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SOPE  4” ESF orkshop the
Semantıcs of (YassıcalSCIEN NO ebrewFOVUS

Introduction

In the spring of 1991 NCW European Scıence Foundatıon Network Wäas started:
„Ihe Semantıcs of Classıcal Hebrew“ Ihe editors of Z7A  88 kındly BaVvVC the
opportunıty introduce the work and a1ms of thıs Network ESF Network
the Semantıcs of Classıcal Hebrew“, 5 1992, 85-86
Sınce the publication of thıs note the fırst of the three Workshops planned by the
Network has taken place from ”79th June Ist July 1997 In Bischofsheim 1CcCal

Strasbourg.
In the present 1ssue of the lectures gıven at thıs fırst orkshop an the
FESDONSCS them AI publıshed. There vr . eight lectures, [WO of IMOIC eneral
nafture, the others of INOIC speclalized Lypes the dıfferent 1n of semantıc
approach. The workshop Wd> successful in that clear picture f the dıfferent
approaches and theır problems, MOTIC especıally In relatıon languages and
language phases 1C ATC known only hrough relatıvely smalIll COI DUS of

Thus ıt Was good and I'Yy introduction the ork of the second
orkshop: the esigning of lexematıc framework In 1C. the results of scholarly
research (and the arguments eadıng those results) Can be inserted. (In the 1r
workshop the problems of computerizing such framework wıll be discussed.) Ihe
lectures and the discussions of the first orkshop WeEeTITC also helpful introduction

another ımportant task of the second orkshop: findıng neutral, unıform WdYy
for describing the results of scholarly research (which have be inserted ınto thıs
iramework) wıthout distorting INn anYy WdYy the ıdeas of the scholars in question, who
used completely dıfferent 1n of semantıc approach.
Sınce important a1ım of the Network 1S produce in the future database 1n
1C the results and arguments used In scholarly lıterature the semantıcs of
Classıcal Hebrew ATr®e collected IN systematized WdyY, ıt maYy SCCINMN slıghtly eculıar
that OMmMe of the lectures f thıs L(ype of the fırst orkshop erIc concerned ıth
modern semantıc methods, whıich AIe NO used, only rarely > for semantıc
research in the 1e of Classıcal Hebrew. However, the inclusıon of lectures of thıs
type the fırst orkshop Was intentional.

database such AS the ON planned DYy the Network g1ves ınformatıon about hat
has been done in the 1e6 and in thıs WaY ıt Can be SOUICC of ınformatıon
and help future scholars. But, ıf ıt 15 esigne in the rıg WäaYy, ıt wiıll also ındıcate
where ork insufficient ork has far been done, and In thıs WdYy ıt Caln be

ZAH V1/1 993
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stimulus for future research. If in designing the framework, take into aCCount
IMOTEC modern methods ıke those mentioned here, there wıll Iso be indication
where work of thıs IMOIC modern Ltype Can and must be done. database planned
Dy the Network COUuU INn such WaYy be strong stimulus NnOL only for doing NCW

research, but a1sSO for applyıng modern methods
It SOCS wıthout sayıng that A Rr an the ESF, 1C| makes the ork of the
Network possıble. want mention especılally the Name of Mr Peter Colyer of the
ESF, who Was always present and assısted the Network commiıttee In ManYy WaYyS.
aturally also CÄDICSS ()UT gratitude the edıtors of wh: made the
publication of the lectures of the fırst orkshop in ONC of theır 1SSUEeS possıble.

Jacob Hoftizer (Leiden

7D



cope and TODIEMS in the Semantics of Classıcal
Hebrew
James Barr (Nashville)

Purpose and PrOSpecCtISs of OUT work.

When 1ın about internatıional „workshop“ and „network“ in the study of
semantıcs in Hebrew, and other dead languages wıth restricted of TOXT. and
beyond that, perhaps, about the production of dıctıonary of ne'’ kınd, aAIcCc

hınkiıng of advance several fronts. Fırstly, dIC ookıng towards co-operative
rather than indıyvıdual Ltype of decision-making, that Can be achıjeved. econdly,

dIC lookıng towards the combinatıon of everal dıfferent perspectives and
methods in semantıc analysıs, rather than the, somewhat dogmatıc, concentratıion

ON!  er [W  O Thırdly, AIiIe ookıng towards the by IC especıally
through electronıc processing, the evidences and connections 1C| underlıe the
semantıc interpretatiıon Can be made MOFre evident hrough OIMINC system of codıing
built into the presentatıion of the data In dıctıonary EeNUTY. In addıtion all these,

AIc ookıng for mode In 1C. the varıety of scholarly OpIN10NS Can be MOTE

fully registered, dısplayed and made avaılable than the tradıtional format of
dietionariıes has made possible.

TODlems of tradıtional lexicography
My OW) experıence in lexicography has emphasızed much of thıs
TIThere ALC, indeed, certaın elements In the lexicographic task that aDPCAI have
IMOTE „objective“, empirıcal character, but eVECN these AdIC commonly shot hrough
wıth semantıc elements of decısıon 1C ATe NnOL sımply empirıcal. Ihus ıt
miıght, aft fırst sıght, aDPCaLl rather obvıous that the collection and presentatıion of
the forms of word, iıncludıng Jurals, uffixed {Orms, dıfferent tenses of verb, and
the lıke, 15 sımple empirıcal task of collecting and sorting. In Hebrew, however,
thıs 15 vVeC) often NOL the Casc. TIhe forms, they lıe In the texXl, Ar NOL „tagged“
wıth morphological classıfıcatıon parsıng. We lexicographers have decıde
whether form „belongs certaın word“, and therefore MUSsSst O ınto the EeNIrYy for
that lexeme, noft It 15 NnOL gıven fact that there d1iC in Hebrew verbs y I,
ON  (D occurrıng in the nıp and meanıng ‚be GOols and the other occurrıng In the
1p. and meanıng ‚be willing, be pleased, determine [tO do something]“.* If
COU SS WaYy in 1C they elonge together semantıcally, doubtless WOU
Sa y that they WEIC ONC verb. In Ps O():12 the form wnb does NOl In ıtself tell that
thıs 15 nOoTt the word „prophet“ but the 1p of the verb „cOme: (ıf ıt 1S) Our
decısıon depends uUuDON OUT syntactic/semantıc construction of the e: only

On thıs subject cf. the earned artıcle of Prof. Hospers ın hıs volume.
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after that has been done do decıde that ıt 15 ındeed thıs verb orm In classıcal
Hebrew of thıs kınd dAdIiCc quıte COMMMOON.

'Ihus the eneral semantıc analysıs ımplıed dictionary entry the orderıing of
relatable but eren meanıngs, the WdYy which theır interrelation 15 understood
and dısplayed, and perhaps MOST of all) the WdYy in 1C| iındıvidual examples aAIc

classıfıed and assıgned thıs that meanıng these questions remaın unclear
and dıfficult. In OW) experience Ooun thıs hard In andlıng ManYy words telt
the need CÄDI CSS myself, NnOL in A conventional diıctionary eNITY, but In
discursive thırty-page journal artıcle 1C WOU discuss the problems and gu
towards solution of the problems. But if one wrıtes such artıcle CVELY word,
the dıct1onary ıtself VE gelts wriıtten.

Advantages of the „theologica. dictionary“.
Thıs point, incıdentally, 15 relevant in another WaY, In connection ıth the CNIC of
„Theologica Dictionarıies“, ( 1C 15 prominent in the study of ancıent
Hebrew (as of biblical Greek). One m1g have imagined that the theologica.
dietionarıes WOU by nature be less lınguistic 1ın character and provıde less ep of
lınguistic analysıs. As ONC who In the past has been VC erıitical of particular
theological dictionarıies, want Sa y that thıs 15 not always iIirue. For semantıc
study In ancıent Hebrew, OUT theologica. dictionarıes provıde V important
iınformatıiıon. recıisely lınguistically, they Can be V strong.* And ONC [CasOnNn for
thıs 15 that they rovıde something that the MOTIEe obviously „linguistic“ dietionarıes
(BDB, etc.) do nOT provıde, namely of extended discussıon of the
meanıngs and semantıc interrelatıons involved. They Can do thıs, f COUTSC, only al
the CADENSC of eavıng asıde the arge SECIOTS of the vocabulary that ATre nOoL

CXpPTrESSIY theological.
Eclecticısm and authoritarıanısm.

The usual diıctionary andles these problems by combinatıon of eclecticısm and
authorıtarıanısm. FEclecticısm In that meanıngs Can be arranged in hıstorıical

(E.9 earlhıest fırst, ıf such orderıing Can be KNOWN), in order of
rEQqUENCY (beginnıing ıth the MOoOstLt frequent), order of deriyatıon irom SOMMC

assumed starting-point (e.g. Proto-Semuitic meanıng ase! evidence of cognate
languages), In order starting Irom the MOST and moOovıing towards the MOTITE

„abstract“ „transferred“, OL, pragmatıcally, in whatever WdYy CC} moOst lıkely
be helpful the dıct1ıonary UÜSET. Authoritarianiısm ın that the dıctıonary edıitor (or

of edıtors, but let talk ıf ıt Wad> single person) really has had take
decisıon all these matters, and hat 1$ communicated the Sr 15 the effect of
that decision nOL, rule, the reasoning that lıes behind that decıisıon. Ooday,
thınk, dIC exploring possibılıtıes whereby that reasonıng ıtself wıll be aıd IMOTIC

OPDCN the user hrough the form In 1C| the materı1al, the analysıs of meanıng,
and the evıidences that bear uUDON\N it, aAre dısplayed.

( for instance the excellence ın statıst1ıcs of the work of Jennı and Westermann ın THA'
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Ihe restriction of the COTDUS.

What, in any CaS-C, dAdIiC the essentıal dıfferences that EMEI SC irom OUT „philological
sıtuatiıon“, from OQOUT workıng wıth dead anguage ıth VeC) restricted of
text? Clearly, the scholar 15 not natıve peaker of ancıent Hebrew. And yel the
dıfference 15 not absolute ONC. The natıve peaker learns hıs her anguage
hrough membershıiıp of anguage communıty, the modern cholar learns it
through inıtiatıon into  b scholarly communıty and tradıtion. TIhe PrOCCSSCS, ough
dıfferent, dIiIC NnOT wholly ackıng in analogy. The natıve speaker’s aWaTiTeNCS>S of
meanıngs 15 much MOTIEe wiıdely ase! and hıs experiıence 1S extensible; hı1s intuıt1ons
about meanings dIiC NnOTt necessarıly infallıble, and much depends the valıdıty of
the questi1ons addressed hım Ihe scholar’s WAaTIienNc>s> 15 much9 but
(0)091= of ıts efects AdIiIC compensated for by the IMOIC traıned and academıiıc
discipliıne of hıs study
Ihe real dıfference lıe in the restriction of the o  u Moreover, In the
ASCc of classıcal Hebrew thıs 15 NO accıdental restrict10n, in the ASCc of OIn

other languages where only ımıted iragments from dısparate SOUTCC5S have
Survıved: rather, ıt 15 ıth OmMme qualification aft the margıns restriction
purposively selected body f lıterature, NO of 00 consıdered MOTIe 0)4 less
complete, outsıde of 1C only ımıted other materıals, maınly inscr1ıptions, AICc

known. It 15 19910)8% ıke the sıtuatıon of natıve peaker of Englısh whose total
experience and knowledge of hıs OW) language had been restricted the works of
Shakespeare and nothing else at all, the grounds that hIs works wWeIec the best
lıterature and conveyed the best ıdeas about lıfe and realıty.
In thıs respect ea languages er ONC from another. In classıcal Hebrew,
a  oug the o  u has been extremely narrowly restricted, there has been
tradıtion of combined linguistic and exegetical study throughout the centuries.
Janguage ıke adıan 15 much MOIC completely ea ıt has comparable
tradıtion of scholarshıp, for ON exıiısted who knew anythıng about ıt for
thousandC On the other hand ıts materı1als have expande vVC apıdly, that
it C6 NnOLt suffer from restrictıveness of the In anythıng ıke the egree

