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Introduction

well-known that lınguistic SIgn always consısts of formal aspect (a
„signifiant“), 1.€. the form In 1C) the linguistic SIgn manıfests tself, 1C|
primarıly amounts phonemic sfiructure and sometimes graphemic
presentatıon of that structure, and semantıc aspect (a „Ssıgnıf1e“) 16 the
linguistic SIgn denotes. Equalliy well-known 15 that the relatiıon between the
aSspects 15 both arbıtrary well conventional In each language, IC makes the
phonemes constituting linguistic Sign efficıent 4S possıible. It 1S ONC aspect of
typıcally human creatıvıty that dIicC thus able form VC arge number of
morphemes (members of ODCN ystem) and ultımately ınfıinıte number of
eren sentences ıth closed lıst of phonemes.
Another aspect f thıs typıcally human creatıvıty IS the fact that In natural
Janguages lınguistic S1IgNS wıth iıdentical formal aspect May nevertheless be
connected diverse semantıc aspeclts. Very often, exıcal words do NnOT have Just
ONe sıngle unvaryıng semantıc aSDECL. For VC) arge number of lınguistic S1gNS
there 15 in fact e-{0-0n: relatıon at all between formal aSspect and semantıc

Thıs In the relatıon between formal and semantıc aspects of
lınguistic S1ZNS, 1C 15 inherent in natural Janguages and expressed Dy the
ambiıgu1r of exıcal words both in the diachronic and the synchronic '9 15 ONC of
the lınguistic unıversals. Thıs lınguistic phenomenon LOO plays important role In
the optımum functioning of the Janguage AS flexıble and efficıent semiotic system
for communıiıcatıon. makes the meanıng of ord much INOTC Mexıble than WOU
be possıble solely the basıs of the INOTITEC rngi sphere of sound and form. Thıs
characteristic of language, together ıth the princıple of recursıveness, 1C allows
certaın wıthin other erns, arge extent determiınes the
creativıty of language. Thıs LOO0 COU be consıdered „eConomıIıc“ princıple of
anguage in thıs CasSc semantıc CCONOIMNY d> ıt nables d language make do
ıth fewer words because words Can always dsSsume NCW functions.
Such ambiıgulty 15 NnOL ımıted the exıcal sphere but maYy also INn the
syntactical sphere in erms of surface sftructure Thıs then produces ambıguous
sentences of type 1C| became VC well known In lınguistics, such „T’hey AIC

yıng planes,“, „Visıting relatıves Can be nuıisance,“ and However, ın
relatıon the objective f thıs fırst workshop of the ESF Network, In 1C
methodological reflection the exıicon Was the central 1SSUE, wıll restrict myself
here the problem of eyxıca] ambıguılty.
Thıs exıcal ambiıgu1 consısts of [WO Lypes 1C certaın extent Can be
explaine: by the nafure of theır OT1g1NsS, and have been gıven dıfferent in
lınguistics. Where there 15 number of semantıc varıations wıthin ONC and the Samıc

lexeme, the term polysemy 15 used. Where there AI INOIC aft fırst entirely
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eren and unrelated exemes 1C' acquired ıdentical form In the COUTISC of
the hıstory of the language whıle retainıng theır OW!] meanıngs, thıs ambiguity 15
referred omonymy.
These lınguistic CONC! make u the tıtle of thıs aDCT, and PrODOSC
discuss thıs topic in the ollowıng anner

Further discussıon of the mS, which wıll also nclude discussion of the
TMmM: homophon,, homograph,, MONOSEIY, SYNOYMY, andC

Discussion of the demarcatıon between polysemy and OMONYMY, and OImIncCc

conclusions drawn fifrom ıt,
Applying thıs the semantiıcs and lexicography of Classıcal Hebrew introduce

the latter liımiıtation because of the theme of thıs workshop, 1C 15
concerned ıth the „Semantıics of Classıcal Hebrew“.

