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APICC wıth Prof. Swiggers almost entirely, notably 1ın that also of the opınıon
that paradıgmatical semantıcs ffects not only words, but also grammatıcal
categories of all kınds Thıiıs 1S, by the WaYy, what Wäas> mean twenty-fiveC apO by
the terminology in the subtıtle „syntaktisch-semasiologische Untersuchung“ of
book the Pi'el, borrowed at that time from Ullmann.!

less 6 that WOU Sa y that paradıgmatical semantıcs should always be
ase lınguistic form (as opposed content) be linguistically relevant.
However ıt 15 perhaps only atter f terminology, and especılally hen faıl
fınd mentiıon of the correlatıve term paradıgmatica semantıcs, VIZ. syntagmatıcal
semantıcs. Presumably the erms AL elated hat Profi. Swiıggers calls
centripetal synthesıis and centrifuga analysıs. At anYy rafe MY contrıbution AS

respondent 15 nOoT much theoretical MG termıinology, but should COMNCEIN

ıtself wıth practical problems of workıng according the methods of
paradıgmatical (and syntagmatiıcal) semantıcs.

Practical ork ın the 1e of paradıgmatical semantıcs (restricted for the MOMeEent
and for the sake of simplicity word-semantics/lexicography) has maın
objectives. Fırst, how Can apparently SYNONYMOUS lexemes be dıfferentiated INn
convincıng manner? Equally ımportant 15 the second question (whıch
generally much less the ore How 15 ıf be explaiıned that apparently
dıfferent meanıngs AT expressed Dy ON  @* and the amec Hebrew word?

shall exemplı thıs Dy [WO CdSC studıes: What 15 the dıfference between
NUS N flee' and DrA 8 flee both verbs belonging the SAadINe paradıgmatıcal
fıeld? How 15 ıt that the temporal abstract DNOUN 2ah Fit sıgnıfıes „Tuture“ well
dS „end“, the meanıngs eing in relatıve opposıtiıon?

Dıfferentiation of Synonyms (Paronyms)
a) Reason for investigation.
The maın [CasSson 1C PrOompts aNnYy investigatıon of thıs kınd does NnOot generally
consıst INn intralıngual Cur10sSI1ty (How 15 the eyxıca]l 1e of „Iıgh OT „escape”
organızed IN classıcal ebreWw / ). Nor 15 the formulatıon of the question
onomasıological ONC Wha AL avaılable In Hebrew for expressing the fact,
that somebody „Z0CS aWaYy from a:dangerous sıtuatı1on“? ). ASs a rule the INquUIirYy
practically always arıses Ouf of interlingual comparıson of meanıngs. In OUT Case
both verbs d1iC normally translated In ree by YEUTYELV, In Latın Dy Augere”‘,
German by „flıehen“, in Englısh by „ tlee‘  y only occasıonally Dy INOTC eneral
hyperonym „{ IUN away“ „davonlaufen“ XNOSLÖPACXELV and It belongs

Ullmann, The Principles of Semantıcs, Oxford 1951, 1963, 34-36; ıdem, Semantıcs. An
Introduction the Scıence of Meanıng, Oxford 196/7, 3025
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the inter- (not intra-)lıngual comparatıve observatıons LOO, hen ıt 15 ascertaiıned,
that Id  amaiıc also POSSCSSCS only NC domiınant term rq and also,
paradoxically, that modern Hebrew uUses only NC verb, namely brh Incidentally, ıt
WOU have been erent, cContemporary Accadıan scerıbe had been as.
translate the Old Testament. He WOU. have instinctively translated NUS by
na parSudu and brh by nabutu, because wıth hım the exıcal 1e6 in question Was
ıvyvıiıded into in Hebrew. (At the time of uhamma there 15 also
great dıfference between haraba . flee' and the Hıdjıra of the prophet and hıs
run
TO Su u In d  » dead language wıt restricted o  u of text the [CASON for
paradıgmatiıc semantıc investigation 15 practically always gıven by interlingual
Comparıson of the VOocabulary wıth all the advantages and dangers that AI entaıled
by thıs fact 'Ihe practical work 15 always determined and CVCMN biased SOMMC

egree by the metalanguage employe by the investigator (Englısh, French,
German, modern Hebrew), and ıt 15 NOTL wholly indıfferent whether data-base 1S
sef u In Englısh in French in Latın

