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The Concept of „paradıgmatical semantics“ 15 nOot standard notion In modern
linguistics. It 15 absent irom the index of Lyons’s excellent manual Semantics, well

from the works of eeC and Kempson}. However, Lyons’s book eals explicıtly,
in volume L, wıth the notion of „Paradıgmatic relatiıonshıp“. TIhe account gıven there
explicıtly refers the notion of substitution?, and discusses the complementarıty
between selection and combination®. We touch here the fundamental dimensions of
anguage, relatıonal build-up of S1gNS: „combinatory“ dımensıon, involving
combinations between elements (and restrictions affecting these combinations),
and „connective“ dımension, involving ser1es of non-sequentıial relatıons e.g.,
substitution, assoclatıon) between elements. It Was Ferdinand de aussure who
iıdentified thıs ofold dımension, posıting distinetion between rapports
Syntagmatiques and apports assSOoCLatifS*. Saussure eBie later replace ıth

'hıs 15 thoroughly revised and condensed version of the presented at the Workshop
une 2 9 ıt incorporates the useful Comments made by the particıpants. Specıal thanks aAIc

due Prof. Jennıt, Prof. Hoftijzer and Prof. Rüterswörden for theır cComments.
See ‚yons, Semantics, London, 1978; Leech, Semantıics, Harmondsworth 1974?2;

Kempson, Semantıc Theory, London 1977
In the semantic study of Bıblıical Hebrew, the focus of attention has een lexical semantıcs;
SC BarrT, Semantıcs of Bıblıcal anguage, Oxford 1961; Kedar, Bıblısche Semantık Eıne
Eıinführung, Stuttgart 1981:; Sılva, Bıblical Words and theır Meanıing, Grand Rapıds 1983

„The paradıgmatic relatıons contracted by unıts ATr those which hold between partıcular
unıt in gıven syntagm and other unıts which AT substitutable for it In the syntagm
example, „old“ 1S paradıgmatically related ıth nyoungu1 AaM®. eiCc. in EXPFrESSIONS ıke „the old
man“, „the man“, „the tall man“”, eLC.,; „man 15 paradıgmatically related nıth „woman"“”,
„dog“, eic. in EXPTESSIONS ıke the old man“, „the old woman“”, „the old do  g ’ eiCc. Sımilarly, the
etters L, and aArc intersubstitutable for ON another In the word-forms D, pel and pat
(Lyons, Semantıcs, vol 241)

„The sef of paradıgmatıcally related, intersubstitutable unıts hat Can In ON

posıtıon 1sS typically dıfferent from the se[ of unıts that Can in another posıtıon. We
identify unıts Dy virtue of theır potentıialıty of VCCUTTIENCEEC ın certaın yntagms; and the selection
of ON element rather han another produces dıfferent resultant syntagm TIo describe
language-system 15 specıfy both the membershiıp of the paradıgmatıc seIis and the
possıbılıties of combinatıon of ONC se[ wıth another In well-formed Looked at Ifrom
thıs point of VIEW, languages Can be SCCH, al ach level of analysıs, havıng [WO dımens1i0ns,
aXCS, of structure; and nıt has ıts place al ONC MOTC points ın the two-dımensıional
structure“ (Lyons, Semantics, vol. E 241)

„Linearity precludes the possıbiıliıty of uttering words sımultaneously. They must be
arranged consecutively iın spoken Combinations based sequentialıty may be
called ntagmas The syntagma iınvarıabily COMPTrISESs IMOTC consecutive unıts: for
example, re-Uire („re-read“), CONnTire {OUS („agaınst all”), la VvIie humaıne („the ıfe of man“), Dieu
est bon („God 15 good“), s’il fait eAau leEMDS, OUT Sortiırons („if it’s fine, we’ll Ou Outside
the context of discourse, words havıng somethıng ıIn COMIMMON arc assocıated together ın the
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the paır „syntagmatic/paradigmatic“, the latter referring non-linear,
categor1al, organization of elements 1C Can be substituted for each other OTr

signifıcantly contrasted given context

In line wıth the MOst COMMON acceptation of the term „paradıgm“, WOU define
„Paradigmatical semantics“ 4A5 the study of the semantıc COnfient of
(a) all Lypes of sSiIrucfiures 1C| AdICc reCurrent throughout class of ıtems
(b) the relatiıonshıps 1C| connecft particular ıtem wıth sef[ of envıronments,
1C Cal be discovered between dıfferent sefts of forms NnOL contrasting in the SAaMc

enviıronment.
ıthın thıs VIeEW, there 15 fundamental divıding-line between semantıcs and
STaIMMAL, grammatical categories/structures Iso ave semantıcs, 1C. Ca  —_ be
fıtted into paradıgmatic frame. Such posıtıon allows adopt,
methodological tool, distriıbutional approac in consıstent WaYy dIiC interested

the CO-OCCUTITENCC, and restrict1ons partıa total) CO-OCCUITENCC, between
elements of lınguistic system. Also, the notion of paradıgm wıll be applıed any
kınd of lınguistic structure yllabıc formants, discontinuous morphemic»
combıned erns, and constituted exıcal ıtems. In thıs VIeEW, therefore,
paradıgmatical semantıcs 15 nOoL annexed SEaAMMAAT, but 1S integrated part of
the grammatıcal description of language;9 ıt Can (or should) be studied
ıth the SAadIllc dıstrıbutional method AS lınguists have been usıng for phonology and
morphology.