which thıs ffects Hebrew.
The restriction of the COTDUS that all of statements, however profoun
and accurate, have be qualified Dy the implıcatıon: „thıs 15 irue of the COTDUS,
cCannot SaYy whether ıt 15 iIrue of the language”. Of thıs there AIc SOMEC well-known
examples. It 15 often saıd that the amılıar verb br” „create” 15 used only of dıivine
creatıvıty and V of human, and thıs be Irue of the COTDUS, strictly
taken; but cCannot be SUTC ıt 15 Irue of the Janguage ıt Was ven wıthın the
U  u there diC hınts hat about the homographıc verb 1C NCcan „Cutl
down trees“? If Can COUNn Phoenician inscrıption margıinally part of the
COTDUS, there mMaYy have been CISON who Was hbr perhaps „the cutter‘ (of WO0Od,
of stone, of gems?). oss1ıbly there 15 therefore SOMMC human activıty remaıniıng
background for the „Create”“ possıbly such remaıned in exıstence in
the anguage. Thıs ıllustrates ON of the obvıous realıties Of the sıtuatıon: because
the COTrDUS 15 restricted ın thıs peculıar WaY, and because it has been V
thoroughly studiıed ı ın CVCLY possible WAaY, and because thıs OTr0oug! investigation
st  — leaves ıth ıddles and XNOPLAL, anythıng that irom outsıde
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the and er NCW, eXtiraneOus, informatıon AaDPCAaTIS al ONCEC gaın
ENOTMOUS, perhaps disproportionate, value: ıt introduces 11CW word, NCW C,

NC  E meaning, NECW perspective, into the tıghtly-woven network of that 1C had
been there before Thus the gıven restriction of the 15 ıtself the major [Cason

why comparatıve phılological data, the evidence of newly-discovered inscr1ptions,
and any textual discoveries 1C. aft least potentially enlarge theo have such
great impact.

Ihe COTDUS and the language.
ımilarly there dIC words that VE probäbly exısted In the language but do NO

aDDCATL the We ecem have word for „briıdge“, and Oone for „hour“
of time (though thıs does aAaDDCAaI in the Aramaic of Danıel). There ATIC fıve
words for „lion“, only dubiously distinguishable In meanıng, but, though Cats
probably exıisted, there 15 word for „cCat ESE AaDPCAI ın the later stages of the
anguage, but nOt wıthın the classıcal 1  Ca COTpus.) In general, negatıve
statements, the effect that such and such „does NnOL exXxıist“ „1S ımpossıble“ iın
ancıent Hebrew, have be made ıth Ome cautıon. Thıs may be true not only
the exıical eve but also the grammatiıcal: the advanced student of classıcal
Hebrew has reckon ıth isolated, but iındıvıdually quıte9 of
constructions 1C AI „agaınst the rules“: i apparently ıth the subject, and

The quest10ons here involved WeIC vivıdly expressed Dy Ullendorff 1ın hıs tıtle „Is
1DI1Ca Hebrew Language?“ And perhaps something Can be done, Ven firom
wıthın the strictly delımıted of 1DI1Ca Hebrew, extend neself beyond ıts
lımıts. It mMaYy be, for instance, that conversational C ‚VEn wıthın the Bıble MaYy
reveal tendencıes that dıffer irom those eneral in narratıon In ega
Notice, for instance, how frequently hl” „1S ıt nOt the ASC that?“ GCuUuLSs ın
conversatıons. gaın, have noticed that the conjunction ”bl In er OCCUTIS iın
conversatıon only thus Gen 40214 ”hI "Smym "nhnw „well, AT ame but In
later AaDDCAaIS In narratıve also, and the there shıfts INOTC the
adversatıive „Düut“, 1C| 15 also the amılıar Miıshnaiıc Hebrew meanıng. Thıs SOr{ of
observatıon should receive IMNMOTE notıice in dicetionarıes. ımularly, the well-known
phenomenon of the relatıve partıcle S 1C 15 amılıar In later 1DI1Ca but
also (ICCUTS sporadıcally In apparently er ONCS (several In Judges and ngs 15
MOoOSstT naturally explaine by the supposıtıon that thıs form WasSs In colloquıal UuUSeCc In
SOMNC eCIOTrS throughout the 1DI1Ca per10d but In the maın classıcal per10d, for
SUOIMNC [CaSON, Was overlaıd Dy E and revıved In UuUSC In the ate bıblical per10d.

An example: nDS and „SOul“.
Now In thıs opening ecture ıt does nOoTLt Bn be IN Y task offer CVECN

prelımınary suggest10ns about hOow thıs 15 all be done It 6 appropriate
rather call attention SUOMNC examples of the problems, examples of dıfferent
1n where dıfferent approaches solution have been In exıstence.

VE prominent word, and ONC presenting ICU problems, 1S the amılıar nDS,
conventionally glossed Saul”. Westermann In hıs excellent > artıcle
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provıdes classıfıcatıon of MCaNıng (THAT II 73) under departments refiaın
hıs German erms, but sımplıfy hıs Gliederung of the meanıngs)

basıc MCAaANINS aucCc Atem chlund
Gier/Begier/ Verlangen
Seele
Leben
Lebewesen/Mensch
Leiche

But much depends 1C examples AI assıgned 1C MCaAaNINS The key
ınvolves the soul Modern ODINMILON emphasızes the psychosomatıc

totalıty of the human beıing, and tends deprecılate ıdeas of
separable „soul“ Not only but apparently the ancıent Hebrews thought the Aame

WaYy key pPassSapc quoted innumerable Gen The first mMan dam
Was formed by God dust irom the earth God reatne: info thıs mu object the
breath of lıfe, and the INa  - became nNDS hyh lıvıng being Many cCommMentators
have argue that thıs ShOows that INa  —; totalıty, lıving soul“ he does NO

„have a soul or POSSCSS ONC he ONe

Rut thıs be mıiıstake ND$S here bDy the ıtself belongs the
IS Lebewesen the Man [ECC1IVIN£ breath becomes anımate eing Ihe
collocatıon npS hyh always have thıs But precıisely because thıs
the the CXPDTESSION does NOL tell about the soul Far from
emphasızıng psychosomatıc NION the sentence MaYy well be dualıstic ON the
INan ONsıI of [WO dıstinct substances mud dust and breath As lıving eing
he has these both together ıf the breath CCascs he CeECasecsS be Lebewesen The
PaSSapc expressly does noft tell about the natfure of the soul Ihe tradı-
tiıonal confused because whıle ar gUIN£ (rıghtly) that N15S5C here the
Correcft ONC il has continued [CASON ıf the ınformatıon V  N about

eing domiınant because 1L, „soul“, the ancıent tradıtional gloss.
Thıs eing the CasS-C, and ıth partıcularly promiınent CCC of evıdence,
consıderation has be LV  N the possibilıty that the MCaNINSsoul“ has been
understated and that there ı INOTITC evidence of MCAaNINS, nOT necessarıly of soul
totally separable from the body, but at least of ONC at the other end f the
from ıt Collocatiıons such those where CISOoN addresses h1s OW soul where
npDS and hsr aAaDDCAT be al (mnp$ hösr ykIA Is 18)
where CISON that nNDSYy, soul“ wıll nOL be eft eo should be
urther investigated In addıtion the analogy of other peoples and anthropological
eviıdence CannotL be dısregarded ManYy ancıent peoples SCCM ave had

It l  T'  S}  g that Westermann though counlıng Seele only ON Maın

SCNSCS and wıthın that maıntaiınıng that the rendering egele often Notbehelf that
only comparatıvely small really correspond ıth the MCaNlNng of (German Seele (col
84), still places eele, and other word the term the tıtle of hıs artıcle hıs 1D, thınk
sıgnıfıcant of all hat has been saıd the reader lookıng such artıcle for
somethıng about the soul“ and hat the Hebrews had Sa Yy about



James Barr

complex theories of something lıke d „soul“.* Why COULU. the Hebrews nOL have had
something of the same? do NnOtL claım have proved that they dıd; but ıf CVCN

envisage the possıbialıty of ıt, then ıt adds the complexıty f OUT classıfıcatıon of
meanıngs.
Thıs SadInec word ıllustrates another tradıtional, but problematiıc, practice: the OVCI-

emphasızıng of „concrete“ physica: meanıiıngs in the presentation of eXica.
materı1al. Wol{ff (Anthropology of the Old Testament, on wriıtes
chapter of sıxteen nDS and Out of these devotes only ONe „soul“, OVeTr

four „throat“ and „neck“ do noft the least dispute the exıstence of these
meanıngs, but iınclined 1n of them margınal. TIhe really clear aAIec

mythological: the underworl ' DEN: wıde ıts throat, Is 5:14 But hen Ps 69:2 crıes
God for help because the wafers ame > nNDS, thıs COU conceivably [NCan

the throat“ „u the neck“ but do NnOL SA why ıt COU. nOL INnecan „r 1g up
the V soul“. Few of the where nDS 15 saıd refer the human throat CCIIM

be certaın. Here COU be helped by these non-exıstent natıve speakers,
who WOUuU tell us whether ONe COU SaYy &. have SOTE nDS thıs mornıing“ „he has

15  one stuck In hıs nDS$“ rather Ou such sentfences WCIC spoken.
„Sın and „mMiSSing the mark“.

sımiılar CaS-C, ıth another central term, 15 ht amılıar the eneral term SE
It 15 COINIMNON practice gıve SOME prominence the actually rather infrequent)

where the NSC 15 „MI1SS the targel en shooting)“; the analogy of ree
obviously, favoured the emphasıs gıven thıs. Thıs Can easıly gıve the ımpress1i0n
that „MI1SS the target” 15 the Grundbedeutung, and therefore that the (far IMOTE

frequent) E for riıtual moral „SIN CXDTESSECS ıt missıng of the mark Thıs
be questionable. It WOU be IMOTITEC lıkely that the meanıng 15 „do

wrongly“ and that the ASec of shooting, throwing stones eic. 15 partıcular extension
of that. oug] 9{811 havıng researched the question, have SUSPICION that the
AIn 15 the ase In Tree

Ghosts and NECTI OMANCET.

The decısıon iıdentify hOow far words and SCNSCS „belong together“ 15 often
complex and obscure Hebrew Take the term (or terms?) "wb 15 agreed that ıt
hıes in the eneral 1e€ of „ghosts“ of the dead But does ıt INCan the ghos tself, 0)4
the Crson wh; communicates hrough the ghost, OmMNC aspect of the technıque
of communitıcatıon? TIhe COMMON collocatıon wıth yd nYy May well suggest human
CrsSon who „knows“, thus w  CcE But collocatıon ıke Ditn 18:11 "] ”wb
wyd C  nYy mMay suggest that the ”wb 15 the ghos tself, and ıf the yd nYy May well
be the AdINncC. But what about the ”wb of Job 32:19, apparently leathern bottle?
Thıs maYy be totally unrelated word:; but others have interpreted the term for
„ghost“ „necromancer“ in the lıght of ıt, following the ancıent interpretations that

ave ın mınd partıcularly the evidence of early Greek» tor example the piıcture of the
underworl gıven by Homer ın Odyssey The modern ashıon has been discount Greek
evidence being the standard opposite Hebrew thınkıng, but these habıts ave be
rethought.
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involved ventrloquısm. Moreover, the place-name ot ough interpreted d

„‚water-skıns“ by BDB 15 much INOTITC lıkely have been place ONCeEe

known for ıts dıvinatory practices.
10 Parallelısm.