Procedure of investigatıon.
Every dıfferentiation of meanıngs concernıing (or more) quası-synonyms has
analyse all instances of the uUuse of the exemes iınvolved and COMPDATC the [WO seis
of OCCUrTrTENCES In theır Context (syntagmatıc semantıcs) In order fıind Out what 15
COMIMNMON both and what 15 consistently dıfferent In both Logically the result of
thıs dıstrıbutional analysıs wıll be all the INOTITC plausıble ıf the dıstınguıishıing
semantıcal eature 15 relatıvely plain and sımple and at the SAdINneC time consiıstent In
all the OCCUTTENCES of the words involved. The heuristic presupposıtion 15 that
ormally dıfferent forms should dıffer in al least ON  ® eature of contentT, and
that instances, where the dıfferences iın cContent have been lurred, should be
explained by the pecılal semantıc condıtions that dIc prevalıng. It 15 NnotLt sufficıent

conclude that the meanıngs of [WO verbs have been partıally assımılated that
they ShOw overlap wıthout indicating where and under hat condıtions they
intersect. In experience ManYy of these coiıncıdences of orıginally dıstiınguıishable
meanıngs AdIC due fıgurative USC, that 15 words used In generalized
through loss of relevant semantıc characteristics. 1Io gıve example: In CGerman
„sıtzen“ and „liegen‘ dIe eviıdently in semantıc opposıtıion. But In fıgurative
eXpression ıke „der chaden sıtzt tiıefer“ the verb Can be exchanged: „der chaden
hegt tiıefer“, because abstract OUN.: do NOTL sıt and lıe ıke human beings.
As rule therefore NC has the Ccomparıson of [WO exemes ıth the
prımary, non-figurative attestatıons and seek for semantıc features that make
dıfference In MYy prime example, ANUS brA ST flee‘  R  9 the dıfference IS quıte clear
(at least me) Practically al OC of NUS (about 50) dIC concerned ıth
the flıght of ındıyıduals collectives Outft of dangerous sıtuatıon (battle, wıld
anımals, catastrophes) into INOIC securIıty, whereas brnA (about tiımes) mplıes
eaving insupportable soc1o-political sıtuatıon and passıng into NCW dıfferent

of dominion. In ExX 4,3 Moses ees irom serpent (nUüs) In Kx 210 he leaves
the domiınıon of Pharacoh and settles down ın Mıdıan In 2Sam 13,29 the ONS
of aVl flee In all directions theır mules after the assassınatıon of mMNOn
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(nüs), ın 2Sam 13,37 ıt 15 reported that Absalom has emigrated the kıng of
Geshur Of COUISC chall nOof SO into the detaıls of the a (c£
Orientalıa 417, 1978, 351-359).