Wıthın paradıgmatıca semantıcs wiıll do well dıstingu1s between
(a) semantıc analysıs of terms,>and UNLES
(b) so-called „semantıc“ analysıs of the content of erm.
It has been spea of „semantic analyses“ ıth reference studies, C.p.
Dy Pottier, Greimas, of semantıc fıelds In erms of „classematıc“ features®. well-
known example 18 the analysıs of the French for VarloOus f chalse,
fauteuil, canape, sofa, eiCc. 'TIhe features extracted TOomM the analysıs of terms aIc,
however, noft gıven wıthın the linguistic SysStem: they dIiIC features 1C Can be
ascrıbed the referents (or prototypical referents) of the erms 'IThe only valı
lınguistic conclusıon that Can be drawn from such analysıs does NnOL CONCEIN the
semantıc stiructiure of the language (or, better, of exıcal subsystem): ıt

In thıs WaYy they form YTOUDS, the members of which mMmay be related ın Varıo0us WaYy5S.
For instance, the word enseignement („teaching“) ll automatıcally evoke host of other
words: enseigner („t0 teach“), renseigner („to ınform“, etc); armement („armıng“), chargement
(„loadiıng“) SC educatıon („educatıon“), apprentissage („apprenticeshıip“). AIl ese words
ave something 8 other lınkıng themParadigmatical Semantics  the pair „syntagmatic/paradigmatic“, the latter referring to a non-linear, or  categorial, organization of elements which can be substituted for each other or  significantly contrasted in a given context.  In line with the most common acceptation of the term „paradigm“, I would define  „Paradigmatical semantics“ as the study of the semantic content of  (a) all types of structures which are recurrent throughout a class of items  (b) the relationships which connect a particular item with a set of environments, or  which can be discovered between different sets of forms not contrasting in the same  environment.  Within this view, there is no fundamental dividing-line between semantics and  grammar: grammatical categories/structures also have a semantics, which can be  fitted into a paradigmatic frame. Such a position allows us to adopt, as a  methodological tool, a distributional approach in a consistent way: we are interested  in the co-occurrence, and restrictions (partial or total) on co-occurrence, between  elements of a linguistic system. Also, the notion of paradigm will be applied to any  kind of linguistic structure: syllabic formants, discontinuous morphemic patterns,  combined patterns, and constituted lexical items. In this view, therefore,  paradigmatical semantics is not annexed to grammar, but is an integrated part of  the grammatical description of a language; moreover, it can (or should) be studied  with the same distributional method as linguists have been using for phonology and  morphology.  1. Within paradigmatical semantics we will do well to distinguish between  (a) a semantic analysis of terms, patterns, and units  (b) a so-called „semantic“ analysis of the content of terms.  It has been customary to speak of „semantic analyses“ with reference to studies, e.g.  by Pottier, Greimas, of semantic fields in terms of „classematic“ features®. A well-  known example is the analysis of the French terms for various types of seats: chaise,  fauteuil, canape, sofa, etc. The features extracted from the analysis of terms are,  however, not given within the linguistic system: they are features which can be  ascribed to the referents (or prototypical referents) of the terms. The only valid  linguistic conclusion that can be drawn from such an analysis does not concern the  semantic structure of the language (or, better, of a lexical subsystem): it concerns  memory. In this way they form groups, the members of which may be related in various ways.  For instance, the word enseignement („teaching“) will automatically evoke a host of other  words: enseigner („to teach“), renseigner („to inform“, etc); or armement („arming“), chargement  („loading“) etc.; or Education („education“), apprentissage („apprenticeship“). All these words  have something or other linking them ... Syntagmatic relations hold in praesentia. They hold  between two or more terms copresent in a sequence. Associative relations, on the contrary,  hold in absentia. They hold between terms constituting a mnemonic group“ (F. de Saussure,  Course in General Linguistics, tr. R. Harris, London 1983, p. 121-122).  5 See L. Hjelmslev, Omkring sprogteoriens grundlaeggelse, K@benhavn 1943.  6 Called semes, or classe&mes, or virtuemes. See B. Pottier, Vers une s&mantique moderne,  Travaux de Linguistique et de Litt&rature 2, 1964, 107-137; A.J. Greimas, S&mantique  structurale, Paris 1966.  45Syntagmatıc relatıons hold INn praesentia. They hold
between [WO INOIC erms copresent ıIn Assocıatıve relatıons, the contrary,
hold In absentia. They hold between erms constituting A mnemoOonNIC gr0up de S5aussure,
Course ın General Linguistics, ir Harrıs, London 1983, 121-122).

See Hjelmslev, Omkring sprogteoriens grundlaeggelse, Kobenhavn 1943
Called SeEmeS, classemes, ırtuemes See Pottier, Vers uUnc sE€mantıque moderne,

Iravaux de Linguistique de Litterature E 1964, 107-137; Greimas, SEmantıque
structurale, Parıs 19  N
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the lexematiıc fllıng-up (or articulation) of domaın of experience, ıt Can be
logically dissected.