Everyone recognızes that parallelısm 15 SIr eature of Hebrew, and anYy future
lexicographical project wiıll want do all that 15 possıble register the relevant
materiı1als 1in the MOSt informatıve WaYy for example, words that often function
words“ should be registered such agaınst theır COMIMNMON „A-words“ The
parallelısms AdIe clearly sıgnıfıcant for semantıc analysıs of anYy kınd Unf{ortunately,
they AdIcC often not only sıgnıfıcant, but also ambigu0us. As has long been
recognized, whıle OmMmMme parallelısms (80)001> close semantıc
(mountain / hill, wave/billow, mym mym), others mMaYy equaliy be contrastıve:
day day/night nıg (Ps 19:8); eal flesh/drink 00 (Ps The basıc
underlyıng structure of parallelısm apPCaIS be syntactic: NOUN parallel wıth
NOUN, verb wıth verb, SL, certaın TIhese strucftures commonly CaIi y
semantiıc informatıon, but ıf the meanıng of the indıyıdual elements 15 NnOT clear the
pecıfic semantıc contribution of the parallelısm mMay remaın (8101 Thus, take
another CadsSc ınvolving NDS,

Job 149272 STW "1yw yk 7D WNDSW "Lyw t”bl
OMNC IMNay ask does the parallelısm suggest that the „soul“ 15 VE close the es
and upport understandıng In erms of theır eing [WO aSpeCIs of the Aamnec thıng,

does it suggest that they dIC [WO opposıte the pomnt of the eing
that these quıte eren realıties diC oıng the dInc thing? Parallelısms
generally have OmMe semantic content but only sometimes do words Occurrıng in
parallelısms have vırtual semantıc dentity !l interchangeabilıty wıthout change of
semantıc effect); iın IMNOIC all ON Can Sa y 15 that there 15 mME element of
meanıng in COMMMON c.g Ps 7211 „all ıngs wıll worship him /all eoples wıll SCIVC

hım  R both kıngs and peoples dIiIC eXpress10Ns of natıonal L8)  » but theır
(CCHT ITE does not I[NCan that „Kıng“ „people One of the thıngs should
be considering, there{fore, 15 mode Dy 1C parallel eXpress10ns might be CO

indıcate hOow far they CC be SYNONYMOUS, antonymous, otherwise
complementary.
ı Some other semantıc dıifficulties.

In general, much CaIic 15 needed In the eXpression of meanıngs, for statements Can

often be misinterpreted by the asty reader, and subtle distinctions have be
bserved and noted 'Ihus ıt 15 NOL ONg Sa y that dm „human eın but
ıt 15 NnOoL quıte rıg eıther: for, unless miıstaken, there 15 dıfference here.

15 human eing but alone, when ıth other Ö  y would not
be ea ’dm 15 always Ca _7&;, en Ar Ca nSym The ord
"dm rather „man“, alone collective, and includıng hen they AICcC

in the am wıth TMCN Thus the 4asSe of ree XVTOHOTNOG 15 NnOL arallel at thıs
point, for ıt Can be, and 1S, used of indıyıdual
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dıfficult asec handle AI the words involved ın the inkage of sın/retribution,
the so-called Tun-Ergehen-Zusammenhang Act-and-consequence Syndrome.
word lıke wn mMay be regarde avıng say three ONC of meanıng: N1quıty

guilt of IN1quUILYy CONSCYUCNCC of, punıshment for, N1quıty (1 Irom
BDB, 730., who confess themselves perplexe: and that these dIC dıfficult

dıstınguısh). But the dıstinguıshıng of them 15 al least ONC possıble polıcy On the
other sıde ıt has been argue that these dIiIc all ON  '4 thıng, all ON  a’ meanıng, that the
ole point 15 that the IN1quity 15 in itself the guilt and 15 also the Nasty CONSCYUCNCE
that follows. Thıs of COUTITSEC 15 controversı1al, and ON other argument mMaYy be
SIMpIY ON$. But anYy attempt fo present thıs SOTrt of materıal In dıct1onary form
wiıll have 1n carefully about how dısplay these possıbilıities.
12 syntactic approac presentation of data

seft Out above (p the mode Dy 1C Westermann dısplayed the SC of SCI15C5S5

of nDS in hı1s fine artıcle. In princıple that 15 semantıc type of classıfıcatıon,
set Ouft under serı1es of The problem wıth thıs, of COUTSC, 15 that ıf partıicular

dIic assıgned the ONg CNSC, OTr there 15 Ou about them, ıt 15 dıfficult
for the uüuser these outft from the context in whıch they have been
placed and SS them (potent1a instances of another It mI1g sometiımes
be better procedure, TOom the semantıc poıint of VIEW tself, ıf the entry WCIC

organızed Syntactic basıs, 1.e€ NOL under dıfferent meanıngs but under dıfferent
types of collocatıon. Thus artıcle Dryt miıght be arranged follows dıd thıs
AS preparaltory example W exıcal WOT.

Covenant 1S, WAaS, wıth, between eiCc.
krt br yt, the amılıar and perhaps domiınant CasSc, ıviıded under:

ıth „wıth“
wıth mM, also „wıth“
wıth
I1wo DEISONS together 4A5 subject
Other

Inıtiate Covenant, wıth other verbs:
hqym (but mMaYy be rather „fulfil“, SCC below)
An
bw Ty

rY plus others
Maıntaın, Support, u acknowledge Covenan
hqym
mr
zkr
md plus OInNnec others

nnul, abandon, Covenan
hpr
hIl

$kh, “zh

10
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Wıth other verbs, few
ollowıng NOUN

Persons
Objects and institutions

Wıth ollowing NOUN

Deıty
Persons
Community
Institutions
erpetul
Religi0us qualities, C.g. Justice, MEICY, rehabılı

Finally, OC ıspute' d  9 Cc.p. suggest10n that there 15 bryt 11 1g!
splendour“* Is 472:6 4985 paralle‘ wıth Wr 42:6)

ıst of Cont1guous terms, Cc.g . Shbw hzh hzwt; mnh; “dwt;
plan of thıs kınd COUu. be ombıned wıth the INOIC ırectly semantıc form of

dısplay C.p. at the eginning of artıcle ser1es of glosses COUuU be sei OutL, each
ıth number, and the Varıo0us examples In d syntactically-based dısplay COUuU be
agge: ıth such number, and ıth question mark where IYy. hıs might
be WaYy INn 1C| several dıfferent approaches m1g be combiıned.

13 Hapax legomena and opeless
Sometimes, the other hand, have fo register and deal ıth somethıng that 15
In the text but, strongly SuspeclT, Wds nOL part of the language al all In other
words, the form exıstent In the o  u 15 the roduct of textual and/or loss
of MOLY of the lexeme or1ıginally present promiınent A4dsec in the Torah 15 the
“Sdt, 78 dt of Deut 3  N Sınce dt „law, religion“ 15 agreed be ersian
and tO0O late in Hebrew be conceıjvable for thıs (doubtlessv ancıent) POCM,
dIiC us!  1€| in rejecting the „fıery law“ type of interpretatıon, though ıt has be
mentioned for ıts hıstorical ımportance hrough the Targum, Vulgate eiCc. Ihe
context gıves faırly assured firame such \‚He od] appeare irom Mount
Paran, he adIiInNnc irom the myrı1ads of holiness [OT1, ıth d  X of the place Qadesh];
irom hıs rg hand [1s, was?| "sdt them' We Can thus register Varı0Ous
suggest10ns:

another place-name (Nyberg
plural of 1OUN "sd* cognalte ıth ESA 7 d „warrı10r“, cl. Arabıc ”asad „l1ı0n“, iın

the CIM of „dıvıne warrı10rs“, 1.€. angels, cf. 1 XX AYYENOL (Beeston)
participle of verb cognate ıth Aramaıiıc „DOUT“, hence „being poured“”,
„streamıng along NEBRB
conjecture 7 dlgt „blazıng 1re
admıt that reasonably close explanatıon 15 known NOWAaDle.

In thıs, in IManYy C ıt 6C} ıf ork ıth the materı1al ıf ıt sStO0d INn
Varıous grades of clarıty and certaminty. The „context“ elps in far it ıtself has
materials of higher certainty; and yel Nne dea NCW discovery that Offers

E1
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NCW interpretation of the moOst obscure element maYy cshow that the supposedly
certaın contextual elements WeTC actually deceptive.

Dıachronic change of meanıng.
TIhe diachronic changes of meanıng wıthiın the Au obvious ICa of
ICU. The ICU. 15 unequal between directions: at the end of the per10d
there 15 faırly hıgh in the recognition of LB ate 1DI1Cca. Hebrew)
because certaın dIC unquestioned „late“ INn thıs Quıite arge number
of ıtems Can thus be definıtely abelled ‚LBB When o back early stages
the adInec{15 Often acking, Almost all would APICC that certaın O' dIC
archaiıc: C.B. Gen 49, Ex 1D Judg 5 but temporal SECQUENCE: between the
tradıtional Pentateuchal „sources“ remaın . better, have increasıngly become
controversıal. Nevertheless, sınce the Stylistic features of J, E) and AIcC rather
Obviıous and wıdely accepted, ıt best continue indicate them, and thıs

also, ımply hıstorical dıfference between them, CVCMN ıf ONC does NOTL
commıt oneself anYy partiıcular statement of that hıstorical dıfference. Thıs Can
make dıfference in the semantıcs of ındıyıdual words. Sometimes faırly sharp
differences in meanıng Can be observed: amılıar ASC 15 mnhh, used for anYy kınd
of gift in the old SOUTCCS, between humans, specialızed cereal offerıng in
Leviıticus. Agaın, 1n the Case f bryt it has often been bserved that In OmINe SOUTITCECS
God’s makıng Covenan 15 vVC sımılar personal agreemen between human
PEISONS, whıle In others ıt 15 INOTC ıke unılateral establıshment of princıple, and
in the latter ASC ıt 15 erhaps less well indıcated Dy the renderıing „covenant“.

Mıdrash and decontextualızation.

Dıachronic change has be consıdered also, however, in another fiorm the mode
In IC earlıer materıals wıthın the COTrDUS mMay have (0)891° be understood by
wrıters and readers wıthın the later stages of the COTDUS. Thıs DIOCCSS of „inner-
bi  Cal understandıng and exeges1s has attracted much attention In recent times.
On the ole lexicographers have placed the prıimary emphasıs the meanıngs
attached ıtems in the time and CONiEXT of the composıtion of the ıf ask,
how PaASsSapC, wriıtten around 900 Was understood by wriıter of 400 OT

300, enfer upon addıtional complıcatıon. Thus Professor Sawyer, dıscussıng
Hebrew for resurrection“, consıdered number of W.  1C he
recognized, did NnOL 1IMpIy anYy hought of resurrection in theır orıgınal cCon(ftext, but
WeTe eIy have been understood by later readers.>» The SdINC, WOU
suggesi, m1g appIly the ideas of the separabilıty and iımmortalıty of the SOul.
The ead Sea Scrolls provıde number of instances In 1C 1D11Ca words and
phrases diC taken and reused in SCMNSCS that Inay possıbly be quıte remote firom
those of theır orıgınal lıterary setting.
The collecting, classıfıcatıon an dısplay of such materıal, however, Ser10us
problems 1C have NnOL yel, ıt C  ' been fully explored. Ihe later, inner-
ıblical, exegetical readıng Wds of COUTITSC done Dy natıve speakers and deserves

J.F. awyer, Hebrew Words for the Resurrection of the Dead, 2 9 1973,M
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respect these grounds. But natıve speakers aAIc NnOTt iınfallıble, for much depends
upOonNn the methods of readıng that they employed. have taken COnfiextT

primary guide, have observe that SOINC al least of thıs exegetical eadıng ent
in exactly the opposıte dırection, eing guıde Dy adıcal decontextualızatıion: thıs
15 OMNC of the obviıous primary features of Miıdrash, that ıt explaıns words Dy takıng
the meanıngs they WOU have 1n any contexft er than that in 1C| they stand In
the PasSsSapc eing read. It mMaYy be rıg that dict1onary should register such
interpretations, 1C have sometimes been V signıfıcant historically, but there
must be SOMMEC mode in 1C they AIc dıstınguished from contextually Ser10us
understandıng. In anYy CaS-C, these considerations make realıse that the
interpretations of the „natıve speaker“, far TOmM eing authorıtatıve, dIC lıkely be
hıghly allıble.

