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> Professor yons has shown, semantıcs 15 field of continulty, extending
between linguistic orm and knowledge about the WOT. (or acting in the world).
Whether on  ® wants call thıs „linguistic semantıcs“ 15 atter of debate insofar

ON  ® Can >Sd y that Janguage 15 system of/for representation of realit y, the term

justified}.
Of crucı1a|l ımportance In semantiıcs 15 the ollowing 1SSUEe: given realıty-
configuration Rc and gıven Janguage E: hat Can Sa Yy about the probability that
Rec wiıll be expressed in by and nOoL by another and
Related thıs question 15 another ON  M it; in gıven sıtuation, ıt 15 possible
substıitute (S”) for D, 15 there an Yy groun in Rc ıtself why thıs 15 so°® If no(, what
Can speakers of 5SdYy about the relatıonshıp between SECQUENCE. 5 and A,
urveyıng the history of lınguistic semantics, ONC Can partition ıt In erms of major
„fertilizations“:
(D fırst ONC, by dıfferent forms of conceptualist phılosophy, such Platonist,
Arıstotelıan, Thomiuist, Scotist, Occamıst, Cartesjan and Lockean trends;
(2) seconid ONGC, by diachronic ınvestigat1ons of cshıfts of meanıng: thıs 15 the
„semasıological“ approac 1C fMourıshed in the 19th century Reıisıg,
Darmesteter, Breal), and 1C had specıfic ımpact dıalectology;
(3) 1Tr ONGC, by philosophy of logıc and mathematics: here have mention
the foundatıion-layıng work of Frege; Russell, Wittgenstein, Carnap, and, later, of
Austın, Searle, and Davıdson. Thıs typ e of ork brought about [WO majJor chıfts in
lınguistic semantıcs:

(a) alk about meanıng Was abruptly severed firom ıts rhetorical tiés, and
Was straıghtened Ouf by the introduction of specıfıc metalanguage;
(b) interest hıfted irom semantıcs ase) word-meaning
semantıcs of utterances, and ıth the development of speech aCT eOTY,

semantics/pragmatics of uttering: thıs brought ınto the center of
attention notions such

reference/denotatıon (desıgnatıon)

Revised version of SIr John ‚yons ecture „Recent developments ın
lınguistic semantıcs“ (Bıschenberg, une 2 9 1992) Grateful acknowledgement 15 made of the
cComments by Sır John Lyons, Ida Zatellı, Graham Davıes and Jacob Hoftizer.
Sınce the ecture of Sır John ‚yons 15 nOL publiıshed ın hıs 1SSUE, the interested reader 15
referred the following publıcations: ‚yons, Structural Semantıcs, Oxford, 1964:; Semantıcs,

volumes, London 1977; „Semantıcs“, 1n: ‚yons al., New Horızons ın Linguistics, London
1987, 152178

For comprehensıve theory of semantiıcs, SCC Larochette, Le langage el la realıte,
volumes 1-IL, München 4-19
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truth (analytic/synthetic)/verification
knowledge (a priori/a poster10Tr1)
Confiext (context-dependence/context-independence)
implication/presupposition

(4) finally, fourth ONC, 1C 15 tied up wıth reflection lexicographical practice,
and IC the relationshiıps of erms wıthın ONE 16 the relatıonshıp
between features attrıbuted Thıs (ype of work, 1Cc had successful
impact the analysıs of texti structure?, has introduced, from the notion of
„semantıc field“ number of useful erms

erms for relatıonshıps such hyponymy, hyperonymy and
for decomposition such AS SEME, SEMEME, classeme

the term LSOLODY
par' Iirom these fertilızatıons, OUNe should mentıon the extend
semantiıcs well beyond ıts lınguistic implementation: here, horiızons ave loomed
arge, fırst hrough sem10tics, vasti project study whatever L(ype of sıgnıfıcant
phenomena WI1 the IMNOTC neutral notion of „sign replaciıng the content-orj:ented
CONCepL of „meanıng“ axıomatiıcal prime), and IMNOTE recently, hrough the WaVC of
„cognıtıve (or cogniıtıvist) lınguistics“, whiıch In the long IUN may rıng about N
insıghts In semantıc SITUCLUTES

We Canno(, of COUTSC, avOo1d the practical question: „What Can scholars linguists
theologians of Bıblical Hebrew do ıth semantıcs?“ MaYy be good recall

that in the fırst place deal wıth feXiS, and IMOTE partıcularly ıth for 1C
(normally) do not raıse phılosophical problems concerning verıifiability, rıg1

desıignatıon of PTODEI e 'g context-dependency context-ındependency, eic. It
also that readers of the automatiıcally accept the „diıscursıve
unıverse“ gıven wıthın the ext(s) Another fact know 1s that in the Hebrew

have VarLOUSs texti Lypes do NnOL read ıth the SaJIne expectations, ıth
the Same receptive attıtude, the book f Genes!Iis, the 00 of Samuel, the
book of Proverbs, those of the prophets.
Dealıng ıth CcConcrefife such the Old lestament entaıls that, In the specıfic
ASCc of semantıc invest1igat1ons, do NnOL have fashıon INn OUT ea the
semantıcs of 1DI1CcCa Hebrew; rather, should ook al the and See hat IS al
work.