WOULU Just point Ouf Ome methodologica. problems. The requıred distinguishing
eature belongs semantıcs and NOT merely stylıstıcs 0)4 the domaın of
connotatıons. It 15 noft provable and rather ırrelevant, when brh 15 eclare': be
MOTIe elegant and solemn („gewählter und feierlicher“, Gamberonıi, ThWAT L 1972,
780) brh 15 noft Sunday word everyday NUS. It 15 also 191011 decıisıve
that NUS Can have rather negatıve connotatıions, 4A5 Reindl remarks W. V,
1985, 313 „dass NUSResponse to P. Swiggers  (nüs), in 2Sam 13,37 it is reported that Absalom has emigrated to the king of  Geshur (brh). Of course I shall not go into the details of the argument (cf.  Orientalia 47, 1978, 351-359).  I would just point out some methodological problems. The required distinguishing  feature belongs to semantics and not merely to stylistics or to the domain of  connotations. It is not provable and rather irrelevant, when brh is declared to be  more elegant and solemn („gewählter und feierlicher“, Gamberoni, ThWAT I, 1972,  780). brh is not a Sunday word in contrast to everyday nüs. It is also not decisive  that nüs can have rather negative connotations, as Reindl remarks (ThWAT V,  1985, 313: „dass nüs ... der Beigeschmack des Schimpflichen anhaftet“).  How the distinctive semantic feature can effectively be discovered is not easy to say.  It seems to me that it is not merely a matter of intuition, but on the other hand  there is no compelling logical procedure in sight. It is self-evident, that there is no  room for logical deduction (in the words of Eco?: all beans in this bag are white /  these beans here come from that bag / accordingly they must be white). Nor is it a  classical form of logical induction (these beans here are white / they come from  that bag / it is likely that the bag contains white beans). Rather it is that which Eco  according to Peirce calls abduction (the beans in this bag are white / these beans  here are white / perhaps they come out of that bag). That means that the evidential  value of our reasoning is not very strong and that the hypothesis cannot be a  hundred percent proved and verified.  c) Presentation of results.  Supposing that a semantic differentiation in a paradigmatic field has been carried  out successfully, and that it can be plausibly shown why there are some 150  occurrences of nüs and nearly 60 of brh, and why and under what conditions the  partial opposition of the paronyms has been neutralized, for instance in figurative  use (Cant 4,6 „until the shadows flee“ with nüs; Job 9,25 „my days ... flee away“ with  brh) or by diachronic change in Late Hebrew (in Dan 10,7 „a great trembling fell on  them and they fled to hide themselves“, with non-specific brh, the classical Hebrew  two-place paradigm seems to be superseded by the Aramaic and Greek one-place  structure of the semantic field, using brh indiscriminately in the sense of classical  nüs and contemporary Aram. “rg) - there is still a problem for the practising  semanticist: How are the results to be presented to the scholarly world?  It is practically impossible to take into account all previous statements and  contributions to the problem dispersed in dictionaries and commentaries and in the  whole philologico-exegetical literature (as long as there exists no reliable data-  base). It is also not always feasible to exhibit and discuss all the material under  scrutiny even with a restricted corpus of text (concordances and data-bases are not  easily read by the average consumer). It remains generally possible only to give an  abbreviated and condensed account in a periodical (or to bury an article in a  Festschrift), with the hope that not only the bibliographical reference but also the  substance of the result of semantic work will eventually find its way into the  2 U. Eco, Zeichen. Einführung in einen Begriff und seine Geschichte, Frankfurt/M. 1977, 132-  134.  57der Beigeschmack des Schimpflichen anhaftet“).
How the distinective semantıc eature Can effectively be discovered 15 nOoTt CaSYy SaY,
It fo that it 15 nOL merely atiter of intuıt1on, but the other hand
there 15 compellıng logical procedure In sıght. It 15 self-eviıdent, that there 15
[OOM for ogıcal deduction (in the words of Eco®? all beans in thıs bag AlIC whıte
these beans here OMmMe from that bag accordıingly they mMust be whıte). Nor 15 it
classıcal form of logical induction (these beans here AIC whiıte they OM from
that bag ıt 15 lıkely that the bag contaıns whıte beans). Rather it 15 that 1C Eco
accordıng Peırce calls abduction (the beans ın thıs bag dIiIc whıiıte these beans
here aAIec whıiıte perhaps they OmMme«e Ouf of that bag) That that the eviıdentıial
value of OUTr reasonıing 15 nOotL vVC strong and that the hypothesıs cannot be
undred percent proved and verılıed.

Presentation of results.
Supposing that semantıc differentiatiıon In paradiıgmatıc 1e has been carrıed
Out successfully, and that ıt Can be plausıbly shown why there ATC Ome 150
OCCUTrTENCECS of NUS and nearly of brh, and why and under hat condıtions the
artıal opposition of the has been neutralızed, for instance In figurative
use an 4,6 „untıl the hadows flee‘ wıth NUS; Job 9,25 daysResponse to P. Swiggers  (nüs), in 2Sam 13,37 it is reported that Absalom has emigrated to the king of  Geshur (brh). Of course I shall not go into the details of the argument (cf.  Orientalia 47, 1978, 351-359).  I would just point out some methodological problems. The required distinguishing  feature belongs to semantics and not merely to stylistics or to the domain of  connotations. It is not provable and rather irrelevant, when brh is declared to be  more elegant and solemn („gewählter und feierlicher“, Gamberoni, ThWAT I, 1972,  780). brh is not a Sunday word in contrast to everyday nüs. It is also not decisive  that nüs can have rather negative connotations, as Reindl remarks (ThWAT V,  1985, 313: „dass nüs ... der Beigeschmack des Schimpflichen anhaftet“).  How the distinctive semantic feature can effectively be discovered is not easy to say.  It seems to me that it is not merely a matter of intuition, but on the other hand  there is no compelling logical procedure in sight. It is self-evident, that there is no  room for logical deduction (in the words of Eco?: all beans in this bag are white /  these beans here come from that bag / accordingly they must be white). Nor is it a  classical form of logical induction (these beans here are white / they come from  that bag / it is likely that the bag contains white beans). Rather it is that which Eco  according to Peirce calls abduction (the beans in this bag are white / these beans  here are white / perhaps they come out of that bag). That means that the evidential  value of our reasoning is not very strong and that the hypothesis cannot be a  hundred percent proved and verified.  c) Presentation of results.  Supposing that a semantic differentiation in a paradigmatic field has been carried  out successfully, and that it can be plausibly shown why there are some 150  occurrences of nüs and nearly 60 of brh, and why and under what conditions the  partial opposition of the paronyms has been neutralized, for instance in figurative  use (Cant 4,6 „until the shadows flee“ with nüs; Job 9,25 „my days ... flee away“ with  brh) or by diachronic change in Late Hebrew (in Dan 10,7 „a great trembling fell on  them and they fled to hide themselves“, with non-specific brh, the classical Hebrew  two-place paradigm seems to be superseded by the Aramaic and Greek one-place  structure of the semantic field, using brh indiscriminately in the sense of classical  nüs and contemporary Aram. “rg) - there is still a problem for the practising  semanticist: How are the results to be presented to the scholarly world?  It is practically impossible to take into account all previous statements and  contributions to the problem dispersed in dictionaries and commentaries and in the  whole philologico-exegetical literature (as long as there exists no reliable data-  base). It is also not always feasible to exhibit and discuss all the material under  scrutiny even with a restricted corpus of text (concordances and data-bases are not  easily read by the average consumer). It remains generally possible only to give an  abbreviated and condensed account in a periodical (or to bury an article in a  Festschrift), with the hope that not only the bibliographical reference but also the  substance of the result of semantic work will eventually find its way into the  2 U. Eco, Zeichen. Einführung in einen Begriff und seine Geschichte, Frankfurt/M. 1977, 132-  134.  57flee away”“ wıth
brh) Dy diachronic change in ate Hebrew (n Dan 10, 7 Ja trembling fell
them and they fled hıde themselves“, ıth non-specıfic brh, the classıcal Hebrew
two-place paradıgm be superseded by the Aramaıiıc and ree one-place
structure of the semantiıc 1€. usıng brh indiscrımıinately In the of classıcal
NUS and C}  MpOTary Aram rq) there 15 stıill roblem for the practisiıng
semantıcıst: How AIc the results be presented the scholarly world?
It 15 practically impossıble take into aCCount all DrevIOuUSs statements and
contributions the problem dispersed In dietionarıes and commentarıes and in the
ole philologico-exegetica lıterature (as long there exısts reiliable data-
ase It 15 also NOL always easıble xhıbıt and discuss a ll the materı1a|l under
scrutıny VEn ıth restricted COTDUS of t{exti (concordances and ata-bases AI nof