16 etaphor.
Metaphorica USapCcS also requıre investigation. On the whole, 1n the
lexicographical tradıtion In Hebrew has used the CategOTrYy of metaphor OO easıly
and carelessly. Some „metaphors“ May have been created through miıstakes wıthın
lexicography ıtself. One example have recently discussed 15 the Casec of d „nest“.®
The word 15 used of and also, „metaphorically“, of Varıo0us human
dwellings, especılally those f eastern, „clıff-dwellıng“, eoples ıke the Edomiutes.
But there 15 SUOTNC evidence from cognate languages that the FrOOL could INCan aNYy
kınd of settlement dwelling. In that ASC the ‚nest” 15 partıcular
application of eneral term for dwellıng, the human wellings of Edomiutes and
others dIc not metaphorıcal at all, and, finally, ıf thıs 15 rıght, Can also
accommodate the GaGH ymMm of Noah’’s ark (Gen 6:14), 1Cc otherwise has be made
into quıte lexeme. By later times the er eneral meanıng „dwellıng“
had OmMme be forgotten, and „nes: WasSs understood the basıc N  9 thıs
understandıng necessarily generated the „metaphorical“ 1eEW of the uUsScsSs of thıs
term for human abodes do a(0)1 insıst that mY 15 necessarıly rıght, but ıt
ıllustrates the SOTT of problems that Can arıse.

7 Meanıngs know them and meanıngs d 5 they knew them

c desirable that modern semantıc study should distinguısh adequately
between elements of meanıng that . relevant the speakers and wrıters and
elements that maYy be valıdly perceived hrough modern lınguıistic methods but that
ere probably unknown the actual language Our etymological interests
MaYy reveal WaYysS in 1C erms aAaIc related, WaYyS that maYy be interesting the
modern reader, but these SAa WdYyS maYy have been quıte outwıth the
CONSCIOUSNESS of natıve speakers and writers In ancıent times. It may be interesting

that qwh INay have mean „twist“, hence giving „cord, lıne and also tqwh
„tension hope“, but ONC mMay regard ıt lıkely that thıs iınformatıon Was unknown

ANYONE who actually used the words.

Barr, Is Hebrew Tf „  nest  ‚ Metaphor? 1n’ Semuitic Studıies (FS Leslau, Wıesbaden
1991), 150-161
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Personal

good illustration f thıs Can be 65n in the personal Hebrew CS, eing
in ManYy semantically transparent, provıde much useful atter for semantıc
discussıon. But they also leave much OOI for misunderstandıng. Many of the
attempfts the meanings of the tradıtional dietionarıes Ar old-
fashıoned and misleadıng. There d1iC C5, lıke zkryhw, 1C WEIC certammnly fully
transparent people at the tıime: ıt Was obvious that ıt saıd „The Lord has
remembered“ (or something that effect). But there AI other 1C W
wıth OUT philologica. methods, Can plausıbly interpret, but 1C them in theır
OW!] time WeEeIC probably ODAQUC. COU. they interpret Namec such hl mM, for
instance? Very lıkely the Namec Was meanıngful those who first DBavC ıt thıs
CrSoN, but ıt 15 Ou that ıt Was meanıngful those who wrotfe the Balaam Sapa
that NOW POSSCSS, st  — INOTIC Ou for those who read and reread ıt OmMme

centuriıes later Ihe SAdMlc WOU probably be Irue f Job ere dIC foreign
lıke Nebuchadnezzar iCc Can interpret hrough OUT knowledge of adıan
but 1C| WOU be ODaquC Hebrew speakers unless they had pecıal informatıon

the atter. IThere are also for instance the moriıte“ of
GenesıIis, ıke the Namec aCo of 1C Can at least hazard interpretation
but where 01018 interpretation 15 lıkely be far remote firom that 1C| the biblical
wriıters O  er, because they interpreted them ıf they D Hebrew-language
'y workıing from wıthin the normal exicon of Hebrew. Or, put ıt In another
WdyY, have diıstingu1s between, ON hand, meanıngs of 1C WEIC

probably valı' meanıngs understood al the time, an the other hand the
popular etymologıes of whıch the themselves furnısh, C in almost
all AI alse explanations, gıven precisely because the WerTrTe nolt

understood, and erıved firom incıdents and features of the accompanyıng SLOTY (So
for example m$h, ımuılarly "qb)

Conclusıon.

have NnOf attempted anYy systematic treatment of OUT theme, and have trıed rather
gather together SOM problem which AI lıkely be mel ıth in OUT work

and proviıde OC examples 1C may be useful basıs for discussıon. hope
that thıs wiıll be helpful In startıng off OUT enquıirıtes.

SITACi

The discusses general questions of semantıc analysıs in ancıent Hebrew. Examples of
words that present dıfficulties ATIC gıven: ın partıcular npD$S „soul“ Can be analysed and classıfıed

several dıfferent WaYyS. Problems In the past lexicographical tradıtıon AIcC mentioned, and
suggesti1ons dIC made for mode ın whiıch Varıo0us possıbilıties might be INOTITC „objectively“ set
forth Problems ıth specıal categorIies, such metaphorıcal eXpressions and personaly
ATICc Iso briefly mentioned.

Address of the author:
Prof. Barr, The Divinıity School, Vanderbilt University, Nashville E  x
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UJdo Rüterswörden

Den 19 Punkten des Referates VO  —_ James arr wırd nıemand, der sıch mıt den dort
genannten Problemen befaßt, seine Zustimmung können.
Zu T Dıiıe homonymen Wurzeln sınd eın ewı1ges Problem der hebräischen Lexıko-
graphie; schön hıeße sıch das der nıcht Ende kommen wollenden Debatte
”hl zeıgen, die nıcht zuletzt auch ZU[T Demonstration des konzeptionellen Unter-
schiedes zwıschen einzelnen Wörterbüchern geführt ırd Daß NUuTr eın ”hl mıt
der Bedeutung „trauern“ gebe, galt Geseniıus als sicher .1 Frants Buhl ıst ıhm hiıerıin
gefolgt; nıcht jedoch un Gesenius!8®; die beiden NCUCICN Lexıka geben auf
das Akkadısche gestutz iıne Bedeutung „vertrocknen“ d die auf die Natur
angewandt eiıner Zahl VOonNn Belegen aASSCcH scheint.? Der Vorschlag geht
wohl auf Driver zurück ® Im Moment scheınt der Irend zurück der einlinıgeren
Auffassung VOoO  _ Gesenıius und Buhl gehen,* wobe1l übertragener Sprachgebrauch
in echnung estellt ırd Das Problem scheınt kaum entscheıidbar, N: Wıe das
Von Ar geschickt gewä  e eispie E
Der Sachverha ware ämlıch völlıg anders beı Wurzeln mıt zZzUuU eıspie. In die-
SCIN hebräischen aut sınd ZWEeII in einigen semiıtischen Sprachen unterschıiedene
Laute zusammengekommen‚ SO sich Homonyme innersemuitisch deuten lassen.
Es se1l NUuTr eın eıspie genannt: hr$ heißt iIm Qal „pfllügen aber auch „taub eın  “
Der IC 1INs zeıigt, daß WITr hıer VOoN Zzwel semitischen Wurzeln mıt verschıe-
denen Anfangsradıkalen auszugehen aben, vgl arabısch rata „pfllügen mıt aid-
1SC. hartsa „stumm ein“.> Eın drıttes hr$; hat die Bedeutung „zaubern“. Hıer J1eg]
die Dıfferenz 1ImM etzten Konsonanten VOT, WIE H.- Mülhller anhand des Ugariti-
schen vorgeführt hat hr$ bezeıichnet ıne handwerklıiche, aber auch magiıische
Tätıgkeit; hrt dagegen das Pflügen.® Wenn auch dıe Bezüge zwıschen dem alttesta-
mentlichen Befund und diesen dreı Wurzeln 1ImM Eınzelfall noch diskutiert werden,’
scheınt dennoch, als sel mıt ılfe der Semutistik eın Teıl der Homonymıie-
probleme einer Lösung entgegengeführt worden seIN. Eın interessantes Problem
sel In Rande erwähnt: andelt sıch hıer in Wırklichkeit nıcht Homographıie

Homonymıie? Wıe Blau nachgewiesen hat, scheıint dıe Septuagınta ıne

Gesenius, Hebräisches und chaldäisches Handwörterbuch ber das Ite Testament,
Leipzig 1834,

7, Ges18
Barr, Comparatıve Phılology and the Text of the Old Testament, Oxford 1968, 320)

D.J.A Clınes, Was there I1 „be d ın Classıcal Hebrew?, 4 1992, 1-10;
schon Baumann, WA' I) 46-50).

H.- Müller, Magısch-mantische Weısheıiıt und dıe Gestalt Danıels, 17 1969, Anm
5+6; Priebatsch, Spiranten und Aspıratae ın Ugarit, und Hellas, 1 'g 1980, 371{f.

azu Hamp, I1  9 Da



Udo Rüterswörden

Dıfferenzierung zwıischen h/h und S noch gekannt haben,® eıne Differenzie-
[UNg, dıe auch beı altkanaanäıschen Öörtern iın ägyptischer Umschrift anzutreffen
ist.?
Z 5-6 Dıe Begrenztheit uUuNnseIeCcs Textkorpus ist natürlich berücksichtigen.
Ich möchte UT eın eıspie CNn Es gibt das Wort ”"asam „Vorratskammer,
Speıicher“. Eın zugehörıges Verbum findet sıch 1im Alten Testament nıcht; da mıt
Ausnahme des Syrischen auch in anderen semıiıtischen prachen NUur nominale
Derivate der Basıs existieren, würde INan hıer wohl kaum eiıne erDwurzZe. DO-
nıeren. och hıer trugt der eın das erb ist tatsächlıc. und unzweıdeutig 1N-

bezeugt, und ZWAal dem Ostrakon VonNn avneh-Yam, 200 ach
herrschender Ansıcht ist das erb ZWal denomuinıert, doch zeıigt dieses Beispiel, daß
WITr mıt dem Alten Testament 190008 eıne sehr lückenhafte und ausschniıtthafte Mate-
rialbasıs aben, dıe argumenta sılentio0 immer problematisch macht
Zu Dıie Deutung „Weıinschlauch“ scheıint in Hı 32,19 eher unwahrscheinlich. Dort
steht „...WIE WEenNnnNn Weın nıcht geöffne WIT'  9 Wwıe WeEeNnNn NCUC z  oböot gespalten WCI-

den.“10 Wenn der ergleic auf eıne alltägliıche Erfahrung anspielt, kommen WITr
mıt dem CNliauc nıcht sehr weıt; NECEUE Schläuche gelten nach 9,17 als beson-
ders eißfest „Die mögliıche Deutung, dıie rregung se1l groß, daß eın eu