For thıs PUTDOSC, have selected specımen Sm A, 1-13, gıven here In the
Hebrew text

1732 4 DWIRN 130 . ONa 11R NI))  A 1T 199 9 RA m25
R 18) 170y TI MN

NM 1370 2237 7NE Z  TT 717097
122  ] 1V 27a0 AD fr  e  rr a\ 1300 MX MWID7DR Y D7 W2)

AD 12 3500 1723 AAn eblak 287 1550 VT

See especılally Greimas, SEmantıque structurale, Parıs 1966; 1d., Du SCNS, Parıs 1970
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What Ltype of text 15 thıs? Ihe iragment particular sıtuatıon, brought
about by Nathan’s StOTYy Nathan aCTts aVl ıth the result that aVl
recognIızes hıs miıschief. In other words: have here OommMmMitment-situation
rings certaıin commıtment), 1C 15 „instaured“ hrough the narratıon of
STOTY. should be noted that Nathan COUuU have acted ırectly avl Dy
accusıng hım straıghtforwardly of havıng taken Urijah’’s ıfe but, interestingly, the
direct accusatıon follows only ıIn VCISCS 7-9 Nathan’s SLOTY indırectly:
Nathan brings Davıd recogniıze that CISON who perpe(traltes crıme IS guilty,
and should be puniıshed, and then he staties that avı 15 In fact the specıfic iınstance
of the eneral ASC of represented In the STOTY.
Takıng closer o0k al Nathan’s STOTY, fınd that the macro-components
correspond of even(ts, and MIrTrOoTr, in certaın Cn  y the ee of
Davıd But the representatıon involves major transposition: whereas the SLOTY 15
about nonhuman victım (vız the POOI man’s lıttle am and about [Nan

hom damage 15 caused, the miıschief of Davıd iınvolves the ea f rıa kılled
Dy the Ammoniuıtes, and Davıd’s layıng an Urıjah’s ıfe
Thıs transposition 1S „redressed“ In VersecSs 9-10) Another transposition ınvolved 15
that, the ASC of the SLOTY, the riıch INan OW! hıs wealth ımself;
avı the CON(LTAaTY, OWECS hıs strength and wealth God, and he 15 therefore
fortiori gu.  y
Turning irom the „textual structure' of the SLOTY ıts semantıc structure, nofe
the maJor opposıtıon between the riıch INa  —__ and the DOOT INan (verse "ehad aSır

"ehad ras) Ihe former OWNS much („very ManYy 0CC and herds“), the latter
almost nothing eyn kol kT ım kıbsah "ahat „nothing eXceptL lıttle lamb“) But
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the latter treats hıs property wıth CNSC of overall-ınvestment and attachment: his
property 15 part and parcel of his amıly („ıt BICW u wıth hım and ıth hıs SONS

together | yahdaw|, ıt ate of hıs OW) food, and ıt Was aughter ım Ihe
rich INan does nOL hıs in the Samnec WädYy, Can readıly ASSUMNIC that he
considers ıt be alıenable, and has therefore scruples about takıng somebody
else’s property®. Nathan’s StOry involves „delayed“ referent: the „rich man  b of the
StOTrYy 15 Lype of malefactor. aVIl| does NnOt hesıtate condemn „the mMan wh:
does such d thıng“ (hßa 18 O0Se. zot the participle °oSeh „who does  6 also has
vırtual meanıng ere What have here 15 attrıbutive UuUSC (ın Donnellan’s
terminology)* of efinıte description (as when Sa Yy „the murderer of M1
must be Crazy“. wıthout knowing the iıdentity of the murderer, but udgıing irom
Smuith’s heavıly mutilated corpse) At that Oment aVı 15 uUuNaWaTe that the
definıte eXpression also has referential use (as in „the murderer of mM1 must be
CraZYy”, hen know that the polıce have arrested certaın Jones, who confessed
the murder) It 15 Nathan who establıshes the connection between the „delayed“
referent and the sıtuatiıon-referent: „YOu dIiIC man ( "attah ha r l_3<, 7 f
that moment, aVIl| has the implications of hıs verdıct (verses 5+6)
the INan in the STOTY, and thıs he does, after Nathan’s explicatıon (verses 7-12), in