I erminology
13 Polysemy
Thıs term 15 than the term be discussed later, and Was fırst used In 1897 Dy

real, who also introduced the term „se&mantıque“. Ihe term 1S erıved from
ree from the words NONUC (many) and SNLA (sıgn) In the nıneteenth century
there had been majJor developments ın lınguist1ics, noTt only in the 1e of
comparatıve and hıstorıic linguistics but also in semantıcs. Thıs had gıven rıise the
conviıction that beside the term „homonym (to be discussed later), there Was [OOM

for specıal term denote dıfferent kınd of exıcal ambıigulty Thus the term

„polysem Was created, and SInNCe then thıs term has been increasıingly used
denote the kınd of exıcal ambıgur iınvolving ONC and the SAaIMC word, \AVA A

semantıc diverging wıithın the SIgn of ON and the ame linguistic S1gnN, 1C thus
acquıred MOTE than ONC meanıng. Thıs always ONC word wıth several
semantıc varıants, CONLrary OmMONymy 1C)| 15 always Case of 0)J8 MOTIEC

words wıth the AIn form and/or pellıng olysemy ınvolves semantıc varıants that
SO back the Sa”ame FOOL and Can be erıved iIrom ON princıpal basıc meanıng
and Can also Often be predicted accordıng the rules of semantıc change. Such
semantıc developments of ON and the AdInc axıca]l tem In a ]] languages,
though NOL always ın the Same WaYy In the Varıo0us languages. xamples In Englısh
dIC words such „plain® 1C Can also acquıre meanıngs such „clear“”,
rned“®, „obvi0us“, and „cChurch“ which Can denote both the church
instıtution and church buılldıng. And then there diC metaphors, C.p. the USC of
ongue' for „Jlanguage“, in 1C the designatıon of speechz 15 transferred
ıts actıvıty. Such varıant SC of lexeme Can usually be dısambiguated from the
cContiext faırly easıly
The CONCEDL of polysemy 15 situafed wıthın double system of opposıtıion:

in opposition homonymy, 1C wıll be discussed shortly,

Breal, Essaı de. se€mantıque (scıence des significations), Parıs 1897 In 18  e second
edıtıon of thıs work Was publıshed.
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In opposıtion fifrom Greek LOVOG alone) and SNLO sıgn
where the stgnifiant of lınguistic Sıgn always has ÖOn  0} and the AaAn sienifie. Such
completeM}15 TaIc, however, eXcept in scıentific terminology.

Most exemes AI in princıple polysemous, they Can easıly become polysemous.
One COU. also Sa y that Oone of the semantiıc distinctions wıthin particular
polysemous lexeme becomes ONOSECINOUL wıthın specıific terminology. word
such A „operatıion“, for example, wıll have dıfferent semantıc cContent INn the
terminology of SUrgSCON firom that which ıt has 1n the terminology of strategist,
but ultiımately thıs 15 Dolysemous word, of 1C specıfic uUusSscC 15 selected by
pecıfic group
12 Homonymy
Thıs term, LOO, Was taken irom Tee firom the words OLLOG (the same) and OVULLA
(name) OMONYyMY also iınvolves form wıth OT INOTIC meanıngs, but Contrary

polysemy thıs does NnOL CONCEIN formal aspect of ON linguistic SIgn 1C
developed VarloOus sometimes VC divergent semantiıc aspeclts. OmMONYyYMY
Ways iınvolves INOIC linguistic S1gNS whose formal aspects have
become identical hrough all 1n of CaAaUSCS, such converging sound
development, by analogy actors wıthın paradıgm, the extension of the
vocabulary ıth loan words, whiıle theır semantıc aspects have been preserved.
Thus, Oomonymy 1S sıtuated In the sphere of the signifiant in the Sadrmnec WadYy
polysemy iın the sphere of the signifie, Therefore, OMONymy does not COMNCETN ONC

word wıth VarıO0us meanıngs, but Varıo0us words ıth the amn form. OMONYyMY 15
ase‘ phonemic mergers! and graphemic CONVELTSENCCS of etymologically
eren words, (e.g. „seal”, [anıma and „seal”, In Englısh), morphemes
and syntactic constructions. As have explained before, wıll NnOL nclude the latter

in dıscussıon. ] wiall restrict myself here exıcal OmMONYymYy.
Beside the already mentioned requırement for Omonymy exIıst, there 15
something else 1C| determines the content of the term and In particular: exıcal

OMONYyMmYy. Such total OMONYyMY should always involve exemes elonging
the Same ord class and havıng ıdentical sound and pellıng, In the 4ASe of

the lexemes „seal”, and „seal”, presented above. In the Casec of dıfferent ord classes,
Cc.p. the 11OUN „can and the verb „can”, ıt WOU be better use the term „partıal
Oomonymy“, addıng qualifier 1C 15 also used ıth the „homophony“ and
„homography“ (to be discussed shortly), IC AIc nowadays SCCIM pecıal of
OMONYMY.
Homophony irom Greek OLLOG (the same) and DOVN sound)
homonyms that dIC phonemically but NnOL graphemuically ıdentical. Thıs 1S the Casec