Weınschlauch pla 1äßt sıch dem ext nıcht entnehmen.“11 Vielleicht geht
hiıer eher dıe Vermittlung verborgenen Wissens und somıt einen Begrıff,
der auf mantısche Praktıi:ken weiıst.
Zumindest eıner der Belege für "wb, Dt 18,10, verweiıst auf Bräuche, dıe außerhalb
sraels ausgeübt wurden;: für den Verfasser en S1e wohl mehr oder weniger CX0O-

tisch. och dies weiıst fernab VO eigentlich etymologischen rwägungen auf
eın sehr interessantes Problem, ämlıch das des Kontaktes zwıschen prachen. Ich
würde hier VO  —; einem Fremdwort ausgehen. Daß 6S auch Lehnübersetzungen g1ibt,
hat Greenfield anhand eines schönen Beıspıiels ANı  S urdültı kabasu khs$ ”R (Jer
4,11.16 u.Ö.) nachgewiesen.!* DDas Phänomen des Sprachkontaktes erstreckt sıch Ja
bıs den Masoreten, die bekanntlıc arabischsprachlich vn SO bezeichnet
ChNhEMUuE ben Ja’agob in 4 /4a des Petropolıtanus (ehedem Leningradensıis)
ebendiesen Kodex als mshp. Es ıst eın Wort, das in keinem der gängıgen mıttel-
hebrälischen Wörterbücher steht; ınteressant scheınt MIır aber eın Hınweis auf AlLld-

bıisch mushaf „Buch, Koranabschrift“. 1° Es ıst nıcht auszuschließen, daß dıe Maso-
retien manchen USGTUC des Alten JTestaments im Lichte des Arabıschen verstian-
den en Manche ne Heılung VO  n Textproblemen urc erweıse auf das

Blau, On Polyphony in Bıblıcal Hebrew (The Israel Academy of Scıiences and Humanı-
ties. Proceedings VL2): Jerusalem 1982

Helck, Dıe Beziehungen Agyptens Vorderasıen 1Im und Jahrtausend (Ar (Ag.
Abh 5) Wiıesbaden 1971%, 5361.

dazu Ebach Rüterswörden, Unterweltsbeschwörung im Alten JTestament eıl 1‚
9’ 1977,

11 Fohrer, Das uch 10b (KAT 16), Gütersloh 1963, 452
12 Greenfield, ana urduült! kabasu 395 3, StOr 55i 1984, 9-26'
13 AaZu dıe Angaben beı Ben Yehuda, Complete Dictionary of Ancıent and Modern
HebrewI New ork London 1960, 32  S
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Arabısche mag vielleicht nıcht den ursprünglıch gemeinten Sınn treffen, vermag 1N-
des jedoch das masoretische Verständnıiıs reffen
Daß sıch Sprachvergleich wesentlıch auf einzelne Wörter konzentrierte, ıst für eın
an erachten; hiıer ware eiıne Erweiterung 1NDIliC auf SanNnzZc Ausdrücke
erstrebenswert. Eıinerseits wäre somıiıt eın Eınblick in dıie semuitische Semantık SCNC-
reil möglıch; andererseıts ıst Entlehnungen auf die Spur kommen.
7u 10 Der Parallelısmus, dıe erneute Formulierung eines Gedankens mıt anderen
Worten, mMag eiıne Hılfe se1in. Das Gebiet ıst nıcht freı VO  - Überraschungen. SO
heißt in QOQoh 4.12 nach der Türcher „Da merkte ich, dass unfer ıhnen
nıchts Besseres g1bt, als TONILIC. eın und gut en 1M Leben“ „Gut ha-
ben ist dıe Übersetzung VO  —; hebräisch tWwD UrCc| dıe Wiederaufnahme des
edankens 1Im nächsten Vers mıt ”N twD ıst dieses Verständnıiıs sehr naheliegend,
und formulıerte schon Franz eitzsc „Jedenfalls ıst eıne Forderung ethıschen
Sınns sowol hıer Urc den nächsten Zus. als Urc die Parallelen ausgeschloOs-
sen.“14 Miıt dem ethischen Sınn ıst das Problem bezeichnet, denn C£  Z {wb heißt

1mM Alten Testament „Gutes tun auch ın Qoh 20 und nıcht sıch gul
SeIN lassen.“ Wıe kommt dieser interessanten Abweichung des ortge-
brauchs? Bestechend ıst dıe sung, dıe VO  j den Verfechtern des Eınflusses helle-
nıstischer Popularphilosophie auf die Gedankenwe des Qohelet vorgeschlagen
wırd WD gıbt hıer griechisches E NOATTELV ASIC| wohl efinden wıeder. Im
Gegensatz Cf, für das NPATTELV gelegentlich ın der Septuagıinta stehen kann,
bedeutet das griechische Verb neben „tun, andeln auch ASIC) efinden, In einem
Zustand sSe1InNn Daß UrCc| Sprachkontakt NCUC, bısher nıcht dagewesene, Wendun-
SCH entstehen können, ıst eın gängiges Phänomen; zu eispıie. macht
keinen Sınn  «“ eigentlich würde Man SapcNn. ”'  S hat keinen Sınn  “ aber 1eg hıer
eın Anglizısmus VOTr „1t doesn’t make sense.“ Ist die Beziehung zwıschen twD
und EÜ NAATTELV Vo  —_ gleicher Art? Das Problem bleıibt schwiıer1g; eiltzsc en
hiıer ıne Ellıpse ] “Swt w {wb, V FA
Zu Im Sınne der Benutzerführung ıst eine durchgängige Aufbereıtung des Ma-
terı1als nach formalen Gesichtspunkten gew1ß eın OrZug. Wer über Erfahrung auf
diesem Gebiet verfügt, wırd ındes mıt eın wenig Skepsıis iragen, ob dıes immer
durchzuhalten iıst So ıst beiı brjt schon Von Gewicht, ob Gott als einer der Ver-
tragspartner gedacht ist; auf dıiıesen Gesichtspunkt hatten schon BDB hingewıle-
sen.16 Bedeutungsnuancen mıiıt bkürzungen verschlüsselt anzugeben ıst gewıß eın
denkbarer Weg Vielleicht eröffnen sıch beı der Abkehr Von der 7Zweidimensionalı-
taät der Printmedien und UrCcC dıie Orientierung Datenbankstrukturen andere
Möglıichkeiten.
Zu 13-15 Hapaxlegomena sınd iıne wohlbekannte CIUX Die tradıtionelle Kenntnis
des Hebräischen, vermuttelt UrCc| dıie alten Übersetzungen und UrC. den spateren
Wortgebrauch des Miıttelhebräischen, kann 1erbe1ı eıne gewIlsse ılfe se1in; dane-
ben aber auch die Heranzıehung verwandter Sprachen; ıch verweiıse hıer auf die

14 Delıtzsch, Hoheslied und Koheleth 1V,4), Leipzig 1875,
15 Ebd.
16 BDB
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Arbeıt VO  —_ Cohen.17 Daß dıe beıden erstgenannten en oft SCHAUSO eISa-

CNn WIE dıe letztgenannte, aßt sıch Beıspielen belegen So findet sıch 1n Jes
1321 eın 1er amnenNs dıe Bedeutung aäßt sıch kaum mehr ermitteln; dıe Vor-
schläge reichen VO  e der Adlereule bıs ZUr Hyäne.18 Dıe Septuaginta mıt ıhrem NXOG
„Geräusch“ ist hiıer keine Hılfe; s1e hat eiınen griechischen USGTUC: gewählt, der
ähnlıc! WIıe der hebräische klıngt Dıe Versionen en oft geraten und manchmal
E1IN wenig experımentiert.
uch das Miıttelhebräische äaßt uns nıcht selten im Stich anchma ıst ındes VO  \

Vorteıl; iıch möchte hiıer auf eın sehr altes eispie‘ hinweısen; geht el das
Verbum brr. Es kommt Qoh 3,18 VOTr; dıe Stelle heißt In der Übersetzung der
Zürcher Bibell? ADer Menschenkinder SCnNH, sS1e prüfen FE hat Gott N

gefü damıt S1e sehen, dass S1IE nıcht mehr sınd als das 1er.  « Das Verb brr heißt
1ImM Qal „absondern, aussondern“0; NUur uUNsSeICI wırd ıne andere Bedeu-
tung ANSCHNOMMEN. „Prüfen“ ist keine ückliche Bedeutung; emerkt Hertzberg:
„Doch weıß Ma  —_ eigentlich nıcht, Wäas der Sınn dieses Prüfens eın soll Etwa, daß
der Mensch durch Leıden geläutert werde WIıEe 10 So en dıe alten Über-
seizer verstanden Indessen paßt das weder In den Zusammenhang noch über-
aup In den Gedankengang des Qoh «21 Klug scheınt MIır dıe Übersetzung der Kıng
ames ers10n: „that God m1g manıfest them.“ 7u vergleichen ist die Angabe 1ImM
Lexiıkon des Baseler Hebraisten Johannes Buxtorf: „ad declarandum e1s“, eın schö-
NS Zeugnıis des seıt alters internationalen Charakters der Hebraistik.22 Dıiıese Be-
deutung scheınt AUS dem Mıttelhebräischen,dort heißt das erhb im Qal
auch „klar machen“, 1mM Pıel „klarlegen, beweısen, erläutern“.2
brr scheınt eıne mıiıttelhebräisch gebräuchliche Vokabel BECWESCNH seın, deren Be-
deutung nıcht UTrC| dıe Exegese VOoO  — Bıbelstellen ermuittelt ıst In diesem etztge-
nannten Falle ware der Verweils auf das Mıttelhebräische nıcht übermäßiıg erhel-
end Dıiıes gılt natürlıch auch für Belege AduJus Qumran. Es ıst mıthın prüfen, ob
eın Ausdruck gebräuchlıc| WarTr oder als bıbelsprachliche Reminiszenz galt Es
dürfte ındes schwierı1g se1ln, einer olchen Forderung nachzukommen ; s1e erfordert
eine gute Judaıstısche Ausbildung.
Dıe Ansıcht, daß der Kontext eiınes Wortes beı der Bedeutungsermittlung größte
Beachtung verdient, ist nıcht NCU, schon Gesen1us hatte diese Forderung formu-
liert.24 Für 00 Allheilmuittel ist dıes ındes nıcht erachten. (3 ist der Kontext
beschaffen, daß dıe Bedeutung eines Wortes durchaus nıcht estlegt. Der klassı-

17 Cohen, Bıblıcal hapax legomena In the lıght of Akkadıan and Ugarıtic (SBL Dısser-
tatıon Serlies 37 Missoula/Montana 1978
18 Ges18
19 Z7u den syntaktıschen Problemen se1 verwliesen auf Hertzberg, Der Prediger (KAT
VII 4), Gütersloh 1963, 101
20 Ges18 181
z Hertzberg, aaQ., 101
272 Eıngesehen ist dıe zehnte Aulflage des erstmalıg 1607 erschıienenen Werkes: Johannıs
Buxtorfti Lexicon Hebrai:cum el Chaldaı1cum, Basıleae

Knobel, Commentar ber das uch Koheleth, Leipzig 1836, 181 rechnet mıiıt einem
Aramaısmus; ferner Buzy in: La Saınte Bıble VI, Parıs 1951, 222 vgl uch Lauhas Deu-
tung ın 9,1 („klären“): Lauha, Koheleth (BKAT XIX), Neukırchen-Vluyn 1978,

