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Professor Greenfield finds it „dıfficult add“ anythıing Professor Barr’s
treatment of etymological semantics,} and he belıeves that ıt „WOU. have been
much easiıerResponse to J.C. Greenfield  Bertil Albrektson (Uppsala)  Professor Greenfield finds it „difficult to add“ anything to Professor Barr’s  treatment of etymological semantics,! and he believes that it „would have been  much easier ... to be the respondent.“ In fact my task is more difficult: not only do I  agree with Professor Barr, but I also agree in all essentials with Professor  Greenfield, who has provided us with a series of learned and useful examples of the  different types of etymological studies distinguished by Professor Barr. Thus there  seems to be even less left for me to do than there was for Professor Greenfield.  True, I can think of one or two points in his examples where I might perhaps be  able to add an observation or query a particular statement. But these are all minor  details, and I hesitate to start a discussion of particular examples when our  foremost task should be the general problem of methods and principles. My  response will be to try instead to go on where Professor Greenfield leaves off. That  is, I shall attempt to say something, however briefly and superficially, about  different types of etymological studies and about the limitations of etymology as a  method to discover the meaning of words. I must confess that as regards linguistic  theory I am something of an innocent, and my tools are blunt (and as a reader of  English detective novels I realize how much harm a blunt instrument can do).  The typology of etymological study suggested by Professor Barr seems to me  sensible and useful. It is not so much a strictly logical classification with an entirely  consistent common basis of subdivision as, rather, a pragmatic attempt to list  several different operations which have been termed etymological. This means that  there is some overlapping: a particular procedure may legitimately belong to more  than one type.  Naturally, this typology is not the only possible one. Professor Yakov Malkiel of  Berkeley once published a paper which he called „A Tentative Typology of  Etymological Studies“.? In this he classified contributions according to three major  criteria: (1)by scope; (2)by material; and (3)by degree of complexity. His  classification „refers strictly to approaches, not to solutions“.? It is a highly readable  article, full of interesting information, but the examples are as a rule taken from  living languages with an almost unlimited corpus, and so it is not as immediately  useful to us as Professor Barr’s typology, which is directly adapted to biblical  Hebrew.  1 J. Barr, Etymology and the Old Testament, Language and Meaning. Studies in Hebrew  Language and Biblical Exegesis (OTS 19), Leiden 1974, pp. 1-28.  2 Y. Malkiel, A Tentative Typology of Etymological Studies, International Journal of  American Linguistics 23, 1957, 1-17; reprinted in: Y. Malkiel, Essays on Linguistic Themes,  Oxford 1968, pp. 199-227.  3 Essays, p. 200.  38be the respondent.“ In fact task 15 INOTITC dıfficult NOL only do
AaPTCC wıth Professor Barr, but also APICC in all essentials ıth Professor
Greenfield, who has provıde us ıth d serı1es of earned and useful examples of the
eren types of etymological studıes dıstinguished by Professor AarT. Ihus there

be CVECN less eft for do than there Was for Professor Greenfield
True, Can In of ONe points ın hıs examples where m1g perhaps be
able add observatıon UJUCIY partıcular statement But these ATIe all mM1InOr
detaıls, and hesıtate discussıon of particular examples hen OUT
foremost task should be the eneral problem of methods and princıples. My

wiıll be instead o where Professor Greenfield leaves O{f. >  at
Is. shall attempt Sa y something, however briefly and superficlially, about
dıfferent of etymologiıcal studies and about the lımitations of etymology
method dıscover the meanıng of words. MUust conifess that egards linguistic
eOrYy somethiıng of innocent, and tools are un (and reader of
Englısh detective novels realıze how much harm un instrument Can do)
Ihe ology of etymological study suggested Dy Professor arr
sensıble and useful It 15 NOL much strictly ogical classıfıcatıon wıth entirely
consıstent COIMNIMMON basıs of subdıvısıon dS, rather, pragmatıc attempt lıst
several dıfferent operatıons 1C have been termed etymological. Thıs that
there 15 SOMIIC overlappıng: partıcular procedure mMay legıtimately belong INOTITC
than ON:  @ Lype.
aturally, thıs typology 1S NnOL the only poss1ible ONn  m® Professor OV Malkıel of
erkeley ONCEC publıshe 1C he C Tentatıve Typology of
Etymologıca Studies“.2 In thıs he classıfıed contributions according three majJor
criıter1a: (1) Dy ODC, (2) Dy materıal; and (3) Dy egree of complexıty Hıs
classıfıcation „refers strictly approaches, NO solutions“.® It 15 hıghly readable
artıcle, full of interesting information, but the examples aTre rule taken firom
lıving languages ıth almost unlımıted and ıt 1$ NOL dAS5 ımmediıately
useful fo Professor Barr’s O10g2y, 1C 15 ırectly adapted 1DI1CcCa
Hebrew