easıly read by the aAVELALC consumer). It remaıns generally possible only gıve
reviated and condensed aCCOUNL In periodıical (or bury artıcle in
Festschrift), wıth the hope that nOTt only the bibliographical reference but also the
substance of the result of semantıc ork wiıll eventually fınd ıts WdaYy nto the

Eco, Zeıichen. Einführung in einen Begriff und seıne Geschichte, Frankfurt/M. 197/7, 132-
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standard andbooks (and data-bases) during the next few decades, contrıbution
PDTOSTCSS In the elucıdatıon of the When choose thıs WaYy of representing

of OUTr indıings, aAIe ace wıth NCW practical problems. For iınstance, how much
mMust be evoted the Justıficatıon of OUT lınguistic method CVETY tiıme

investigation 15 carrıed out? How often AIC repeat that OUT semantıc
reconstruction 1S STOSS simplification and has be used wıth the greatest
caution? As the aım of the paradıgmatic semantıc investigatıon: We should
refraın from propagatıng inculcatıng NC  S and/or better translatıon INn the
target anguage The verb brh Can CaITr’Yy eing translated by „flıehen“, because
CannoTt change the existing semantıc code In normal standard Hıgh erman What

Can do 15 circumscrıbe iın free WdYy the pecıal of CNSEC In gıven
pasSagc, eıther by kınd of catchword-synonym OUT metalanguage OT by
cırcumlocution analogous approximatıon taken fifrom an Yy language. The best
ıng wiıll always be give sentences wıth the dıfferent verbs ın Juxtaposıtion,
l. work wıth parallels (if avaılable, ci. Kx 4, 2:15): It 15 lucky
chance when both verbs OCCUTr In ON  e} and the SadINne pasSsapgc 1n Jdg 9,21 (after the

by Abımelech Jotham ees (out of the ımmediıate danger nÜS) and
emigrates Be’er (under NCW domiınıon brh), ıth the Same of verbs

in Assyrıan roya. inscr1ıptions (izpparSid-ma ınnabıt UN  S rügeti, (2A4)} N‘ 1, 284)
Structural non-dıfferentijation of meanings.