Gesenius, aaQ., 111 {f.
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sche Fall, dem dıes immer wieder eutlic wiırd, sınd die 1er- und Pflanzenna-
IC  - el geht n beileibe nıcht Glasperlenspiele, sondern exegetisch
recht relevante Sachverhalte SO ıst In der Jothamfabel ühmend dıie Rede VO  _ den
Früchten VO  > Olbaum, Feigenbaum und Weınstock; beı dem Dornstrauch dagegen
finden WITr ıIn Bezug auf die Früchte beredtes Schweigen oder eıne bedeutungs-
tragende Leerstelle.2> In diesem Zusammenhang ist N schon wichtig Wwissen,
welches dıe In rage stehende Dornenart ist und ob S1e ıftıge Früchte hat.26 Was
hıer mıt einfliıeßen muß, ist Realıenkunde, Sachkenntnis 1ImM botanıschen Bereıiıch,
WI1ıe dies LÖW in seinem unübertrefflichen andbuc vorgeführt hat.27
ber auch beı einem äufigen Verbum WI1Ie mr werden TODIemMe OIIenDar. SO
hatte auf das Ugarıtische gestütz Dahood vorgeschlagen, einıgen Stellen

Alten Testament „sehen“ „sagen” übersetzen?2® (sO ın Ps 3.3 LEA 29,9
71L40 94,4 9  9 teilweise mıt Konjekturen). Eıines der Beispiele, Ps ZA46 sel
herausgegriffen; dıe Türcher übersetzt: „Denn meıne Feıinde reden über
mich, und dıe auf meın 1 eben lauern, ratschlagen un sprechen: @ 5 Dahood
würde übersetzen: „Denn meıne Feıinde lıcken auf miıch („are the O0k for Mme‘),
und die auf meın en lauern, ratschlagen und sprechen: %. eyer Ist dieser
Sıiıcht gefolgt, wobei eine Weıiterentwicklung im Sınne VO  _ „trachten nach“ -
nımmt: „In diesem Falle steht mr im SYNONYMECN Parallelısmus $mr, das nach
dem Zusammenhang NUr mıt «nachstellen» übersetzen ist.“29 Ansätze dieser
Idee gehen auf Friedrich Delıtzsch zurück . Für den ersten Moment ing! dıes
verblüffend, doch bleıibt eıne grundsätzlıche Erwägung, dıe ıch dıieser
Lösung zweıfeln äßt Es gibt semuiıtische Sprachen, ıIn denen IMr „sagen heißt,
andere, 1ın denen „sehen“ heißt In keiner Sprache gıbt el Bedeutungen.
iıne Ausnahme scheınt das Ugarıtische en, auf das sıch Dahood bezıieht;
hıer sınd tatsächlıc beıde Bedeutungen bezeugt Dıes ıst iındes eın Sonderfall, da
wohl eıne Entlehnung d U dem Akkadıschen vorliegt;>1 dıe Plausıbilität der
Annahme wırd UTrC| dıe Zweıisprachigkeıit der ugarıtischen Schreiber gestutzt; für
dıe Gestalt des 1malkKu ist dies wirklıch urkundlich nachweisbar.®
Zu Natürlich ware eıne diachrone Aufbereitung des Materı1als wünschenswert:;:
BDR hat diese Forderung mıt der Anzeige der Pentateuchquellen einem
Teıl erfülhlt; und dıes ıst vielilac recht TEIC Ich urchte aber, daß WIr nıcht Ur
beı der Datierung VON TEL MOMEeNLAN nıcht unbedingt auf Onsens stoßen, SOMN-

dern da ß auch die Zuordnung VO  —_ Texten diesen Größen nıcht überall auf
Zustimmung stoßen ırd Eın griechıscher oder ateıinıscher Thesaurus hat da

azu Tıtzmann, Strukturale Textanalyse (UTB 582), München B7T,
dazu Ebach, Rüterswörden, Pointen in der Jothamfabel, 31 19806, 11-18
LÖW, Dıe Flora der Juden H1  < Wıen 024-19348 S  27  79 Dahood, Hebrew-Ugarıtic Lexicography 1, Bıblıca 447 1963, 295f.
eyer, Methodıiıische rwägungen ZUTr geplanten Neuauflage VO:  j Gesenius, Hebräisch-

aramäisches Handwörterbuch, Z 1972, 181
eıtere Dıskussıion beı Loretz, Die Psalmen 11 A  A 207/2), Kevelaer Neukiır-

chen-Vluyn 197/9, 433-435
Eıne semantısche sung des Problems findet sıch beı Sanmartin ASCAaso, Semantısches

ber "mr/„Sehen“ und "mr/„Sagen“ 1im Ugarıtischen, 5’ 1973, 263-270
37 Van Soldt, Studıies ın the Akkadıan of Ugarit. Datıng and (rammar A 40),
Kevelaer Neukırchen-Vluyn 1991, Z TI
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leichter; Datierung VO  _ Autoren un! Zuordnung VO lexten ınd längst nıcht
kontrovers WI1Ie Alten Testament
Ich fürchte, daß diese TODIeEeME keiner sung zugeführt werden können, und eın
Thesaurus des klassıschen Hebräisch SENAUSO auf diachrone Dıfferenzierungen
wırd verzichten mussen Wıe dıe Handwörterbücher.

Zusammenfassung (abstract):
Anhand der Lemmata und Ausdrücke ICE, hr$, Sm, "wb, kb$ I *bd, mshp, E (wb, brr
und mr wırd ZU! Beitrag Von Barr Stellungg

Anschrift des Aultors:
Prof. Dr. Rüterswörden, Dammstraße 4 9 2300 Kıel E Bundesrepublık Deutschland



ecent Developments in Linguistic Semantıcs and
eIr Application 1DI1Ca Hebrew
Pıerre Swiggers (Belgian Natıonal Science oundation

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

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

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

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

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

reference/denotatıon (desıgnatıon)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

AD 12 3500 1723 AAn eblak 287 1550 VT

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

24



Recent Developments Linguistic Semantıcs and Their Applıcation Bıbliıcal Hebrew

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

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

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

Abstract:

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

Address of the author.
Prof. Dr. Swiggers, Blıyde-Inkomstraat 21 B-3 Leuven, Belgium



Etymological Semantıcs
Jonas Greenfield (Jerusalem)

In ManYy WaYyS that undertook discuss thıs subject. It WOU have been
much easier have agreed be the respondent thıs elated topıc. NnOTL

theoreticıan, NO do consıder myself traıned lınguist, but rather phiılologist by
traınıng and inclination. It 15 frue that the ord has been abıding interest mMY
work, and consıder ıt value in ıts OW) rg ascertaın the meanıng and
f words, wıthout worrying LOO much they mMay properly be described paroles

MoOtfs. In addıtion James MI hıs 00 the semantıcs of 1DI1Ca. anguage
and comparatıve philology,! but primarıly in hıs aV „Etymology and the
Old JTestament“ has deliıneated the role of etymology.* It WOU be dıfficult add

thıs discussıon. Nevertheless, discuss must wıll OW the Varı0us of
etymologies that arr offers 1n that u  CcY and wıll cCOomMmMentT these

Etymology Prehistoric Reconstruction.
Barr® quo(tes the parade example IMr and nOfes that the evıdence about thıs rOo[ 15
diverse: Heb ”"amar „SaYy”; Arab "amara „command“; Eth "ammädrd „sShow, know“
and adıan AaMaru SecE Ihe propose proto-Semitic' varıously ffered, 15
r be clear“ (SO MOST recently HAL) Personally doubt thıs. admıt nOL havıng
opened all the Current dietionarıes SEa ıf thıs method 15 st  — in USC, but ıt 15 st  —
popular method of presenting the evıdence. There 15 nothing ruly exceptional In
presenting thıs testimonYy part of the treatment of the TOOL Mr One may BUC,
and here dBICC ıth Barr, that thıs evidence should NOL be placed al the beginning
of the EeNITY, but perhaps at ıts end, for in thıs ASCc there 18 nothıng that adds the
„meanıng“ that 15 eing ifered for any 1n 1C the rOO[ CN But
dWaTileNCSS of the fact that thıs of meanıngs 15 possıble In FrOO[ INay explaın
the fact that lesser known rOOL INdAaYy also have the Sa”amıec possıbiulıty. The FOOL[ hwy
C 15 Oun in both ate Bıblical Hebrew and ramaıc 15 pertinent here, 5: least

far performance POCS. In ıt 15 G ınform“ whıle in Aramaıc ıt 15 both —;:
declare“ and R } cshow“ In the Enoch text In Tama1ıc from Qumran fınd "hwy
and “hzy used 4S paır.
In the lıght of the above, examınatıon of the roof kim WOU be in order here. In
Hebrew the accepted meanıng for thıs verb 1C OCCUTS in the nif “al and hif il 15
B be ashamed, chame“ respectively, whıle ın Arabıc kalama 15 e speak“ and
also ML wound“. IThere 15 Ou that ON Can wound one’s ri1enNds one’s
enemıes wıth words, but 1n that the attempt establısh semantıc

Barr, The Semantıcs of Bıbliıcal anguage, Oxford, 1961; Comparatıve Philology and the
Text of the Old Testament, Oxford, 1968

In: Language and Meanıng, Studıes in Hebrew an: Bıblıcal Exegesıis (OTS 19) ed Van

der Woude, Leıiden, 1974, i
Etymology,
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relatıonshıp between these meanıngs IMaYy be alse step. In Akkadıan kullumu 15
© show, reveal, etc. and thıs fıts ıth the nsıght that the IMr (to speak/to
OW provides.“* Some have sought interpret, thıs basıs, certaın OC
of the FOOL kiIm In Hebrew x cshame (by peec But iın the ollowıng HNS for
1C thıs meanıng has been propose: areful eadıng WOU ead the conclusıon
that thıs usc of kiIm 15 modıfication of the INOTE irequent gl and that there 15

need ASSUuMNc that Hebrew had both FrOO[IS. TIhe three instances MaYy be
translated: we  e  en maklım „wıthout eing ebuke!: (Job 11:3X taklımünt „yOUu
humıilıate me (Job 19:2% kT hıklıiımo 'Aabiw :1OFr hıs father had humıiılıated hım'
Sam The PTODCI dıistinetion be made from the point of VIEW of
etymological semantıcs WOUuU be AaSSUumıe that there WeTe [WO independent
Semuitic FrOOLS a) kiIm U speak, show“; and kIm 8 injure (wound, shame)®“. In
Arabıc fınd both FrOOL meanıngs, In adıan the fırst, In Hebrew the second.

Etymology Hıstorical Tracıng wıthın bservable Development.
arr used minhäah example of thıs CategorYy, and the choıce Was good.> WOU
lıke present modern instance, that 15 word that has entered (OUT earned
conscıence In the last d pe$er, NO best known TOom the interpretative
vocabulary of the umran scrolls where the phrase DISTO al 1S quıte frequent.
Pe$er INay be efined „interpretation“ rather than „commentary”. In late 1DIlıca
Hebrew ıts sole OC EG 15 ın the CONsSIructkt form pe$Ser in Koh 8 ] wıth the usual
definıtion eiıng „solutıon, interpretation“. Sınce the ord CCS few times 1n
Bıblical Aramaiıc for the interpretation of dreams, and the FOOL In Varıous
Aramaıc dıalects, ıt has been the COMMON wısdom ASSUumMmM«ec that ıt 15 loan-word
irom Aramauiıc. However, thıs assumption 15 NOL necessarıly Correct TIhe verb
DaSaru and elated OUnN: aAIe irequent in Akkadıan ® It 15 clear that the basıc
meanıng 15 v loosen“ and ıts Ng f meanıngs includes: M loosen earth,
sell/redeem (ana kaspım paSaru), COMpromı1se, interpret dreams, loosen CN Se>s

bans, free of SINS OTr of oaths, ODCN magiıcal knots, eic. Thıs Irue also for DST In
Miıshnaic Hebrew the basıc meanıng 15 „ loosen“ and ıts includes „ melt,
become tep1d, compromise/ arbıtrate, tear lo0se, disengage, temper wrath“ etc./
Ihe z in Hebrew 15 wıder than that OUuUn In ramaıc. presented adıan
and Mıshnaıc Hebrew together, in order ShOow that ıt WOU be natural appIy
the verb pDSr the loosenıing and openıing of esoterıc tEeXT, meanıng that COUuU
have easıly developed in Hebrew, and 1C 1S NnOTL OUun In Aramaiıc.®

For kullumu SCC ( AL 519-525; the erb nekelmüuü SE ook angrıly, ıth dısfavor“
(CAD IL  9 152-153) cshould be related ın söme INAaNNCT.