The VIEW wiıll adop here 1$ that lingutstically relevant SEMAaNUCS 15 only possıble
ON  M takes into aCCOuntT lınguistic form, reCurrent SiIrucfiure 1C OCcupIes, ın
signıficant Wdy, particular position wıthın the lınguistic system. Thıs also mplıes

that the notion of paradıgzm wiıll be taken here be grounded; admıt that
there IMNaYy be interesting top1cs of study startıng from ontologically
conceptually efined notion of paradigm €.g., for the study of kınshıp of
colour terms, OT for the study of (near-)synonyms and opposites), but faıl SCC
theır lınguistic relevance when they dIiIC noft ase‘ the inspection of linguistic
form
As e CONSCYHUCNCE will NOL deal here ıth the keynotions of what 15 commonly
Ca „structural semantıcs“, VIZ. SVYHONYFNLY, ’7 hyponym,y, hyperonym)y.
ynonymy and aTre undoubtedly relatıons IC Can be construed
between elements belonging the SadIne aradıgm; In fact, aralle]l formatıons Can
be shown be almos » and such they dIiIC of COUTSC VE
important for the linguist The importance lıes iın the fact that find here wofold
evidence for the arbıtrariıness of lınguistic SIENS:
(a) More closely elated formations (maqtal/madgtil) IMay dıffer In meanıng:
interesting Case in point 15 Mar 7en VS Mar ”ah of the FrOOL ”h
The fırst word INnar ”eh always in the sıngular) asıcally refers the exterı0r visual
aSspeclT:

Sm 17,42 ım y peh  — Mar 7eh „wıth handsome appearance“
Sm 16,7 7al tabbet el marehuü „do NOL o0k upOonN hıs appearance”
Sm I4 w ha 1$Sah Obat Mar ”eh m Od  C „and the Was vCc g0o0d of orm“/

The second ord INAaAr N  h? also occurring In the plural, refers rather the actıon of
seeing; ıt Ex 38,8 ıth the meanıng AINNTOL .
Gn 46,2 WayyO mer ”1 5him [“ yiSra D  el b“mar ”5t halla ylah wayyOo mer Ca —  göb
ya ca —;  qgoöb „and God saıd Israel In VISION Dy nıg ‚Jacob, Jacob’“

Sm 3.15 u$“mü 7al -  yare mehaggıd et hammar ”ah 7el cé.l_ „and Samuel Wäas
afraıd tell the VISION Eli“
Ex 38,5 “aAs D hakkiyyor n”hoßet r  et kanno n hoßet b“mar a  Qı  . hassöb“ Z  Dı
> or sab“ peta ”Oöhel „J'he basın and ıts stand he made of bronze Out of
the Irrors of the en who Cr«e duty at the the ent of the
Presence“.
(b) ess closely elated formatıons INay be cecn coincıdıng In meanıng: C.pB.
mrbyt/trbyt „INCrEaSE, interest“.
Data such these raıse the unavoıdable question: how do know whether
ferms a4re SYyNONYyMOUS? For instance, AL ySW °N and SW A In 1Dl1ca
Hebrew? And ıf nOt, hat 15 the dıfference between the notıon of „salvatıon“ (iıf that

See Iso (n 29! L4 24,16; 26)! 29 L7 39,6; 41,2-4; 13,6; Is 52,14; and ote the
expression I0 INar ”eh „insıgnıfıcant“, Is 532

See Iso Nu IZB and the synlagm „VISION of God“ E7 EL 8)y 407

46
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the pProper translatıon!) expressed Dy ySw ° A and that expressed Dy t$wW h?9 In
fact close SCrutl1NYy of so-called often reveals semantıc dıfference

„The aala and DYRDMN, deriving from mMean ‚ıllness(es),
disease(s)”, but the mgqtl! form has reference ıllness resulting irom the
effects of wounds (2 Ch 2423); whereas the tgtl! form refers ıllness  B“
resulting from the ravVagcs of hunger (Jer 18 Ch 19) «10

Thıs ea another problem where AI draw the lıne between basıc
MCANINS and contextual meanıng? f decısıon taken, ıf VC dıfficult
4SSCS5S5 the notıion of SOIl grounds and INOTC generally, all
lexicographical work cCompromıised
It even less clear what should COUN ’ hyponymy hyperonymy
purely formal grounds Cal easıly CONSIruCk logıcal relatıonshıps of dıfferent
types (e symmetrıcal relatıon of dentıity 1C transıtıve ODCN domaın

SYNONYM Y] symmetrical relatıon of opposıtıon wıthın closed domaın
MY] 11O symmetriıcal transıtıve relatıon of iınclusıon ODCN
domaın HYPERONOM and 1fs HYPONYMTVY|]) but hat WdYy
15 thıs linguistically relevant analysıs of Hebrew?
The last [a1lses the fundamental problems be ea ıth by an y approac

the paradıgmatıc semantıcs of an y natural anguage
(I) How INCANUNS constituted?
(1II) What kınd of aCCOUNT do want DIVC of meanıng?