1 Barr, Etymology and the Old Testament, Language and Meanıng. Studıes in Hebrew
anguage and Bıblıcal Exegesıi1s (OTS 19) Leıden 1974, T

Malkıel, Tentatıve Typology of Etymological Studıes, Internatıi:onal ournal of
merican Linguistics 2 9 195/7, 1-17; reprinted In Malkıel, Essays Linguistic Themes,
Oxford 1968,
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Response Greenfield

Not all the types lısted by Professor arr aAiIc equaliy relevant OUT problem, 1.e. in
what WaYy etymologiıcal arguments Can be used in discover the of
word classıcal Hebrew other dead languages. Our question in fact coiıncıdes
wıth Professor Barr Lype E, efined „Use of cognate language discover the

ın Hebrew“.4 If o0k etymological studıes ın general, thıs partıcular
approac 15 ın fact unusual (1t does not figure at all ıIn Professor alkıel’s typology)
The point of departure for the etymologıst 15 normally ord ıth known
meanıng, and the task 15 establısh ıts amıly relatıons other words and
OW ıts semantıc hıstory far back possıble. But when alk of etymological
semantıcs method the study of classıcal Hebrew, the meanıng of word 15
not the startıng-point but the goal which hope reach: the ole enterprise

in the opposıte direction irom ordınary etymological research » By
comparıng words from the ame rOO[ in cognate languages such Arabıc
Aramaiıc OT Accadıan hope establish afl least roughly and approximately
the meanıng of Hebrew ord that has hıtherto NnOL been fully understood.
Thıs heuristic function 15 NOL really the normal applıcatıon of etymological research,
and ıt 15 charaecteriıstic that all the other of etymology lısted by Professor arr
AdICc of dıfferent kınd ese other Lypes AdIC certaıinly not wıthout interest for the
semantics of bıblıcal Hebrew but they do noft help determıne meanıngs nOoft
otherwise known.

possible exception 15 Professor Barr’s type „Identificatiıon of adoptions irom
another language“.® Thıs Can INn certaın be sub-divisıon of Lype A dıfficult
word mMaYy be explained, NOL indıgenous Hebrew derivatıon irom COMMON

Semuitic rOOf but as loan-word irom foreign language, cognalte OTr noO  — But Lype
15 of COUTISC noTt restricted words of unknown ispute meanıng: clearly ıt 15
scholarly task establish also the foreign descent of words the meanıng of IC 15
NnOtLt ın ou Professor Barr’s example, hykl „temple, palace“, irom Sumerıan
E.GAL  \ „great house“, Professor Greenfield’s M, the „lords“ A)B „rulers“ of the
Phılıstines, suppose be elated Tree TUPAVVOG. Not least for the
lexicographer 1S ıt ımportant U ıdentıfy the anguage from 1C they came, theır
meanıng that language and, ıf there 15 sufficıent iınformation, the date of theır
adoption into Hebrew“./
Professor Barr’s types and 1C he calls „Prehistoric reconstruction“ and
„Historical tracıng wıthın observable development“ also belong the tradıtional

both have do ıth „the search for word orı1gins“19 (to Professor
Ma  el’s refreshingly sımple definıtion of etymology), and both AdIc clearly
important scıentıific tasks 1ın themselves. But ıf dicC alkıng of methods
discover the meanıngs of words, then they dIiCc obvıously nOoL ımmediıately relevant.