Etymology, TE
See AHw, 842 DAaSAru.
ote frequent pe$Sara „cCompromıise“.
Indeed the ramaıc dASs typıfıed by Danıel where mp$r myn „interprets

dreams“ 15 found together ıth mö&r „loosens knots“ would ead ON belıeve that the
ramaıc H4 1s based Akkadıan.
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Etymology Identificatıon of Adoptions irom another Language.”
do nOtTt ısh er anYy NCW ıdentificatiıons. Thıs ork has been done OVeTr the

centuries. Indeed, the Talmud and Mıdrash the foreign Or1g1Ns of Varıo0us words
eIre proposed. We MaYy nOotL fınd all of these ıdentificatıons phiulologically sound
oday but ıt 15 worth noting that languages d diverse d TeEC and Arabıc 6Ie

brought into play by the rabbiıs theır search for the meanıng of the 1DIl1ca text
Thıs tradıtiıon continued into the Miıddle Ages, hen both Or1g1ns and cognates
WerTe lısted by the lexicographers. It SOCS wıthout sayıng that thıs effort does NnOL

oday. Ihe publication of NCW text, NnOTt spea of the possiıble addıtion of
newly discovered member the family of languages, wıll elıcıt thıs Soon after the
decıipherment of Hıttıte, Edward Sapır, Ameriıcan lınguist, suggested that
"argaz „chest“ and k/qoba” „helmet“ WeiICc words of Indo-European origin.1% TIhe
Indo-European background of the *seren/*soren, the LYFANNOS of the Phıiılıstines
(sarne pelis$tim) 15 wiıdely accepted.!! Numerous adıan and Iranıan loan-words
have been OUN! in Hebrew, eıther borrowed ırectly 0)8 hrough ramaıc
intermediary. Kulturwörter have been INOIC exactly ıdentifıed and the SOUICE of
yayin /oinos and the erTOus natiure of barzel established Ihe discovery of West
Semuitic vocables 1n the Old Babylonıan used by the scrıbes of Marı and ıts eNnvırons
has enlıvened thıs of etymologıca research.12 The essons be earned from
Ugarıtıc dIiC also ıimportant, for ıts vocabulary aDSOTDE: elements from the other
languages such Hurrıan, adıan and Hıttıte 1C WeTE used at Ras Shamra,

important empor1um, and in the neighbourıng countries. Also instructive 15 the
Aramaıiıc part of the ılingua. inscription from Tell Fekherıye, for ıt contaıns
adıan words otherwise unknown In Aramaic.}®

cautionary word 15 In order, for ıt 15 normally dıfficult Sa y 1C words m1g
be loan-words 1n languages close Phoenicıan and Hebrew. It 15 only in Taire
‚ 4ASE'| that thıs SOr{ f cross-fertilızatıon Of elated languages may be perceived. Ihe
description of the „Shıp of yre In Ezek may rovıde at least [WO words Irom
the sphere of C  zbwn „eXport“ (hıt merchandıse eft behıind deposıt
for sale and m rb „Import“ rom ° rb D ng ın“) that coul SC NO

Barr, Etymology, .11
10 See Sapır, Hebrew "argaz, Phıiılıistine. Word, JAOS 56, 1936, S for whıich

giIvESs both meanıng and iımpossıble etymology; for the second, SCC ıdem,
Hebrew ‚Helmet, Loanword, and ıts Bearıng Indo-European Phonology, JAOS 5 5 1937,

/3-77, for whiıich pursuing the recent, has credıted secondary scholar.
11 hıs iıdentificatiıon has long hıstory which 15 nOLt reflected ın ote that sarne
peli$tim 1S translated in the Targum of Jud 16:4 furane pelisSta
12 The most recent lısting IMNay be found in Malamat, Marı and the Early Israelıte
Experience, London, 1989,

good example would be gwegl „walter regulator“ (1.2) NSee bou Assaf Bordreuil
Miıllard, La Statue de ell Fekherye, Parıs, 1982; Greenfield Shaffer, The

Akkadıan-Aramaıic Bılıngual Statue from ell Fekherye, Iraqg 45, 1983, 11 The
TE VGCISC 1s Iso Irue. The in that inscr1ıption of Glg „garbage heap“ has enabled
iıdentify kıqiıllatu In Neo-Assyrıan (CAD K’ 4401a) See Greentfield Shaffer,
KOET“, Tubkınnu, Refuse umps and JIreasure ITrove, Anatolıan Studıes 3 y 1983, 123-
129
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examples.!* It 15 ramaıc that has often been marked the SOUTCE anguage for
ManYy loan-words borrowed into Hebrew, and thıs 15 surely COrrect Yet ITheodor
Nöldeke, the Altmeıiıster of Semuitic philology, whose Namec Was attached that of
Strassburg for MAanYy y  » and whose knowledge of Aramaıc WAas encompassıng,
wrofte Justifiably erıtical review of Kautzsch’s ork Aramaısms ın 1DL11Cca.
Hebrew.1> There 15 need for caution in assıgning the (ag „Aramaısm“ word,
sınce ATr oday of greater number of cshared vocables between Aramaıc
and the Canaanıte dialects than before.16 TIhe anguage of the Ahıgar proverbs 15
good instance of Aramaıc and Hebrew sharıng A ser1ı1es of dIiICc words and idioms!/.
Calques words and ıdıoms also belong thıs section. Ihe umran Scrolls OTr
us instance of calque 1n Hebrew Akkadıan ıdıom In the Rule of the
Community (105S 2:9) read wlw yhyh Ikh $wm bpy kwI whzy “bwt, hıterally:
„MaYy yOUu NOL have well eing INn the mouth of all the ıntercessors“. The ıdıom "whzy
wt Was noft understood untıl Wernberg-Mäöeller compared the irequent adıan
ıdıom abhbutta sabatu/abbutta a  ZU U intercede“ and noted the unıque
OCCUITITENCEC of thıs ıdıom in Syriac text.18 Here, LOO, SinCce the Hebrew text 15 SOMC

four undred c earher than the Syriac ONC ıt May v well be as ıf ıt 15
NECESSATY ASSUumMc Aramaıiıc intermediary.!?
[It 1S, however, vıtal add that AIfe NOL free TOMmM examınıng certaın Hebrew
Composıtions the 1g of ramaLlIlc. Some c apO whıiıle Was particıpatıing in
the preparatıon of the ‚New Jewısh Publicatıon Society’ translatiıon of the Psalms,
the feelıng developed that OIMNC of the dıifficulties In Psalm 139 WCIC due the fact
that ıt Wäas eıther wriıtten In 1alect that Wd>$S under sStrong Aramaıc influence,
that ıt Was translated Iirom ramaıc. Our hınt WAas the uUuse of Aramaısm “eSSAG 8
wiıll ascend“ IN ö9; that basıs translated "ası ' ah of } wıll SO down  “ In

Ya 706  Sa  E kanfe Sahar Was translated \ take wıing ıth the dawn“ the basıs
— - —of the nsıght that iın ramaıc netal 15 the equıivalent of both Hebrew Naa X lıft,

14 See 3 ‘9 1982, 124-125 But NOL all scholars accept the interpretation of these words
proposed there.
15 Kautzsch, Dıe Aramaısmen 1im Alten Testament untersucht, Halle, 190 Nöldeke’s
ımportant but neglected TeVIEW appeare: In DMG S 9 1903, 412-420; mMan Yy of the points
raısed by Nöldeke Can Iso be made agaınst Wagner’s Die lexiıkalıschen un:
grammatıkalıschen Aramaısmen 1m alttestamentlichen Hebräisch (BZAW 96), Berlın, 1966,
book that has achıeved sem1-canonical status In
16 Driver (Hebrew Poetic Dıction, 17 1953, 26-39) has noted the words hat ATC

best known iın Aramaıc, but which SCIVC in Hebrew poelLry paralle] words. They mMaYy often
be vocables sed In dialects colloquial USagcCS. ome of these May later In Mishnaiıc
Hebrew.
17 See Lindenberger, The ramaıc Proverbs of Ahıgqar, Baltımore, 1983, 28 7/-8;
Kottsieper, Dıe Sprache der Ahıgarsprüche, B7ZA 194, Berlıin, 1990,
18 Wernberg-Mäaller, oftfes the Manual of Discıipline, SC 3’ 1953, 195-202, CSD.

196-7.
19 For the Akkadıan 1ıdıom SCcC NO Watanabe, abbüta(m)/abbuttu sabatu. Zur
immanenten und transzendenten Interzession, cta Sumerologica 1 'y 1990, -338, and

335-6 for the Hebrew and Syriac.
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Car! and NASa e travel“. Ihe ancıent translator/adaptor made the ONg choice
IM} these virtually OMOphONOUS roots. ]%0

Etymology nalysıs of Words ınto Component Morphemes.
TIhe search for the basıc meanıng of presumed rOO[ 15 willy-nilly the ongoming
CONCEITIN of the lexicographer.“*! ven hen the magınary lexicographer adopts
strictly synchroniıc approac! and has deal wıth dısparate words ıke Barr’s sei
$alom „peace“, Salem „whole‘ and Sıllem „he palı OT the seis sefer 00 and
MLS pAr „number“; safar ‚he counted“ and söfer „scrıbe“; INOIC radıcally, Sı Dper
„he related“ and sSL p per „he cut haır‘ (Mishnaic and Modern Hebrew) and 15
that they mMay nOTt be related, the fact that they A rdered In close proximity
dıctionary Causes both the compiuer of the lexiıcon and ıts UuUSCcCT ook for 910)88

exıstent relationships.“ Irue, have tacked the deck, for ıf had put sefer and
söfer together, safar and sıpper (cf. toH” and „LE. WOUu have had at least

pailrs wıth the rOOL etters SDT that cshare synchronically the Same rooft SITUCLUTE
and aIfe etymologiıcally elated One of the disturbing elements in usıng 15 that
the search for Grundbedeutung has led dıstortion of meanıng, the mixing of
etymons andr and alsoO the inclusıon under the FOOL rubrıic OT deal
of strange and extiraneQOus materıal.25

WOUuU lıke, under Etymology DY present [WO ıtems that MaYy illustrate thıs
theme and at the SdadIllc time be SCCNH examples of how etymologıca research Can

be of USC. In the fırst WOU ıke ShoOow that the examınatıon of the possible
semantıc extension of TOOL Can be al by a) NOL lımıtıng neself 1DI1Ca
Hebrew and by examınıng sımılar words In the cCognate languages. The 1 of

in 1S well known.24 In the qal ıt 15 ”  L learn, be traıned, accustomed to' ıth
the pıel addıng „ teach, traın“. Both cholar and student hen ookıng al (p
505) wıll be conifronted by hat at best may be consıdered Strange iınformatıon
1IC they WOU. do best dısregard. On the basıs of malmad „Z0a dIC old
that the Grundbedeutung of Imd 15 „stechen, anstacheln“. TIhe assumption eing that
students learn only hen goaded, but altogether dıfferent approac 15 requıired.
TIThe examınatıon of the 1in of Imd In Miıshnaiıc Hebrew adds dımension Its
meanıng for beside the piel Iımmed AS U teach“ ıt 1S also used for B Jomn, ın
especılally In relatıon o0d and blocks of StONeEesSs.