wiıth, for example, exemes such dS „peace and „Diece „ıte and „ncht”, but also
wıth exemes of dıfferent ord class, such 4A5 „meat“ and „meet” Thıs 1S form
of Oomonymy 1C| exısts only at the phonetic/phonological eve
Homography irom ree OLLOG (the same) and YDAXYN (wrıting) ınvolves
homonyms that AI graphemically but nOL phonemically identical, for example
exemes uch „lead” , (a dog ea and „lead“2 ma fea Thıs 1S form of
OMONyMY 1C exXıists only In the graphemic sphere.
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Particularly in Janguages ıth conservatıve orthography, omophones usually
ıllustrate VC clearly that they aiIc of omonymy and NnOL polysemy, through
theır eren graphemic representations. Thıiıs 15 sometımes INOIC dıfficult
ecCIN! the ase of omographs
Tom what has been saıd far about the polysemy and OMONyMY ıt will be
clear that whereas polysemy the product of metaphorical and other linguistic
creativity 15 hıghly essential the functioning of Janguage flexıble and efficıent
semiotic system, omonymy whether total ÖOr partıal does NnOL play sımılar
creatıve role.
The OomOonymy SySstem, LOO, 15 sıtuated wıthın double system of oppositions:

opposite polysemy TOom hat has been stated above thıs has already become
somewhat clear, and ıt wiıll be discussed urther In the ollowing section.
opposıte SYNONYFNY from ree'! SUV (together) and OVULLO. (name) Its direct
opposıte 15 from Greek OL V'TL (opposıte) and OVULLO (name)
ynonymy involves Varıo0us linguistic S1gNS, all of 1CcC maYy CÄDTCSS the Samec

semantıc aspectT, thus the exXac| TEVETITSC of the ambigulty of ON and the amnc

linguistic SIgn Usually, however, there 15 only partıal and approximatıve
sımilarıty. Unlıke OMONYMY, EVC ex1ists ın ıts purest form.
Subjective NuUances wiıll always continue play role. Synonymy and OmMONYyYMY
are therefore NnOL such correlate opposıtional erms and polysemy
Can be
sımılarıty between polysemy and OMONymMY 15 that the exıical ambiıgu1 that maYy

be created by these linguistic phenomena 15 usually easıly dısambıguated in the
communicatıon, language actıvate the specıfic meanıng 1C 15 suıtable al

gıven time in gıven sıtuatıon almost matter of COUTSC The fact 15 that wıthın
semantıcs the context has always been the decisıve factor for the synchronic
meanıng. Thıs always entaıls specıfic ına interpretation. Ullmann has
Justifiably described the Context eOory „vielleicht der wichtigste Eınzelfaktor
der Entwicklung der Semantık imM 20 Jahrhundert“. Thıs SOCS for all ambiguıity,
both of polysemous and of homonymous nafure It 15 however of the highest
ımportance lexicography determine well possıble whether something 1S
Casec of polysemy of OMONYMY, in VIEW of the classıfiıcatıon of exemes accordıing

eAaACWOT':! Ihe ollowıing section wıll therefore present of the current

insights in lınguistics concerning thıs topıc. In oing S! wiıll have restrict myself
selection of 10)001% VIEeWSs consıder sıgnıfıcant.

Precise demarcatıon of polysemy and omonymy
‚yons quıite Justıfıably eg1ins hıs section the dıfference between the in

of lexical ambiguıty, OmMONymYy and polysemy, ıth the remark: „the dıfference
between OmMONymy and polysemy 1S easier explain In eneral than ıt 15
define in erms of objective and operatıonally satısfactory erıteria“. er
semanticısts, LOO, have made sımılar remarks. In thıs Con(texTt, eeCc! mentions e

Ullmann, Grundzüge der Semantık, Berlın 196/7,
‚yons, Semantics, 2’ Cambridge 1977, 550-569 In Op1nı0n, the problems surroundıng