What have in mınd here 15 NOL the normal phenomenon of polysemy, for
instance In the word ha al „pOSsessor” (as shown in the centriıfuga analysıs by the
speaker). There dIec concerned ıth relatively sımple syntagmatıcal semantıcs,
wıth OTre meanıng („possessor“) fannıng Outft In dıfferent realızatıons of pecıal
meanıngs accordıng the semantıc classes of hat 15 possessed thıngs, anımals,
PETSONS, second order entities [qualıties, activities]). f the ba al 15 of
movable landed OuSses horse wıfe, he 15 accordingly
„Besitzer“ „Bürger“* „Reıter“ „Ehemann6“. If he 15 ba al bSrit mIi$ päat h‘löm
Jaf, ıf he „OWwns“ Jurıdıical PTFOCCSS dream ragc an Yy abstract
qualıity activity, the ord ha al OrmMWOTr introduce qua
actıvity connected ıth CrSON.
uch INOIC er10us AdIie the where Hebrew words dIec systematıcally ackıng
opposıtion of [WO SCNSCS that dIiIC necessarıly dıstinct ın OUT languages. One of the
mMoOst CONSPICUOUS examples 15 ”aH rit:
a) future, later time, later time Span Folgezeit, Zukunft eu 4,30 be ”ah''rit
hayyamım „(irgendwann) in der Zukun contrasted ıth v.3 „former days, that
have been before you“;  &.

end, last tiıme Ende, Endzeıtpunkt (Deut 142 „Irom the beginning the end
of the year“)
When o0k INOTITE closely, fınd that al the elated an adverbial
eXpress10Ns suffer from the SdINlcC ambiguılty, for instance ha ”ah”röna, 1C 15
eıther „afterwards“ eu „1N the end“ (2Sam 2:26), in German „hernach“
„‚zuletzt“. The SdadMec ambiguity obtaıns INn the opposıte meanıngs reö”$Tt t”hilla
„beginnin and r1 SOn „earlıer first“ (ef. 2 1989, 121123 Ihe observatıon

good for all of the semantıc 1e of the relatıve determiıinatıon of time
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(beginning, mıddle, end) well for 0Ca relatıve erms border, edge, front,
back, sıde, down sıde GIC. } TIhere 15 differentiation between poster10r and
pOStremus, pr10r and prımus, exter10r and eic Ihe ambiguılty 15
structurally inherent in the ole paradıgmatical 1e of grade ocal and temporal

It remınds of COUTISC immediately f the ack f morphologically dıistinct
forms for the comparative, elatıve and superlatıve In Hebrew adjectives and ıt 15
part of thoroughgoing structural dıfference In the semantiıcs of Semuitic and Indo-
uropean Janguages. In OUT languages dIicC compelled, unavolıdably make
paradıgmatical choıice between Auüture‘ and „end“ OT, for instance, wıth g bül
between „Grenzgebiet“ and „Grenzlinie“. IThe CONSECEQUENCECS for Hebrew
lexicography AIiIe consıderabile and diC still be explored.
Another structural dıifference between Hebrew and (JUT languages 1C 15 of still
IMOTE er10us ımport Can only be briefly mentioned. 15 the non-differentiation of
mlk 8 be king“ and „ become king“, gdl Ü be grea and JE become grea ySD
B sıt etre aSSIS“ and A sıt down s’asseo1ır“, “md „stehen“ and „siıch hınstellen“,
and last but NOTL least hyh „L be“ and v become“. Ihe ambiıivalence obtaıns In few
undred verbs and 15 connected ıth thoroughgoing non-distinction of statıc and
dynamıc USaßCS of preposit1ions, whereas Latın has choose obligatorily between
ablatıve and- accusatıve, German between datıve and accusatıve, C.p. ySb “al-kisse
„t' sıt down throne“ f sıt throne“, „sıch seizen auf den Ihron“
(dynamic „sıtzen auf dem Ihron“ (statıc).
TIhere 15 o00M dwell aln Yy longer thıs subject. uffice ıt Sd y that
paradıgmatıca. semantıcs should noft only busy ıtself ıth splıtting of meanıngs, but
also wıth the distinetions that do NnOL exıst al all In the Hebrew exicon.

Ahbhstract.

Practical problems of work ın the field of paradıgmatıcal semantıcs arc exemplıfıed by Casc

studıes, ON dealıng ıth 1) the differentiation of seemingly SYNONYMOUS meanıngs: Hebrew
NUS < flee [out of dangerous sıtuatiıon iınto INOTC securıty|“ and Drh E flee [out of
insupportable soc1o-polıtical sıtuatıon into better of dominıo0n|“ (e.g. x 215° 41, Jdg
9,21; 2Sam 13,29.37), the second concerned wıth the paradıgmatical field of graded local
and temporal erms, where the Hebrew words ATr systematically lackıng OUT Indo-European
dıfferentiation between comparatıve und superlatıve SCNSCS (e.g. °ah'rit „future, ast time“
„end, ast tıme“, cf. Ditn 4,30;,
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