The problem of meanıng-COnstilutlion intrıcate ONC that everal Opt10NSs
dIC ODCN the ınvestigator One of them o0k for the meaningful wıthın
the lexıcon and the approac 1C| WOU favour here AXONOMULC ONe ase‘

bserved e and NnOL T1OTN1 ogıcal decomposıtıon Let BIVC
example the Bıblical Hebrew word l Gesenıj1us-Buhl translate ıf dıe kleinen
nder“ Koehler-Baumgartner’s Lexicon ıt translated those of nomadıc
trıbe who dIec NOL able march“ In HAL} translatıons dicC Juxtaposed kleine
Kınder and dıe nıcht od NIg Marschfähigen wandernden Stammes The
term ınteresting, SIVCN that ıfs signifie correspond e  10N
1e IS unparalleled the ndo European languages But ıf o0ok ınfo the

nofe ONg other thıngs the ollowıng
(1) vVC often there NOL the slıghtest connectıon wıth nomadıc sellıng B.,

hhrm kl yr mit  S3 nSym wh_tpll
(2) [Nany the ord OUnNn chaın 1C words
such Cn ) and alıens Nu 31 („the of Mıdıan and theır
ınfants“) 31 („ENhe people IN  —; and and the lıttle ONCS and YOUTr

hıs question nofl answered by awyer Semantıcs Bıblıcal Research New methods of
defining Hebrew words for salvatıon Stocksfield 197/2
10 See Waltke ()’Connor An Introduction Bıblıcal Hebrew Syntax, Wınona ake
1990 Y1 (wıth reference Gewvirtz, Formatıve Y Bıbliıcal Hebrew, Eretz-Israel 1982

66); SCcC Iso theır remarks on [{ wh amd m wh
11 C{ Dit wnlikd k! rYy hhw wnhrm k! yr mim whnS$ym wht p and sth
wnslIwh byd hrsym k! md ynwt hmlk Ih$myd ırg w/“ k{ hyhwd ym
Zqan [ wnSym
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zwho 15 wıthın yOUr gates“), Jos 8,35 („women, lıttle ONesSs and alıens“), Jer
40, 7 („men, o  CnN, and children“), Jer 41,16 („men o  CnN, hıldren and
eunuchs“), Jer 43,6 („men, Ö  CNM, and chiıldren“).
(3) 15 often oOun 'g 1n parallelısm, wıth bnym where ıt refer

yoUuNger hıldren who are noft capable of providıng for theır IW nourıshment
Jer 40,7); Cc.p

Nu 16,27 dtn yrm yS nsbym DtnA yhım wnsS yhım wbnyhm wIDm
1,39 wtpkm 7r "mrtm Ihz yhyh wbnykm 7r yd hywm twb C122

Thıs explains why the uscC of b (contrasted wıth nykm 1n 1;39)
involve the responsibilıty assumed by the amıly OTr member of the amıly; in Gn
50,21 Joseph promıises hIs brothers that he wiıll nourısh them and theır lıttle Oones

"nky "tkm T tpkm
Such interpretation, involving the notion of responsıbilıty for of relatıves
unable provıde for theır OW nourıshment, recelves Support from the ollowıng
facts

(A) 15 used In conjunction ıth notions such „lıvestock, OC
Ex 10,24 d nkm wbqgrkm YSS tpkm yIK mkm
„only leave yOUr OC and yYOUIL er'! behind; yOUr [ May 40 ıth C  you
Nu 32,16 gdrt nbnh Imgnnw ph C  rym [t pnıw

wiıll buıld sheep-folds here for OUT lıvestock, and cıtlıes for OUT tD
18,21 WY W yS ymw htp "t hmgnh hkbwdh !pnyhm

„and they eparted, and put the E and the lıve-stock, and the valuables before
them
Nu 32,206 L DNW NSYNW annn w£k'T bhmtnw yhıyw SM FV hgl P
„OUur l OUL WIves, OUT Ocks, and all ()UT cattle shall be there In the cıtıes of Gıiılead“

(B) Jos ’  - b 15 NCIuUudE': ONg the „gifts of God“
nn Ikm “ rs hz f nSykm tpkm
(C) the eXpression [Dy Atp indıcates the number of amıly members for whom
responsıbalıty 15 assumed:
Gn 47, w ykIkI yYWSD "byw W “hyw B byt byw Ihm [Dy htp
„Joseph provıde ıth Trea the entire amıly of hıs father, accordıng the
number of the tpD
In conclusıon, it Cn better nOTt adop eneral translatıon for „those
incapable of marching ıth the cCaravan-“”, meanıng o 9 better, gl0oss whıich recelves
upport only irom Gn 46,5
WYyS bny ySr e "t qb z  byhm a [ DmM “# nSyhm C  glwt SIA °h "tw
and maybe also from 18,21 quoted above) and ExX 1237
WYS bny ySr z IMSS sSkthA k $ wt .>lp rgly hgbrym Ihd MLD
The aCCOuntT gıven here of the meaning-constitution of E mMaYy have shown that
paradıgmatıcal semantıcs 15 (or should be) the result of dıstrıbutional analysıs
dıistrıbution which Can iınvolve the Juxtaposition combination of elements which
belong, In ONC OT the other respecl, the SdaJIne paradıgm (1ın the present CaS-o, the