polysemy and homonymy aAIcC brillıantly dealt wıth ere.
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problem 1C has been longstanding atter of CONCeETN for students of
semantics: how does ONe draw the lıne between omonym)y roughly, INOIC
words avıng the aIne pronuncılatıon and/or spelling’) and polhysemy (‚one ord
avıng t*wO INOTITC senses’)?“, Crystal states „The theoretical problem for the
linguist 15 how dıstıngu1s ‚polysemyJohannes Hendrik Hospers  problem which has been a longstanding matter of concern for students of  semantics: how does one draw the line between homonymy (roughly, two or more  words having the same pronunciation and/or spelling’) and polysemy (‚one word  having two or more senses’)?“, D. Crystal states: „The theoretical problem for the  linguist is how to distinguish ‚polysemy’ ... from ‚homonymy’®.  In the literature one also often finds the remark that the boundaries between  polysemy and homonymy are often so vague and fuzzy that lexicographers confine  themselves to using certain rules of thumb to classify their data. T. Todorov and  O. Ducrot even state: „Es gibt eine Unzahl von Grenzfällen“.  At first sight it seems fairly easy to make such a distinction: all one has to do is  examine whether various meanings belonging to the same linguistic sign are more  or less mutually related and can be traced back to one and the same etymon  (polysemy) or that two or more totally unrelated linguistic signs are involved  (homonymy).  This etymological criterion has its drawbacks, however. In the first place,  etymological, i.e. diachronic, information should always be irrelevant in a  synchronic analysis of language, as genetic relationships in the language are not  part of the competence of the native speaker. In the second place, the historic  origin of lexemes has not been traced with the same degree of scientific accuracy.  And in those cases where it has been established, most native speakers of a  language are hardly aware of it. The etymological criterion cannot therefore be  decisive synchronically. It should not be used as an aid for creating a strict de-  marcation between polysemy and homonymy, and is indeed no longer so applied.  The criterion of meaning being more or less related within what etymologically  speaking is one linguistic sign can itself be regarded as a synchronically relevant  consideration. However, in this area too the native speaker is usually not capable of  accurate judgments. For example, he will sometimes see a relationship that used  not to exist, which means that what is intuitively’ regarded as polysemy is in fact no  more than a psychological reinterpretation of a case of homonymy as polysemy.  The example that is often quoted for English is the homonymous lexemes „ear“,  (auditory organ; < Old English „&are“, related to Latin „auris“) and „ear“, (of corn;  < Old English „6ar“, related to Latin „acus/aceris“). The native speaker would  usually intuit this as a case of what is commonly known as metaphoric polysemy,  while in fact it is a clear case of homonymy.  The reverse is also possible. Then the mutual relation is no longer seen and an  example of polysemy is reinterpreted as homonymy. A case in point is „crane“  (hoisting-crane), derived through a visual metaphor form „crane“ (bird). Something  similar may even lead to a reinterpretation taking on a graphemic form, as with  „flour“ and „flower“, two lexemes that are also based on a polysemous development.  4 G.Leech, Semantics, Harmondsworth 1974, 228-230, 228.  5 D. Crystal, A First Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics, London 1980, 174-175.  6 T. Todorov & O. Ducrot, Enzyklopädisches Wörterbuch der Sprachwissenschaften,  Frankfurt am Main 1975, 269 [translation of „Dictionnaire encyclopedique des sciences du  langage“, Paris 1972].  7 Cf.H.-M. Gauger, Wort und Sprache, Tübingen 1970.  118from ‚homonymy’®.
In the lıterature ON  'a also often 1n the remark that the boundarıes between
polysemy and Omonymy dIC often Vaguc and [UZZY that lexicographers confine
themselves using certaın rules of um! classıfy theır data Todorov and

Ducrot even „Es gibt eine Nnza Von renzfällen“.
At first S1g| ıt aırly CaSYy make such distinction: all ONC has do 15
examıne whether Varı0Ous meanıngs belonging the SdInNne lınguistic SIgn are INOIC

less mutually elated and Can be traced back OMNC and the ame m
(polysemy) that INOTE totally unrelated lınguistic S1gNS Are ınvolved
(homonymy).
Thıs etymological crıterıon has ıts drawbacks, however. In the fırst place,
etymological, 1.e. diachronic, ınformatıon should always be ırrelevant in
synchronic analysıs of anguage, d genetic relatiıonshıps In the language dIe NOL
part of the cCompetence of the natıve peaker In the second place, the historic
or1gın of exemes has NOL been traced ıth the dINnNC egree of scıentıfic ACCUTaCY.
And those where ıt has been establıshe mMoOst natıve speakers of
anguage AIe hardly of ıt The etymological crıteriıon cCannotTt therefore be
decısıve synchronically. should nOoTLt be used aı1d for creating strıict de-
marcatıon between polysemy and OMmMONYymy, and 15 ındeed longer applied.
Ihe crıterion of meanıng eing INOTE less elated wıthın what etymologiıcally
peakıng 1S ON lınguistic SIgn Can ıtself be regarde: synchronically relevant
consıderation. However, In thıs ICa tOO the natıve peaker 15 usually NnOTL capable of
accurate Judgments. For example, he wıll sometımes SE relatıonshıp that used
noft exı1st, 1C| that hat 15 intuitively/ regarde: aSs polysemy 15 In fact
INOIEC than psychologica. reinterpretation of dSCc of OMONyMmMY polysemy
The example that 15 often quoted for Englısh 15 the homonymous exemes „ear” ,
(audıtory> Old Englısh „eare“, elated Latın „aurıs“) and an (of COTN,