have sınned agaınst Yahweh“ The explication involves the fıttiıng In of
the „transposed“ referents: Davıd’s mischief 15 NnOL that of takıng amb from POOI
Man, but of conceiving the plan put T1a 1in the frontlıne of the battle agaıinst
the Ammonites, and of akıng Urijah’s WIdOw hıs ıfe (verse et z  1$t0
lagahta leka [“ >;$$ah: SCC also 10) Hıs punıshment wiıll be in contrastıve
‚yymme(lry wıth hıs camouflaged mischief: Davıd’s WIVeSs wıll all be gıven hıs
ne1ghbour, who „shall hıe wıth them in the S1g of the SUNn  DA
The DaSSagc also shows SOMNC interesting features of intratextual and intertextual
SiITruUuCLUTE. As the intratextual aspect, I] would mention the UuUsSC of the verb h in

and ın the wayyahmo Aagahat MLSSO NO
umibb“qgarö 15 usually translated „he spared take Of hıs flock, and f hıs er
and 16 ha  al 15 translated „he had pıty“ There 15 clearly
intratextual connection between the [WO verb forms, and would prefer translate
in both hml x fınd ıt heavy/to fınd ıt burdeno
ASs intertextualıty, it that Nathan’s SLOTY should be read In
connection ıth Sm ‚2-42, the SLOTY of and Abigaıl: abal refuses
Davıd’s ervants d his guests, and hıs ıfe Abiıgaıl has make amends for the
ffence of her oolısh (nabal) usband Yahweh punıshes for havıng
commiutte!: thıs offence, and after Nabal’s ea Abıgaul becomes Davıd’s wıfe. In

What characterizes the rich man’s mischief 1s that ıt 1S both offence agaınst his (not
considered worthy of being offered UNC of hıs lambs) and crıme wıth respect the POOT
INan.

See Donnellan, „Reference and Definite Descriptions“, The Phılosophiıcal Review 7 9
1966,

Davıd’s cerime. 15 Iso in contrastıve symmeLlLrYy ıth that of the T1IC. INa of the whereas
the rich I11d|  - commıts offence agalnst his guestl, avıd has despised his benefactor.

K Akkadıan hamalu U CaIT y away”; rab hamala 8i bear‘ COMDAaTC the semantıc
of ESUATE,, iın Italıan, Spanısh and French.

24



Recent Developments Linguistic Semantıcs and Their Applıcation Bıbliıcal Hebrew

the lıght of these „real events  9 Can understand that aVl PTONOUNCES ars
verdıiıct the rich INa  —_ of Nathan’s StOTY, and fact Can AaSSUme that Nathan
expected thıs reaction from aVl! that he COU. ead hım, Dy his W words, into

commıtment-sıtuation.
Nathan’s SCOTY 15 beautıiful example of discursıve relevance. Ihe StOTY IS the
point (1t mischief be puniıshed), ıt has deeper („metaphorical“)
symbolizatıon, and ıt 15 economical: the SLOTY 15 confined the „essentıial“ deep fact,
VIZ. the Cr imMe of akıng SUOTMNCONMNC else’s property. Putting thıs ınto the framework of
speech act eory, COUuU Sa Yy that the StOTY, taken by tself, constitutes the
locutionary eve of the discursiıve event Sm „1-13 The StOTrYy by ıtself narrates

eneral type of mischief. The Ulocutionary eve into play ıth „X.OU
AI the man!“. Nathan makes aVvVı| realıze that the StOTYy 15 about hım, aVı and
that he 15 guilty of erıme 1C should be punıshed. Ihe ıllocutionary evel, then,
constitutes the retransposition of hat had been transposed, hrough generalızatıon
and modiıfication, In the SLOTYy of the rich INan and the DOOT INa  z And finally, there
15 the perlocutionary eve. aVl realızes that he has sınned agalinst Yahweh (verse
B3) As KNOW, the perlocutionary effect 1S somethıng beyond the control of the
inıtı1ator of the speech act do NOL know how the receiver wıll respond (to
question, warnıng, command, etc.).; In the aASse f avı the
perlocutionary effect 15 posıtıve ONGC, in that he confesses hIis crıme, and marks hIis
submissıon Yahweh
Thıs T1€6 example maYy have shown that interesting ork Can be done the
semantics of 1DI1Cca Hebrew, involving the cooperatıon of lınguists and 1DI1Ca
scholars.

Abstract:

Language 1s the subject matfter of lınguistic semantıcs from partıcular vintage point of VIEW
that of its status yS' of/for representation of realıty. The ıth of
lınguistic semantıcs ın erms of fertiliızations affecting ıt throughout ıts hıstory. The remaınder
of the 15 concerned ıth the practical relevance of lınguistic semantıcs for the study of
the Hebrew Bıble. sample text, VIZ. Samuel 1 „ 1-13, 15 sed provıde ıllustration of
the results that Can be obtaiıned through semantıc analysıs, both the intratextual and
intertextual level The analysıs combines semantıc and pragmatıc aspects gıven the fact that the
SLOTYy told by Nathan leads Davıd into commiıtment-sıtuatıion.
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