12 (: Gn 43,8; Gn 4/,12; Gn 4/,24; 21,10.
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paradıgm of referring socıal STOUDS wıth partıcular status). Now, thıs 15
ON WdYy of approaching, in posterlor1 MOVC, the problem of meanıng-
constıitution. The second WaYy 15 interpret meaning-units wıthın theır
anthropological OT ethnographica setting, option 1Cc necessarıly ınvolves
comparatıve approach. Here agaın, the approac be taken should be
posteri10r1 ONC, and should do well UL categories objectively
possıble. Methodologically, Can reily here studıes ınvolving componentıial
analysıs (in of ethnographic implementation), such those of ounsbury
and Goodenough?2. It also 6e that such approac wıll shed interesting
lıght etymological research. As example, WOU lıke take the NOUN ehem
In Hebrew, the semantıcs of1C should be replace: In ıts cultural setting, through

comparatıve analysıs wıthın Semiticl+
In Akkadıan the rOo0Of lemu (Ze D  amu; lahamu lehemu) x take, absorb“; it
IS used wıth the objects „bread“ (akalu), flesh (and meaft SIrü, UmMU), watfter (mu pl
me), salt (tabtu) The verb has erıved substantıve attested ıth the meanıng
„100
In the North-West Semuitic languages the FOOL Ihm 15 Iso attested. In Ugarıtic
have verb Ihm 1C| &N eat‘ (in the Qal) and „ ee the Safel; there 15
also substantıve Ihm attested ıth the meanıng „100 mostly „bread“ In Hebrew

have verb laäham 1C ö eat”, A taste an U ee (all In the Qal),
ne‘: OMOphONOUS rOoOoft {hm 1C. R gel in touch wıth, fıght“
Hebrew also has NOUN I”’hü  m meanıng „flesh, body“, and NOUN lehem meanıng
rea|  9 00 but CV! „mea In Puniıc and In Aramaıc the Frooft 15 attested under
the form of NOUN meanıng „To0d, victuals“ (1ın Syri1ac also wıth the meanıng „d cake

oaf of bread“).
The sıtuatıon INn OUu Semuitic forces adop fexıble semantıcs, 1C 1S noft
referent-focused. In Classıcal th1opı1c lahem ”  r cCow“ In Tigre the roof

in substantıves: a  ML (2CO and aham (a huge tree ıth atable
irults). In Amhbharıc Iam „COW"”. In the South Arabıan language of Sogotrı
lehem caln „fısh, bıg fısh, shark“ In Arabıc the FrOOf Ihm In verbal and
nomiınal formatıions. Ihe verb lahama U feed somebody wıth meat, sell
meat“, and lahıma R 7 feed oneself wıth meat, be CAarnıvorous, be eshy,

use meat baıt“ nomiınal derıyatıon lahham „butcher“.) Ihe
substantıve lahmu „flesh, meaLT, pulp of frult“, C6VO „bread“

13 See, Goodenough, Componentıal Analysıs and the Study of Meanıng, Language
3 ‘9 1956, 195-216; Goodenough, Componential Analysıs, Scıence 156, 196/7, 1203-1209;

Goodenough, Componentıal Analysıs, International Encyclopedıia of the Socıal Sciences
vol 3, New ork 1968,- Lounsbury, Semantıc Analysıs of the Pawnee Kınshıp
Usage, Language 3 ‘9 1956, 158-194; The Structural Analysıs of Kınship Semantıcs, InN:
unt (ed.), Proceedings of the Nınth International Congress of Linguists, The ague 1964,
1073-1093; Formal Account of the (row- and Omaha-Type Kıinshıp Terminologies, 1n
Goodenough (ed.), Cultural Anthropology: Essays In Honor of George efier Murdock, New
ork 1964, 351-393

See Swiggers, The Meanıng of the oot LH „Food“ the Semutic Languages, Ugarıt-
Forschungen 1 1981, 30 7/7-308.
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TIhe perspective adop then 15 place the meanıng of the words belonging the
rOoOof Ihm wıthın theır anthropological and ethnographica cConfiext ıt then becomes
clear that the basıc meanıng 1S that of the „COMMON (daıly) 00 used DYy each
socıal SI OUD, eıther nomads, fishermen, farmers.

The examples gıven, VIZ. F and Ihm, COU easıly be multiplied, and ONC COU
hınk here of Specific LyDeS of investigation such
(1) the interlocking of and tiıme In words such 4S

gedem („front, ancıent tıme, bygone days“), qadmah („beginnıng, former state“) and
gedem („east“); MO "“Ed („place of meetıing, appominted term, season“)
(2) the vocabulary of ora hat 15 the meaning of erms such “eläah, }  allön,  n
CXl  To$S
(3) the elig10us vocabulary: how AICcC define the meanıng of erms such
those connected ıth the rTOOLIS ht "wh, Sgg, DS 7
(4) the vocabulary of emotıons: hat 15 the Conftfent of erms such .>l‚ "nh, S

hADS, SM  h‚ g yl?
In all these WOU end uD ıth basıc problems:
(1) What 15 the meaning of particular term sef of hOW do „restitute“
thıs meanıng, hOow far Can be UIC have grasped (something of) the semantıcs
of the Hebrew language, and In hat WadYy Can refine OUT technıques In order
set UD paradıgmatical semantics, NOL of OUT translatıon of 1D11CcCa Hebrew, but of
the Hebrew language ıtself?
(2) What Can Sa y about relatıons of NYyYMY, 9 hyponymy and
hyperonymy: of what, C.B., 15 f antonym? What types of paradıgmatical
relatıonshıp do exıist between At "wh, Seg, DS . How Can „dıscover“ such
relationships? And, finally the problem 1C constantly ur behıind hOow
do kKNOW that such relatıonshıps WeiIC indeed part of the lınguistic cCompetence of
speakers (or users) of 1DIl1ca Hebrew?

have raısed the problem of meaning-constitution, takıng ıt fırst from the point
of VIEW of anguage SIiructiure ıtself (the collocatıons of l the comparatıve
ethnographic embeddiıng of Ihm) But there 15 of COUISC another sıde ıt, that of
the ACCOUNF gıven by the inguist Here SCC [WO maın approaches in the
(paradıgmatical) semantıcs of Hebrew.