Old Englısh „eEar'  9 elated Latın „acus/acerı1s“). Ihe natıve peaker WOUuU
usually intuıt thıs Case of hat 15 commonly known d metaphoriıc polysemy,
whıle fact ıt 15 clear CasSec f OMONYMYy.
Ihe IEVEISC 15 also possıble. Then the mutual relatıon 15 longer SCCN and
example of polysemy 15 reinterpreted OmONnymy. dSC In poıint 15 „crane“
(hoisting-crane), erıved hrough visual metaphor form „crane“* (bırd) Something
sımılar mMaYy ‚ vVvecn ead reinterpretation takıng graphemic iorm, ıth
„flour“ and „Jlower“, [WO exemes that AIec also ase‘: polysemous development.

Lecch, Semantics, Harmondsworth 1974, 228-230,
Crystal, Fıirst Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics, London 1980, 1 14-175

Ö Todorov Ducrot, Enzyklopädisches Wörterbuch der Sprachwissenschaften,
Frankfurt Maın 1975, [translatıon of „Dıctionnaire encyclopedique des SsCIENCES du
langage“, Parıs

CYH. H.- Gauger, Wort und Sprache, Tübıingen 1970
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Thıs 15 a Casc where for ONCE the lexicographer does NOL need make UD hıs miınd,
he OUuUn by the alphabetical order of the entries.

In thıs WädYy, polysemy maYy oriıginate from OMONYMYy, when the natıve peaker SCCS

relationshıp that 15 not actually there, and conversely, omonymy maYy originate
irom polysemy when secondary meanıngs of polysemous ord ST OW O00 far
and AI longer elated ın synchronic description of the language.
Thus, the distincition between polysemy and OMONYyYMY CannolL always be clearly
determined by purely structural method
10 thıs problem other crıterı1a have been investigated. Efforts DE made,
for example, ook for OIc meanıngs determiıine the exıstence of at least
polysemy better. Another attempt Was search for the and
correspondıng ıth the Varı0us meanıngs OUuUnNn: ıth of ambıguılty.
Dıfferences between the WOU then be SIgn of OmOnymy. Palmer
has paıd consıderable attention these methods, but concludes and rıghtly S  9
belıeve that neıther of these g00
ttempts make the notion of semantıc relatıons wiıthın polysemy MOTE explicıt in
erms of componentıal analysıs of the meanıngs of exemes must also be consıdered
unsuccessful. And wıthın the framework of transformational-generative eOTYy the
opposıtıon between polysemy and OMONyMY has Ve been explicıtly discussed.
None of the propose criteria approaches OMIC precise demarcatıon
between polysemy and Omonymy appCar satısfactory. As early 1968, yOons
calles thiıs distincıton: „n the last resort, indeterminate and arbitrary“. In 1974
Abraham and ema diıscussed ıt follows „Genaumıst die ITrennung
zwischen Homonymıie und PolysemieUr und äaßt sıch nıcht festlegen“*”. In
1976 Schogt Was also of the opınıon that there 4TE formal and objective
criıterıa for makıng d genuıine distinction between OmMONymy and polysemy,
C he est donc reduıt faıre appe l’ıntuition des locuteurs“11.
And in 1980 Crystal hom have quoted before wrotfe „But all such criteria
iınvolve analytıc problems, and the distinction between polysemy and OMONYyMY
thus emaıns SOUTCE of theoretical discussıon linguistics“!2, and then referred
the extremely well-wrought dıscussıon of thıs topıc by yons in the second volume
of hıs „Semantics“ publıshed In 1977 He In hı1s turn had under certaın condıtions

already COMMC the conclusıon that „the lınguıst mig well decıde that ıt 15
preferably leave the theoretical S{aLius of the dıstinetion between OMONYyMY and
polysemy unresolved“3.

wholeheartedly APICC ıth these conclusıons. However, in the words of
C „Pourtant la dıistinetion entire homonymie ef polysemıe des Consequences