Op cit.;
C Barr, Git.;
Op. cI6:;
Barr, Git.;
Op cıt.,. V A D - CO N Op öit.;

10 Malkıel, Etymology and General Linguilstics, Word 18, 1962, 198-219; reprinted in
Essays (above ofe 2) 1/5-198; the quotation 15 RL



Bertil Albrektson

They MayYy, however, help us distinguısh homonyms 1iIC coiıncıde in Hebrew but
be separated by theır e  ology.!!

Professor Barr’s type D, nalysıs of words ınto componen morphemes“?
be essentially question of grammatiıcal derıvation, and WOU hesıtate

regard ıt branch of etymology PTODCIL (and Professor arr imself
entertaın sımılar doubts). Of COUTITSC need know fIrom 1C FOOL verb 15
erived be able lıst ıt correctly the dictionary and thıs 15 NOL always straight-
forward, but such AT quıte ILar The verb hS$thwh 15 ASC ıIn point: ıt
depends the grammatıcal analysıs (from Shh OT from whether YOUu should
put ıt under diıctionary. !$
The only remaımnıng type 15 the last OMNC Professor Barr’s ser1es, type F, efined 4S

„Sımple cComparıson of institutions wıth cognate names“. 14 share Professor Barr’s
OW) doubts whether thıs 15 real AS5Cc at all; ıt 1S, 4S he SaYyS, „rather somethiıng
OUnN! in assocıiatıon ıth etymology“. !> Professor Greenfield 15 eritical of thıs
and dIBUCS that Professor arr has obscured the auer, but must conifess that
do nOot fully understand how hıs OW) example, 1C)| 15 the term nhih, ShOows thıs. 10

mınd ıt remaıns irue that the lınguistic affınıtiıes of nhih ATIe ON  qr thıng,
question that belongs etymology PrODCT, whereas the degree of sımılarıty
between phenomena for 1C the word nhih and cognalte Are used 15
eren problem 1C Cannot be ecıded lınguistic rounds.
d the other hand, uncertaın about the legıtimacy of treating

„institutions ıth cognalte names“ pecıal dAS5C The [CasOoOnN why Professor arr
has chosen sıngle Ouf thıs Lype of ıts OW. 15 clear: ıt 15 quıte COINMMON INn
bıblıcal studıes COMPDAaTIC Israelıte institutions ıth sımılar phenomena bearıng
sımılar In the nel.  ourıng cultures. But In principle thıs 1S, ın Just
another ASC of signifiant and sienIfNE, an there be methodological
1CAasSonNn why the fact that the signINE happens be socıa]l phenomenon should
demand dıfferent treatment from hen ıt 1S, SaY, astronomical object, 0)8

relıg10us CONCcep(vw, agricultural implement.
'Ihus mMay perhaps conclude that of Professor Barr  } SIX taken OVCTI Dy
Professor Greenfield, only E and partly C AI strictly relevant (UT maın
problem, NOW discover meanıngs of words iın dead language. ypes A, BY and
partly dIC not methods of detecting semantıc values: rather they AdIie WaYys of
xplainıng meanıngs already known other grounds and of elucıdatıng the
semantıc hıstory of words. Iypes and F, finally, maYy be dısregarded nOoTt

elonging etymology 1n anYy strict N1SCcC

11 dsee, Rüterswörden, Response Barr, above D7
12 Op. Cit..

For d detaıled discussıion of the conflıcting theories MS Emerton, The Etymology of
hi$tah”wäh, Instruction and Interpretation. Studies ın Hebrew anguage, Palestinı:an
Archaeology and Bıblıcal Exegesıs (OTS 20) Leiden 97 41-55 (T Iso Davıes,
ote the Etymology of hi$tah”waäh, 2 ’ 1979, 493-495; Kreuzer, Zur Bedeutung und
Etymologıe Von hi$tah”wah|/ y$thw y, 35, 1985, 30-6().
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Response Greenfield

should ıke add, however, that the dıviding-line between the first of these
three ought perhaps NnOL to be drawn tOO sharply ere AT where the
meanıng of word maYy be known other grounds, for instance wıth the aıd of
context and parallelısm, but where etymological MaaYy corroborate the
understandıng of the meanıng 1C has been eached DYy other rouftfes. In Isaıah 28
there in 15 the problematic word hozeh has long been thought that it
MUuUSTI InNCcan something ıke „agreement Or „contract“, nOTL least the basıs of the
parallelısm wıth the word bryt „covenant“.16 Thıs understandıng 15 OUN! already in
several ancıent versions: the Septuagint has C0VTNXN and the Vulgate hasIU
But the etymology of the ord has created i1cCultıiıes derıve ıt irom
the well-known verb hzh 6:, behold“ SCECINMN rather straıned. However, In artıcle