(A) The fırst ON 15 the approac WOU ıke „Centripetal SYNEAEeSLS g0o0d
example of ıt Can be oun In Jenniı'’'s Das hebräische S0l  c Syntaktisch-
semastologische Untersuchung einer Verbalform ım en Testament (1968) study
1C| Ca  —_ be recommended for both ıts methodology and ıfs SOI documentation>.
Jenniı'’s conclusıon 1$ that the ıcel  C has „factıtıve“ „resultatıve“ meanıng, and thıs
allows hım reduce ıts basıc semantıcs the core-meanıng „effecting causıng
state' asıcally, thıs marks ımportant advance ıth respect the tradıtional

15 See Iso Jennı, Faktıitiv und Kausatıv VO:  j RN ‘zugrunde gehen)’, 1n Hebräische
Wortforschung. Festschrift ZU Geburtstag VOonNn Walter Baumgartner, Leiden 196/, 143-
I5 Jennı, Zur Funktion der reflexiv-passıven Stammformen 1Im Biblisch-Hebräischen,
Proceedings of the Fıfth World Congress of Jewısh Studie;‚ vol I Jerusalem 197/3, 61-/0
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descriptions of the Pirel havıng varıety of meanıngs: intensive, causatıve,
declaratıve, estimatıve. One COUuU SVCNMN PTIODOSC blanket-term for the 1 € by
sayıng that ıt 15 the verb stem-form IC has the meanıng of „state-effecting“
bringing into state). Such aCcCount the of

factıtıve meaning: bringing SOMINCONGC ınto the of actior
declarative/estimative meanıng: bringing SOMINCONC (verbally) ınto
ıntensıve meanıng: bringing something into the resulting from actıon (or

pluralıty of act1ons).
Still, number of problems!® remaın, and because of D: restrictions MUStT
Confent myself wıth summiıng them u
(1) It6 that the aCCOuntT hınges the presupposition that stem-forms
AdIiIe clearly delımited irom each other But everal verbs have mıxed conjugatıons,
and, C.p., SUOTNC Pu-“al forms correspond Qal forms e.ß.; for the verbs bSI, gdl)
and not Pi“el forms; thıs raıses then the ollowing question: 10 hat exfent 15
there functional opposition and/or functional overlap between Qal and Pırel
between Pirel and ıfüıl

We note, C.B., that dbr 84 say“ In the Qal only wıth iınfınıtıve and partıicıple
forms, and in the Pivel 1in all personal forms, well In the infinıtıve and
partıcıple; iın the 1g! of the fact that OImMNC „stems” © Nıf al an Pural) dIiIC VC)
frequent wıth partıicıples and infinıtıves, should erhaps revise the commonly
OUun: paradıgmatizatıon of Conjugations and stem-forms:

We note that SOMEC verbs only OCCUT in the Pivel (e.g. hd$, ND, rmh) „deceıve,
betray“): 15 there anYy „semantıc“ [CasSsonNn why thıs should be so‘°?

We notfe that there AdIicC of overlap between ıfüıl and 1€ forms: C.B., for
qd$

1€ A eclare sacred“ (cfr Gn 2, and Ex 20,1
ıfl x eclare sacred“ (cfr Jos 207 and 9,3)
1€ „tO holy“ (cfr. Ex 20,8 and 5,12)
ıftıl E holy“ (cfr Ex 28,38 and Lv 222

(2) Ihe unıfyıng semantıc aCCoOount of the Pırel [ UNS into the problem of the well-
attested semantıc dıfferentiation wıthın the stem-form ıtself: ven ıf ONC succeeds In
bringing together, In inkıng, the notıions of factitivity and resultatıivıty (as
16 In recent the complexıty of the Hebrew verbal system has een examıned in detaıl;
SCC, Bean, Phenomenological Study of the Hithpa’el Verbal Stem iın the Hebrew
Old Testament (diss. Louisvılle, Faculty of the Southern Baptıist Theological Seminary), 1976;

LEonard, Enquete SUT ’Emergence du hıfıl hebreu bıblique (dıss. Montpellier),
Sıebesma, De unctie vVvan de Nıf al ın het Bıjbels Hebreeuws in aar relatıe tOft de andere

passıef-reflexieve stamformatıes, mel ame de Pu-“al de Hof al (dıss Leiden), 19  S See
Iso the methodological reflections offered by Goshen-Gottsteın, The System of the
Verbal Stems ın the Classıcal Semuitic Languages, Proceedings of the International Conference