8  8 Palmer, Semantıcs, New Outlıne, Cambrıidge 1976, 65-/1 hıs author therefore
states do nOL, of COUTSC, claım that Can always dıstinguısh polysemy and homonymy ın
VUUuT present-day language“ (p 69)

‚yons, Introduction Theoretical Linguistics, Cambriıdge 1969,
10 Abraham (ed.), Terminologie ZU[fr NCUECEICH Linguistik, Tübingen 197/4,
11 Schogt, SEmantıque synchroniıque: SynonymIıe, homonymıe, polysemie, Toronto and
Buffalo 1976,
12 Crystal, Op.Cılt., 275
13 ‚yons, op.cıt. (1977) 552
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pratiques dans la lexicographie“!*, Thıs 15 astıng problem 1C must be solved ad
hoc CVEIY tiıme ıt In those e 9 ıt 15 ıimpossible do wıthout certaın
albeıt approximate demarcatıon between polysemy and OMONYyMYy: One OT mMOoTre
entries. 15 usually noft possible determine thıs the basıs of the existingdictionaries, their edıtors have often made VE arbıtrary decısıons in thıs aICd,
1C| 15 reflected Dy the discrepancies between the classıfıcatıons In the Varıo0us
dictionaries.
My fınal sectio0n, dealing wıth polysemy and omonymy In Classıcal Hebrew, wiıll
maiınly ddress these, INOTIEC practical, problems greater ep

Polysemy and homonymy In languages ıth d iımıted COTDUS. Classical Hebrew
TIhe ESF Network has the „Semantıcs of Aassıc:; Hebrew“ ıts research subject
and therefore thıs first workshop 15 evoted „Semantıcs of ead anguages wıth

Limited Orpus Ihe remarks ollowing in thıs sectıion wiıll therefore specıfically
CD  te Classıcal Hebrew.
However, prior thıs discussion ıt should be noted that the qualification ea
m1g| ead miısunderstanding 4A5 Classıcal Hebrew has VE wholly become
dead“> Janguage In the Irue NSC of the word, for example appene: ıth
kadıan and Phoenicıan and host of other languages that ONCE existed.
Classıcal Hebrew Can be characterized, however, anguage phase from the pastıth ımıted COTDUS. In INYy opınıon, thıs NnOL only consısts of the Hebrew of
the Old Testament, but also the old Palestinıijan epıgraphic materi1al wrıtten In that
dINe language, and the Hebrew Qumran The Hebrew of the Old Testament
15 however the best known of all Semuitic languages of that per10d and May In ıts
furn be subclassıfied urther according per10ds!6,
Since lınguistic phenomena such A polysemy and OMONYMY belong the
linguistic unıversals, they Can also be oun in languages ıth ımiıted Thıs
15 also the ASe wıth phenomena such homophony and homography, but here
ings aAIe often somewhat INOTITEC ICU than wıth present-day Janguages. On the
NC hand, ıt 15 iımpossible call natıve speakers Of such anguage obtaın
information about the pronuncıatıon; the other hand, the graphemic

14 Schogt, op.cıt.,
15 ©& 3 Dressler Wodak-Leodaolter S Language ca Internatıional ournal of
the Sociology of Language 1 '9 1877, 5-372 [also publıshed ıIn Linguistics 191, 1977
(Contrıbutions arı0us Sociolinguistic Aspects of Language Death)].

For the perlodızatiıon of Hebrew whole and the subclassıfıcation of Classıcal Hebrew
cf

Rabın, Hebrew, 1n? Sebeok (ed.), Current Trends iın Linguistics, Vol „LinguisticsSouth West Asıa and North Afrıca“, The ague Parıs 197/0, 304-346,
Blau, The Hıstorical Periods of the Hebrew Language, 1n Paper (ed.) Jewiısh

Languages. Theme and Varations, Cambridge, Mass. 197/8, 1-13 [wıth TESDONSCS by ayonand Lieberman, 15-28],
Hadas-Lebel, Hıstoire de la langue hebraique des origines l’epoque de la Miıshna, Parıs

1981,
Kutscher, History of the Hebrew ‚anguage, Jerusalem Leiden 1982 (edıted byKutscher).