1937 Driver presented comparatıve evidence 1C| confirms the
tradıtional Ou 1C has NOUN from the ame Semuitic rTOOfT meanıng
„agreement“.!’ Thıs AaPPCAaIS be better explanatıon than the earlıer
derıve the meanıng from hzA see (and ıt 15 perhaps lıttle surprising that thıs
etymology 15 noft ven mentioned in there the emendatıon hsd 15 suggested,
ough wıth question-mark). 'Thıs 15 Case where comparative etymology has
helped support tradıtional meanıiıng rather than suggesting NCW Cn for
obscure word. RBut the mode of procedure 15 sımılar, and whether the meaning
eiende: Dy etymological argumen 15 tradıtional NC ıt needs in both
support fifrom other arguments well, above all the argument from Contiext
For ıt be characteristic of the etymological method that ıt cCannot rule
achieve certaıinty by ıtself: ıt must be used In combinatıon wıth other methods,
chiefly of COUTISC study of the context ın IC obscure ord 15 used.
Thıs uncertainty ADDCAIS characterıze NOL only etymology WaYy discover
meanıngs but Iso etymologica studıes In eneral. There 15 important dıfference
in precision and certainty between the ONn  6} hand the study of sound-changes and

the other the study of changes of meaning.18 has been possıble formulate
phonetic laws according 1C the sounds in dıfferent languages have developed.
We dICc all acquaınted wıth tables howiıng how for instance the sıbılants In different
Semuitic languages correspond ONC another and hOow they Can be SCCNMN have
developed from the sounds of hypothetica. proto-Semitic language. But ıt 15 noft
possible discover sımılar reguları in the development of meanıngs. It MaYy be
possible establish COMMNMON Lypes of semantıc change, but nothıng really
comparable the sound laws 1C WeTe ON  d} of the discoverıes of
nıneteenth-century lınguistic scholarshıp.
Ihe French lınguist Miıchel Tea as Just OVeTr undred Ci d „Est-1l
possible de formuler les OIS selon lesquelles le SCMNS des MOS transforme‘“ and

16 See Barr, Comparatıve Philology and the Text of the Old Testament, Oxford 1968,
230, (no. 123)
17 Drıver, Linguistic and Textual Problems: Isaiah J-XXXIX, 1 38, 1937,

See Tner, Wege der Etymologıe (Philologische Studien und Quellen, 101), Berlın 1981,
The sound-laws, of COUTSC, ATC generalızatıons which aATrc nOoL unıversally applıcabile:

exceptions do xıist (Y Pısanı, Dıe Etymologıe. Geschichte Fragen Methode, München
1975 (German translatıon of the second, revised Italıan edıtıon, 165
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Bertil Albrektson

hıs AaDNSWECI Wäas. „NOUS SOIMNMECS 1SpOSESs repondre u NOnN. La complexıte des faıts
est telle, qu  elle happe regle certaine“.19
Thiıs 15 of COUTISC especılally obvious In Professor Barr’s type In hıs other Lypes,

SaW, the result of the semantıc development 15 KNOWnN, and the task of the
etymological ınvestigatıon 1S reirace thıs development far back possible.
ven there 15 ack of i1CcCulties and uncertaıntıies, ıt 15 perhaps slıghtly less
precarı0us follow the track aCcC  ar than from roo(l(, Oun only
cognate anguage, and ‚UC: 1C of ManYy possible rOoufes the semantıc
development has taken The possibilıties of going astray dIiIC alarmıngly