Semitic Studıies eld In Jerusalem, 19-273 July 1965, Jerusalem 1969, /70-91; Hoftizer, Een
kwestie van vraagstellıng, Leıiden 1991; Hoftiuzer, Preliminary Remark the Study of the
Verbal System In Classıcal Hebrew, 1n:! Kaye (ed.) Semuitic Studıies ın Honor of Wolf
Leslau, the OCcasıon of his eighty-fifth bırthday November 14th, 1991, vol I) Wıesbaden
1991, For OVErVIEW of the problems, sec6 McFall, The Enıgma of the Hebrew
Verbal System: Solutions from Ewald the Present Day, Sheffield 1982
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opposed actualıs meanıng, noted by Jenn1i), faıl S56 hOw the aCCOuntf
Can capture

the frequentatıve uscs5 of the Pivel rb (Prel S aCct A ambusher“), ktb (Prel
x the profession of scrıbe“), n D (Prel A commıt adultery wıth several
men  “

the privatıve use of the Prel, sometimes formally coincıding ıth resultatıve
meanıng: C.B., the Pifel of d$n U clear of lat- Ibb A take AaWaYy the heart“, SM A
SNaW the bones“ and ht (a) „ purı from SIN and (b) „ recogniıze somethıing
missed/to present sin-offering“.
(3) It 15 NnOL clear why (or whetiher denominatıve verbs SuC the
abovementioned d$n, Ibb, Sm) should be treated ıth the other Lypes of Pirel
Personally, WOU deal separately ıth all denomıiınatıve verbs (occurrıing In Qal,
Nıf al, Pu“al and Hiıfctıl stems).
Jenniı'’s study provıdes good example of paradıgmatica semantiıcs ase!
SIrUCIUres (or patterns); the ASC Of l and Ihm had examples of semantıcs
ase! Llerms. We Can also CONSITUEe semantiıcs f UNILIS, and take these eıther
cretely SUC: dS, C.B., the inıtıal ayın In SOMEC anımal tlp, “kbr, "kby$,
“k$wb, qrb; hat WOU be ‚the semantıcs“ of thıs inıtıal ayin? ) compactly,
when WOU C study the semantıcs of unıts of negatıon in Bıblical Hebrew
In the latter CaS-, ()JUT „centripetal synthesıs“ WOU be somewhat trıyıal irom the
semantıc poıint of VIEW, but interesting TOMmM the syntactic poınt of VIEW
(1) We have dıstingu1s Lypes of negation accordıng theır scope?':

clause (or sentential predicate): E yN, <}
syntagm l.>

a word: E i
(Z) In addıtıon, Lypes of negatıon aAfec be dıstinguıished accordıng the
morphosyntactic natiure of the OD yn 15 used ıth statıve forms, beilt y ıth
infinıtive COoNnstructs, wıth infinıtıves, w wıth Jussıve forms
(3) There AIC of non-functional opposition: C.B., IJ hkm and r MW.  —
Tom thıs, ıt should be clear that paradigmatical SEeEMAaNtICS of „negation” In 1DI1Cca
Hebrew wiıll result superposed paradıgms (e.g. for lJ and iımbricated
(sub)paradıgms [ for .>l)‚ AS well AS In partly overlappıng and partliy mutually
exclusıve paradıgms.
(B) Thıs ea usSs into the second Lype of approach, 1C WOU ıke
„Centrifugal analysıs  ba Here also ON Can deal ıth specıfic unıts (e.=x the preposiıtion

the preposition the latter raisıng the roblem of the Statius of me /mi)
wıth sfrucftures e centrifugal aACCOUNL of the ıel stem-forms Niıf al stem-

Iorms), ıth specıfic wıll Iımıt mysel{f example involving the term
D (not taken PTODECI name). Thıs term CCUIS in varıety of USCS, 1C

17 See Waltke O’Connor, Introduction Bıblıcal Hebrew 5yntax, O 660-662;
Swiggers, Nomunal Sentence Negatıon in Bıblıcal Hebrew: The rammatıcal Status of TI9RN,

1InN: Jongeling Murre-Van den Berg Van Rompay (eds.), Studıies ın Hebrew and
Aramaiıc S5yntax presented Professor Holftyzer the OCcasıon of hıs sixty-fifth biırthday,
Leiden 1991, 1/3-1/79
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1n ıt WOU be unjustifie‘ translate (in centripetal approach)
„possessor /holder of
It that gıven the collocatıons 1C S UOCCUIS, should distinguısh
at least the following meanıngs:
(a) „owner“ (of proper' cf. Ex 2128 KES: Is L3 Pr EI9: Hı 31,29
(b) „cıtızen, ınhabıtant“: cf. Jos 24.11:; 9,2; Sm 23:113
(C) „husban cf. Gn 20,3; DtZ
(d) „confederate“: cf. Gn 14,13 (D - TYy Ne 6,18 (D d $Sbw ch)
(e) „d INan of (meanıng „d representatıve ıinstance of“ „d Man whose
profession ıt 15 [tO deal ıth —1°) thıs 15 the uUuse fınd In