120



Polysemy and Homonymy

representations aATiec often CVCNMN IMOTE approxıimate than the ASCc ıth OUT present-
day languages, and ıf equally impossıble make INQUIMIES about the wriıtten teXTts

Apart from that the ‚AI rules appIy When ambiguılties through polysemy
and OMONYyMYy, these wiıll have be contextually dısambiguated for such languages
wıth \ lımıted o  u t0O, 1C ASCc the synchroniıc description of anguage
takes pri0r1ty However, ıf for the DUrDOSC of dıstinguishıng between polysemy and
OomOnNymYy ONe WOULU lıke appeal the intuıtıiıons of naftiıve speakers CONCEININ£

relatiıonshıps 1C Can SsOoOMeLIMES be relevant thıs cContext thıs appeal
wiıll got unheede: OO
Classıcal Hebrew such Janguage 1C only known firom A  » of

1C| relatıvely ımıted It has COIMINC down only graphemic
representatıon and nOotLt homogeneous eıther Varıous questi10ns pose thıs
materıal cCannot be easıly answered On LOp of that the graphemic representatıon
mentioned rather incomplete ıf hardly represents the vocalıc phonemes
eXcept those of the Hebrew of the Old Testament but these WEeIC only
much later per10d by the Masoretes Particularly the semantıc interpretatıon of the
epigraphical materıal especıially when ıf etters Can POSC addıtional
problems theır wıder conftext sOomMeLLIMES totally obscure Thıs nOof VE
SUTDPTI1ISINS, such etters WCIC obviously NnOL wrıtten satısfy the historical and
lınguistic CUr10SIty of people lıving ManYy cCenfurıes the future

these thıngs together have the result that languages ıth ımıted
locked the past NnOL only semantı ıinterpretation but also the problems
surroundıng the demarcatıon between polysemy and OmOonNymy wiıll eneral be
slıghtly INOTS complıcated than the aASc of modern languages
Wıth regard the pecıal polysemy-homonymy problems Classıcal Hebrew lıttle
has been publıshed the lıterature recent Of COUTSC these lIınguistic
phenomena have been incorporated ar book the semantıcs of the Old
Testament publıshed 198117 but that Was only be expected wıthın the OD of
such ork of reference. Some artıcles WEIC published ı the mıd--eighties dealıng
solely ıth certaın aspects of polysemy, for example the 1986 Orientalıa artıcle DYy
H.- er the (limıted) polysemy the Semuitic and Hebrew system of
conjugation!® But these only diıscussed certaın of grammatıcal polysemy for
1C followıng altke and ONNOT WOU rather TEeSCIVC the term

„multiıfunctionalıty“ and nOotLt specıfıc polysemy 1C ODINMON primarıly of
exıcal naturel? In 1988 the present author investigated vVC pecıal Casc of

polysemy, enantıo0osıs the so-called ”"addäaäd („Wörter mıL Gegensinn“) of the
1C STaAMMACIANS 1C EMEI SC hen the ambigulty of polysemous lexeme
has become Stirong that have OM NIiOo being“

17 B Kedar Bıblısche Semantık Stuttgart 1981
18 Müller Polysemie semitischen und hebräischen Konjugationssystem (Jr
1986
19 Waltke Connor An Introduction Bıblical Hebrew Syntax Wınona ake
Indıana 1'
20 Hospers, Das Problem der sogenannten semantischen Polarıtät ı Althebräischen,

1/ 1988, 32-
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Also 1988 Kedar-Kopfstein publıshed artıcles „synaesthesıa“, In 1C|
he SaVC Varıo0us examples of connection the language between SCHSOTY
perceptions and states of mind, C when Hebrew INar mean „sad“
addıtion „bıtter“. Thıs then involved Varıo0us developments iın the meanıng of
polysemous lexemes?1. However, In 1990 the AdInec author published artıcle
1C| he albeıt briefly dıd discuss the position of polysemy dıistinet from
homonymy“?, ere the author reaches the SdadInec conclusıons have already
mentioned after dıiscussıon of the cCurrent ıdeas about the demarcatıon between
polysemy and omonymy in eneral lınguistics. As far the linguistic materıal of
Bıblical Hebrew 15 concerned, the author points the INanYy obscure etymologıes
and the ack of clarıty caused Dy intuıtıve reinterpretations 1C| mMaYy turn
polysemy into OmMOonNymYy and ViICce Fınally he poıints the support that mMmaYy
somethımes be gol from the classıc interpreters (the old translatıons and the
ancıent and medieval phiılologıists).
Indeed ON wıll have admıt that also for Old Testament Hebrew ıt 15 NnOL always
possiıble precisely demarcate polysemy and OmOonymy. For translation DUIDOSCS
thıs 15 noft important, the contextft must be the decisiıve semantıc factor,
whether the ambıgu1 15 of polysemous homonymous nature. Only for the
lexicographer does such demarcatıon remaın ımportant, he mMust decıde
whether the A4dsSe of omonymy ON  € form should get [WO INOTeEe entries,