Can be quite instructive appIiy the etymological method modern where
do know the Suppose for example that Englısh WeIC dead anguage

wıth ıte'l and that WeTe confronted wıth hapax legomenon „queen“”,
Occurrıng only the plural the Name „Queens’ College“, 1C Judge irom the
context, be institution in unıversıty cıty(Cambridge, known also
irom other in classıcal Englısh. NOW ıf there 15 other OCCUrTeNCE of thıs
word, Must ook cognate languages for solution. And ındeed there exıists In
the Scandıinavıan languages word of the SdINnlec rOOLl „queen ıt 15 the COMIMNMON
word for „woman“ wedısh „kvinna“, Danısh „kvinde“, Norwegıan „kvinne“. It
WOULU BCcH reasonable hypothesıs that the word dıd in fact have the Sa”mMmMıec

meanıng ın the closely elated Englısh language, and the desıgnatıon „Queens
College“ WOUuU then iındıicate that thıs Was college for en 1C fıts
perfectly wıth the plural form of thıs obscure hapax legomenon. Thıs conclusıon Can

be supported by hıstorıical argument: there 15 Ome evidence 1ın the ımıted
of classıcal Englısh that the fırst colleges WEeIC eserved for INCN, that ıt WOU be
quite natural for college for o  CnN, especılally ıf ıt Was the fırst ONGC, have ıts
revolutionary character ındıcated In ıts v Namce, Queens College“, meanıng
„women'’s college“.
Well, there 15 nothing ONg ıth thıs etymological EXCEDL that ıt 15
completely mistaken. TIhe Englısh ord „queen” 15 etymologically the Aamnc the
word for „woman“” in the Scandınavıan languages,“0 but the Englısh word has
ollowed semantıc development of ıts OW: 1C has resulted in the hıghly
specı  ed meanıng of female sovereıgn“ „kıng’s ıfe“ Thıs 15 hOow words tend

behave and Hebrew words AI exception. That 15 why the etymological
method of dıscoverıng the meanıng of obscure words 15 frequently unreliable.
Vıttore Pısanı, in hıs book tymology, 1ghtly concludes that „In questions of
meanıng the developments IMOVC iın such WaYy that ONC CannoTt AS atter of fact
draw an Yy lıne between the possıble and the impossible“.*!
The study of etymology 15 fascınatıng branch of learnıng and valuable actıvity INn
ıts OW) rıg BRut ıts applicabulıity In (JUT partıcular CAadC, ıfs possıble value for the
study of the semantıcs of 1D11Ca Hebrew, 1$ restricted. 15 d that mMust
sometimes take, but then should be of the INanYy SNarcs and ıtfalls that
awaıt Etymology 1S, borrow ONCC INOTEC phrase from Professor Malkıel, „the

Breal, L’histoire des mols, Parıs 188/, quoted Dy Pisanı, git:; 159
Dee, The Oxford Dictionary of Englısh Etymology, Oxford 1966, 9

Wessen, Ara ord, deras uttal och9Stockholm 1960, kvinna.
21 Op. cıt.,
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esponse Greenfield

domaın of indıvidualıty in anguage history“.22 Each Case of semantıc change MaYy
poss1bly be unique. z  at 15 why etymological and results do nOTft end
themselves easıly abstraction and formalızatıon.

Abstract.

Pro(f. Greenfield’s contribution 15 ser1es of detailed examples; in the MOTC general
problems of methods and princıples AI discussed. It established that of the SIX Lypes of
etymological studıes lısted by Barr and adopted by Greenfield only Lyp E, and partly C,
relevant the problem of discoverıng meanıngs of words ın dead language. Iypes A, B, and
partly C aAICc not methods of detecting semantiıc values: rather they AIC WaYysS of explainıng
meanıngs already NOWN and of elucıdating the semantıc hıstory of words. Iypes and may
be dısgarded not belonging etymology In an Yy strict
The etymologiıcal method cCannotL rule achijeve certainty by ıtself: ıt must be used
combination wıth other methods. In moOosft[ Lypes of etymologiıcal study the NOWN end product
of semantiıc development 15 the starting-point, and the task 15 reirace thıs development
far back possıible. Already thıs iınvolves uncertainties; ıf 15 VecCn IMOTC dıfficult MOVGC in the
opposıte dırection, wıth the previously unknown meanıng of word the goal. hat the rısk
of gomg astray 15 great 15 shown by instructive example. The conclusıon 1S that the value of
the etymological method for the study of the semantıcs of bıblıcal Hebrew 1S ımıted.

cSS of the author:
Prof. Albrektson, Vretgränd I7 5753 DD Uppsala, Sweden

22 Essays, 728

43


