussed 15 the Casec of d „nest“.®
The word 15 used of and also, „metaphorically“, of Varıo0us human
dwellings, especılally those f eastern, „clıff-dwellıng“, eoples ıke the Edomiutes.
But there 15 SUOTNC evidence from cognate languages that the FrOOL could INCan aNYy
kınd of settlement dwelling. In that ASC the ‚nest” 15 partıcular
application of eneral term for dwellıng, the human wellings of Edomiutes and
others dIc not metaphorıcal at all, and, finally, ıf thıs 15 rıght, Can also
accommodate the GaGH ymMm of Noah’’s ark (Gen 6:14), 1Cc otherwise has be made
into quıte lexeme. By later times the er eneral meanıng „dwellıng“
had OmMme be forgotten, and „nes: WasSs understood the basıc N  9 thıs
understandıng necessarily generated the „metaphorical“ 1eEW of the uUsScsSs of thıs
term for human abodes do a(0)1 insıst that mY 15 necessarıly rıght, but ıt
ıllustrates the SOTT of problems that Can arıse.

7 Meanıngs know them and meanıngs d 5 they knew them

c desirable that modern semantıc study should distinguısh adequately
between elements of meanıng that . relevant the speakers and wrıters and
elements that maYy be valıdly perceived hrough modern lınguıistic methods but that
ere probably unknown the actual language Our etymological interests
MaYy reveal WaYysS in 1C erms aAaIc related, WaYyS that maYy be interesting the
modern reader, but these SAa WdYyS maYy have been quıte outwıth the
CONSCIOUSNESS of natıve speakers and writers In ancıent times. It may be interesting

that qwh INay have mean „twist“, hence giving „cord, lıne and also tqwh
„tension hope“, but ONC mMay regard ıt lıkely that thıs iınformatıon Was unknown

ANYONE who actually used the words.

Barr, Is Hebrew Tf „  nest  ‚ Metaphor? 1n’ Semuitic Studıies (FS Leslau, Wıesbaden
1991), 150-161
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Personal

good illustration f thıs Can be 65n in the personal Hebrew CS, eing
in ManYy semantically transparent, provıde much useful atter for semantıc
discussıon. But they also leave much OOI for misunderstandıng. Many of the
attempfts the meanings of the tradıtional dietionarıes Ar old-
fashıoned and misleadıng. There d1iC C5, lıke zkryhw, 1C WEIC certammnly fully
transparent people at the tıime: ıt Was obvious that ıt saıd „The Lord has
remembered“ (or something that effect). But there AI other 1C W
wıth OUT philologica. methods, Can plausıbly interpret, but 1C them in theır
OW!] time WeEeIC probably ODAQUC. COU. they interpret Namec such hl mM, for
instance? Very lıkely the Namec Was meanıngful those who first DBavC ıt thıs
CrSoN, but ıt 15 Ou that ıt Was meanıngful those who wrotfe the Balaam Sapa
that NOW POSSCSS, st  — INOTIC Ou for those who read and reread ıt OmMme

centuriıes later Ihe SAdMlc WOU probably be Irue f Job ere dIC foreign
lıke Nebuchadnezzar iCc Can interpret hrough OUT knowledge of adıan
but 1C| WOU be ODaquC Hebrew speakers unless they had pecıal informatıon

the atter. IThere are also for instance the moriıte“ of
GenesıIis, ıke the Namec aCo of 1C Can at least hazard interpretation
but where 01018 interpretation 15 lıkely be far remote firom that 1C| the biblical
wriıters O  er, because they interpreted them ıf they D Hebrew-language
'y workıing from wıthin the normal exicon of Hebrew. Or, put ıt In another
WdyY, have diıstingu1s between, ON hand, meanıngs of 1C WEIC

probably valı' meanıngs understood al the time, an the other hand the
popular etymologıes of whıch the themselves furnısh, C in almost
all AI alse explanations, gıven precisely because the WerTrTe nolt

understood, and erıved firom incıdents and features of the accompanyıng SLOTY (So
for example m$h, ımuılarly "qb)

Conclusıon.

have NnOf attempted anYy systematic treatment of OUT theme, and have trıed rather
gather together SOM problem which AI lıkely be mel ıth in OUT work

and proviıde OC examples 1C may be useful basıs for discussıon. hope
that thıs wiıll be helpful In startıng off OUT enquıirıtes.

SITACi

The discusses general questions of semantıc analysıs in ancıent Hebrew. Examples of
words that present dıfficulties ATIC gıven: ın partıcular npD$S „soul“ Can be analysed and classıfıed

several dıfferent WaYyS. Problems In the past lexicographical tradıtıon AIcC mentioned, and
suggesti1ons dIC made for mode ın whiıch Varıo0us possıbilıties might be INOTITC „objectively“ set
forth Problems ıth specıal categorIies, such metaphorıcal eXpressions and personaly
ATICc Iso briefly mentioned.
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