the CasSc of polysemy only ON  D In times such d> present, hen Varlous
have drawn etaıled plans for NCW Hebrew dictionary, arfe all ace! ıth
such echoiıces.
In many practical thıs wiıll NnOL be LOO dıfficult Nobody wıll be of the opınıon
that the VarıOus meanıngs elonging the Sa”mne semantıc 1e OT

metaphorically evolving Iirom ONC another of such words [asön (tongue,
anguage, eie;) and rös ea beginning, ete:) have homonymous origin and thus
should be sfie: under INOTITC than ON  4} entry ıth the amn form. Conversely, anYy
Jexicographer wıll apprecıate that the rOOo[ hr$ (to plough and be dea{) requires

INOTC entrıes. Here both the nafure of these meanıngs and the knowledge
erıved fifrom comparative-historical Semuitic hılology point in the dırection of
OMONYyMY, thıs INOTC completely dıfferent FrOO{IS assumıng
identical form through the merging of / and /$/ nto f& whiıle the /h/ Can also
be product of mergıng.
However, A have stated before, ıt wıll NOL always be possiıble be completely
certaın. In INYy Op1in10n, ıt WOU be best maxıiımıiıze the polysemy and lımıt neself

NC ENIIY, ctual homonyms AL dIiICc in Hebrew,“ altke and O’Connor
and belıeve they ATO right%> Only when orough comparatıve and hıstorical
study of the Semuitic languages makes ıt plausıble that ıt 15 better regard the
ambıguilty 1n partıcular ASec homonymous rather than polysemous, entries
should be used.

21 Kedar-Kopfstein, Synästhesıien im bıblıschen Althebräisch ın Übersetzung und
Auslegung, 171 1988, 47- and 1/2. 19883, 14 /-158

Kedar-Kopfstein, Glossen ZUTr tradıtionellen bıblıschen Philologie (2) 3/2, 1
D

Waltke U’Connor, Op.Cıt.,
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10 conclude wıll gIve example of such decision. The Hebrew lexeme "ayin,
1C| primarıly „CYC , but also „well“ (developed irom the prımary meaning),

few places also „appearance“ „colour“. ormerly all these meanıngs
WeEeIC regarde instances of polysemy of the lexeme “ayin. In recent artıcle
Zeitschrift für Althebraistik, Hurowitz presented the interesting proposa. relate
the meanıng „appearance“ Vıa the kadıan parallel NU Hebrew roof
1C| has the meanıng „reside, be present”, Just ıke the adıan Sakanu. As
atter of COUTISC ONCcC then arrıves aft the verb (in Classıcal Hebrew only
attested by the derivative C  ma °On, meanıng „dwelliıng“). In MY opınıon, thıs 15
felıcıtous ıdea  4 of the author<4*. wiıll UrSUC it further, however, and PrODOSC
include entries for the homonymous lexeme “ayin, VIZ. "ayin (eye, will) and
“ayin II (appearance).

Abstract.

hiıs artıcle freais iın the first place [WO well-known Lypes of lexıical ambigulty whıiıch,
certaın extent, Can be explained by the nature of theır Or1g1ns: 1) polysemy when there 15 a

number of semantic varıations wıthın ONC and the Sam«e lexeme and 2) omonymy when there
MOIC at first entirely dıfferent and unrelated exemes which required iıdentical

form in the COUTSC of the history of the language whıiıle retaınıng theır ()WI] meanıngs. One Cal
however, nolt always TawW clear lıne between and Not only should the etymological
criterion always be iırrelevant in synchronic analysıs of language, but neıither has CVCIY
historic orıgın of exemes been traced wıth the Sam«c degree of scientific Such da

demarcatıon remaıns, however, important for the lexicographer. For he has decıde whether
ON form should gel [WO MOTeC entries (homonymy) only ON (polysemy). hıs presen(ts
specıal dıfficulty ın the AsSc of languages wıth ımıted COTDUS 9  dead“ languages for
instance Classıcal Hebrew. For ıt 1s longer possıble obtaın informatıon from the natıve
speakers ıf ON!|  * 1s ın doubt And the graphemic representations aArc often Ven INOIC

approximate than ın OUT modern languages.

esSs of the author.
Prof. Dr. Hospers, Cchaepmanlaan 40, NL.0722) Groningen, Netherlands

Hurowitz, The Etymology of Bıblical Heßrew "ayin „APPCAaTANCC in Light of Akkadıan
Siknu, 3/1, T “H)-94
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