>4 hhlimwt (Gn „d dreamer“ [a dreamer-man]
cly hprsSym (2 Sm 1,6) „horsemen“

mS$pt y (Is 50,8) Jurıdical adversary“ [the INan f MY udgmen
Note in thıs respect the typıcal 54 in the Proverbs, where moral AdIicC

discussed:
Pr 22724 E „d INa  —_ gıven anger“
Pr Zl “ ] np$ „d CrSsSon gıven ee
Pr 24,8 %z MZINW. „d CIrSonN gıven intrıgues“,
The latter uUse of R invıtes „paradıgmatic“ comparıson ıth y$S and Dn); Can

hınk here of collocatiıons such y$ rym, yS hbly Cl‚ bn MWTL, bn Ayl WOU
be interesting fınd Out whether for the ollowıng collocatıons ıt WOU be possıble

substıitute for Cl’ y$S hn ONC [WO of the other
hn MWwWTI yS khn n hhlmwt
bn hyl yS rym z hprsSym
bn "dm yS h$m “ bryt

We Can, ın xclude wıth almost hesıtatiıon SEQUENCES such ] "dm
h ‘1 kKhn, D7 h$m, bn hprSym, but hat about yS mwtTt (attested), h“1 hyl, h ‘1
dbrym, yS hlimwt, etc.? ull-grown paradıgmatıcal semantıcs of Bıblıca  ebrew
15 only possiıble ıf COUu KNOW IC substitutions dIiIC possible and 1C dIC

impossible, and whether particular substitution does does nOTL change the
meanıng of the collocatıon.
In anı y event, ON  0 cannot deny that in OmMCcC there 15 overlap between
three collocatıons CL, bn/ E yr yhw), whereas In other instances mutual
substitution 15 possible; thıs 15 ON In favour of the viability of
centriıfuga analysıs. The other 15 the observable fact f the multiplıcı of
collocatiıons for each specıfic term, 1C AIC diverse ın nafure

By WaYy of conclusion, ıt may be worthwhıiıle reflect uUuDON the scepticısm
expressed here about the attempt CONSITuUuCTI paradıgmatıcal semantıcs of
1DI1CcCa Hebrew. that there dIC important tacts that Justify
cCautious attıtude:
1) All linguistic models dIiIC idealizations, whiıch V Can CODC wıth the full
complexıty of the of data;„ linguistic models tend be selective,
and SOME models dIC Just NO models in the full CM of the WOrTd: seli of
technıques and procedures 15 NnOT yel model, and OINC Lypes of conceptual
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„models dIiIC not operatıonal and therefore do NOTt deserve the „mode!l*“ We
maYy feel TMOIC less TOUDIE: Dy thıs but the ına crıtferıon should be wiıll these
(so-called) models stand the test of3 OT not?
(Z) In dealıng wıth languages and especılally wıth languages 1C longer
have dıirect should have the ıllusıon that eVEe  ıng Can be
explaine: We Ve fully dominate the lexıcon of anYy anguage let alone the exıcal
and grammatıcal structures of 1fs synchronic varıelles; hıstorıcal stages, Can
achıeve much, provıde have at OUT dısposa rich collection of materıals, well
contextualızed and homogeneously artıculated. In the dSec of 1D1l1CcCa Hebrew
have documentation whiıch ı dispersed ı tiıme and DACE well content
and style SOMMNC of these paramelers dIiIe VE dıfficult control hrough the texTt
vocalızed by the Massoretes 1C| nobody WOUuU dısagree FeMAaıNs OQUT 1ng-

be taken ser10usly (but not uncrıtically) possible Linguıistic ork
Bıblical Hebrew Can take (and probably should ManYy forms but should
CVi forget that ON another respecCtl aTre SI ODINS the darkl8s
Radıcalızıng the Ssceptıcısm vented here Il ce that should acknowledge that
(1) have clear ıdea of hat the semantıcs of paradıgm ıf CVCNMN unclear
whether there paradıgm of exıca]l unıts (apart Irom SOMNC shared morphological
properties
(2) hardly know what the NnOotLION of paradıgm semantıcs stands for We st  —
face unsolved fundamental questi0ons such the ollowıng How AT uch
paradıgms constituted how far such organızalıon NOL sımply extralinguistic
operatıon and how far WOUuU I advance OUTr knowledge of lınguistic structures?

Abstract

Paradıgmatical semantfıcs defined Bre the study of the manitıc ontent of (a) all
of structures which aIrc recCurrent throughout class of ıLems (b) the relatıonshıps which
CONNECL partıcular ıLem wıth sef of eNVI(TONMENEIS which Can be dıiıscovered between
dıfferent seits of forms nOTL contrastlıng the SaInc eNVITONMEN
The posılıon adopted ere that lınguistically relevant semantıcs only possiıble ıf ON takes
into account lınguistic form reCurrent structure which sıgnıfıcant WaYy,
partıcular lı  n wıthın the lınguistic system. As CONSCYUCNCC, lınguistic semantıcs Can yıeld
valuable results only when based dıstrıbutional approach.
1I1wo tOp1Cs AT addressed ere from formally based of VICW: (1) How MCanıng
constituted? (2) What kınd of account do want ZIVC of meanıng? The first problem Talsecs
the dıfficult question of the of the language iınternal MCanıng dıstinct from
translatıonal equıvalences As the latter problem distinction made between [WO of
approaches „centripetal synthesıs and „centrifugal analysıs arı0us examples ATC
discussed iıllustrate the possıbılıties and ımitatıons of paradıgmatıcal mantıcs of Bıblıcal
Hebrew
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'hıs nofl deny that Syste:  {l  tıon possıble and has ındeed already been achıeved
INManYy of the TamMMar of Bıblıical Hebrew
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