If have looked forward in tiıme, ıt WOUu NnOL be ONg also o0k aC  ar
have proposed, and thıs have achıeved SUOINC acceptance exXcept In

20 There aArc indeed other examples of ramaıc influence in hıs Psalm
21 Etymology, H15

Rundgren, La Lexicographie Arabe, in: Fronzaroli, Studıes Semitıic Lexicography
(Quaderni de Semutistica 2), Fırenze, 197/3, 145-159 noted (PP- 156-157) hat the [WO SEeIs of
safara a) „Oter le voıle“ and D) ‚Üure® ave nothing do ıth ach other despite theır
proximity in the dictionary. The mode of lısting ın the tradıtional Lype of Arabıc dıctıonary est
apte detruire ?,  une manıere deEplorable la structure du champ se&mantıque“.
23 If 1S mentioned it 1S because ıt 15 wıdely used; but ON could ıth equal dsSC point

other offenders.
Forgive ıf 1 call uDON work one SUOMMNC ago substantıate hıs point.
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Imd), that Ugaritic mädl, 1C 15 OUun In parallelısm ıth Smd, U bind,
saddle“ 15 the cognate of Imd.?» Irue, Ugarıtıc KNOWS both Imd for „apprentice“ and
tImd for „student“, but otherwise the root 15 unknown in Ugaritic. If cCorrect
WOU. be metathesıs of Imd It 15 clear that in Aramaıc Imd e learn/teach“ 15
indeed [aIlC, ıf NnOL non-exıstent. But Syr1ac Imd (and disregard talmed and ıts
forms) provıdes food for hought; here LOO the meanıng of „ attach, Jom together,
compile“ 15 prevalent.% The semantıc of Imd then WOU have nclude both
A learn“, and „t Jom, 1n Can thıs revised VIEW of the Ng of the semantıcs of

be of UuUsSC in the understandıng of 1DI1Ca. verses”? eliıeve that ıt nables
understand the subtleties of Bıblical composıition in aft least ON  e} iın Cant 3:8
kullam "ahüze ere: melummade milhama Can be translated of them gırt wıth
swords, traıned for war varıatıon hereof. If Z 15 cecen In the 1g of ıts
adıan cognalte ahazu ıt has the sr se1IZze, hold, KNOW, learn“. The phrase
"ahüze BFE Can take the addıtional meanıng of „traıned in warfare“, whıiıle
melummade milhama Can In turn [NCan „gırt ıth WeapONSs Thıs possıbilıty of
double meanıng adds the su  eLy of the

excellent semantıc parallel Imd WOU be Aramaıc "Ip/ >  allep U learn/to
teach“ ON  e} sıde, and ıts Arabıc cognate "alafa M frequent place, be
accustomed t 9 be rıendly wiıth“, "allafa E unıte, ring together, connect, gather“

the other.27 Thıs bıfurcatıon of meanıng oun In the Aramaic/Arabic [p
the combinıng of the meanıngs In Imi  S

The second example dısplays OIM of the problems of etymologica semantıcs. The
need distinguısh ONg the Varıo0us etymological elements that combiıne In the
amme FrOO[f etters INaYy be SS in the Varıous contrıbutions the dıscussıon of the
FOOL mkr 1S OMNCC agaın DOOT guı1de, for ıt lısts In the etymological rubric
under mhe., Ja., md., the meanıng „kaufen“. In Miıshnaiıc Hebrew mkr 15 the
normal word for AB sell“ But mkr 15 NnOL known In an y 1alect of ramaIıc where
zbn in the pe al M buy“ and In the el } ce]]“ 28 'Ihus ON VC
important element f etymological ork cCoOorrect etymology has been hunted
asıde by second important element 15 the pursuit of Grundbedeutung.
Rudolf eyer has suggested that the Grundbedeutung of mkr 15 „Im Handel
einsetzen“ SINCEe ıt contaıns the „Doppelsinn VO  —_ ‚kaufen’ und ‚verkaufen’”“.? Besides
the fundamental in meanıng, that Grundbedeutung WOUu DutL the Cart before
the horse. If constraıned fınd rundbedeutung, areful analysıs of the textual
materıa]l would iındıcate that the prımary meanıng of mkr IS R7 hand Over“ (note

Ugarıtic mdl and ıts cognates, Bıblıca 4:  ' 1964, 527534
26 Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum (ed SCC;); Halle, 1928, 267
Al At least [WO of the Hebrew SCcSs of the roo([ :Ip fıt wıth thıs meanıng: "alluf „companıon“
and "elef „clan“.

However, eXcept for the exceptional meanıng of „verloben“, hat 1S, x betroth, espouse”
(af’el „give Oone’s daughter in marrıage“), the roo([ O0€Ss NnOL ‚xıst in Aramaıc, and hat '9
contra 1S NnOL found in an Yy Jewish ramaıc dialect. Lipınskı remiıinds of the VC}
plausıble supposıtıon that Dr mekar, in which the kaf Was pronounced ıth rukkakha, Was
borrowed from Akk maharu BÜ receive“.
29 See hıs chort monograph Gegensinn und Mehrdeutigkeit In der althebräischen Wort- und
Begriffsbildung, sächs. Akad., Phıil.-hıst 197/9, WK
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mkr byd Jud 2:14, 3 eic. and the skıllful usec of mkr//hsgr in Deut the
basıc meanıng of mkr maYy best be esCr1DE! In of opposition gnh &}
acquıre, pOossess“. UancCce Was given both verbs wıth the addıtion of bekesef

that Hebrew mkr } sell“ and gnh „ buy“ emerged.
Some problems remaın, for not CVEIYV OCCUIISNCC fıts under the riendly mbrella of
mkr an hand OVCTL, sell“. nomıiınal * mekera INn kele hamdas mekerötehem
(Gen 49:5) remaıned partıcularly troublesome. The „ancıents“ WeTC longer UTe

of ıts meanıng. The rabbis attempted interpret ıt by of Greek mäkhaira
„sword“, 1C| fıts the context. Ihe influence of thıs interpretation may st  — be felt

RSV „WCaDONS of violence AI their swords“ ÖT JPS „theır WEaDONS ATre tools
of lawlessness“. Those who seek Canaanıte-Aegean connections have used thıs
word proo text. The COrTrecCct understandıng of thıs NOUN, however, Was DutL
forward SOMMC dBO hen the thıopıc mäkärä/amkärä U advıse, counsel“
WAas submıiıtted ONCC agaın aSs the cognate Dy Eduard Ullendor{ff, wıth reference
earher proposals.?! translatıon sımılar that propose by hım, „strong WCaDONS
aAIic theır counsel“, e DIODEL, especıally in 1g of öd and qgahal in the
ollowıng Admıttedly thıs ıntroduces mkr IL, homonymous roo(, but despıte
the PrOPpeCI warnıng agaınst the makıng of ManYy g0o0d a4Ase Can be made for
this one.32 propose semantıc development should somehow deal ıth all the
OCCUrTrTENCES of rOoOft In the ‚ASC f mkr there remaıns the seemiıngly strange
expression hitmakker Ia e Da  ası ha-ra OUun: in Kings 21:20.25 and 11 Kings CTT
Translatıng thıs lıterally 15 not disturbing SOIMINC scholars ıt 15 mM
wıtness the RSV translatıon of Kıngs 271:20 „Because YOU have sold yourse!
do what 15 evıl the sıg of the Lord“ Over 5() d BO Wınton Thomas
propose interpretation 1n 1C the pıtfalls of etymologizıing Can be clearly
seen.&M Ihomas turned the Arabıc UuUSsSC f mkr for these VersecS In Arabıc the verb
makara „practised deceiıt, gulle“; ıts elated OUT: iındıcate deceit and
craftiness. Thomas WOU cCoOoNNeCtT 1EMAa.  er these three SE ıth thıs p
and translates the ıdıom „who cshowed iımsel{f eCceıtIiu by oıng evıl.“ Ihe texlt,
however, provıdes ratiıonale for thıs translatıon. In addıtıon, Thomas speculated
whether mkr A ce]]“ and mkr A practise deceıt“ WEIC NnOL really ONC FOOL sınce
„the Oriıental seller habıtually trıes deceijve the buyer“. WOU maıntaın that
these dAdIc homophonous, and that thıs partıcular meanıng 15 NOL pertinent
Hebrew For hıtmakker cshould lo0k, rather, mkr IL, S advıse, counsel“. The
translatıon WOUuU be 87 take counsel“ ıth the reflexive intent of} decıde to Ihe

enesis Rabbah 99:6. There remaın those who st1l] ESPDOUSC thıs strange ıdea, C
Margalıth, 34) 1984, 101-102, ıth 1ist of „authorıties“.
31 The Contribution of South Semitics Hebrew Lexicography, 6, 1956, 190-198, CSD.

194
Worthy of ofe ere 15 the recent artıcle of DUA Clıines ”hl 4 ‘9 1992, 1-10)

where in ”hI 11 1s elımınated
33 The translatıon of hiıtmakker in the NJPS, „commıt ne’'s  9 self“, has 00 modern ring ıt,
and probably g0OCS back the iıdea of ‚sellıng).

1936, 388-89; 1952, 214, recorded by 'y 552Ibid., 389, n.6.
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Targum and the Peshitta used forms of h$b, for hitmakker, C.p. hSabta for Kings
21:20, and thıs Was close the truth.>

. Etymology The Use of Cognate Language Dıscover the Sense INn
Hebrew.3/
There AIc ManYy examples of the phenomenon which, uUsSscC Barr’s words, „the
appe Ugaritic 1C kadıan has brought about drastıc change of
acceptation 4S against er understanding of word, OT has furnıshed
meanıng for word ormerly taken be unıintellıigıble“. do noft wısh add the
possible examples. those who have the requisıte trainıng experıence the
etymological ULSC when they read ON of those languages in Hebrew,
Bıblical 0)8 otherwise. WOUu ıke repeat SOIMNC examples that have been known
for OIM tıme that might ShOw how addıtional insıght has been shall UuUSC

materıal that from discoverıes made uring thıs CENLUTY, SOIMINC earlıer, SOMEC
later.

Ihe verb f 18 OUnN! only ın Isa 41:10,23, both times 1n parallel ıth forms of
yr It Was easıer for translators and cCOMMEeNntators deal ıth the first
CCUITENCEC, for the order Was z  al-tIır . D// ”al-tista“ and the CoOonfiext clear; the
second OCCUITITENCEC Wds INOTE enıgmatıic. Before the discovery of Ugarıtic both WEeEeIC

usually consıdered forms of ıth the discovery of the rooft yT in parallelısm
ıth [ INn Ugarıtic, the verbal FOOL SE“ M fear‘  e Was fiırmly establıshed Ihe
argument Was Clinche by the OCCUITENCEC in the aratepe Inscription of nSt and
ySt surely nif where the Contiext wbmqmm 76 kn [ pnm nSt 76 ySt
dm Ikt drk „n those places 1C where they previously e afraıd, where
INan WOU fear walk the road“) clearly confirmed the meanıng „ ear for f < 39

”issch Thıs word 1S good example of the perıls of semantıc etymology VEeTIrSUuS

cognate cComparıson. It 15 frequent ıIn thıs form ın the CONstruct plural
K "Sy) iın sacrıfıcıal Contfiexts TIhe derivatıon from 70$ Was natural, the unusual
masculıne form being explaine: of dıstinguishıng ıt from ”1a „woman”.
In BDR ıt 15 lısted under 7e$ and desceribed „ offerıng made DYy fıre In the
recen „Theological Dıctionary of the Old lestament (Eng, transl]. of (DA  A WAT) S

esh, 424, read: mong the sacrıfıcıal erms, encounter the word "ishsheh
OVCT 6() tımes, maınly in priestly TOom the LAXX thıs term has been
assocıated ıth esh .fıre“, and 1S usually translated „offering made DYy fıre  D But thıs
meanıng 15 uncertaın and IMOIC recent fınd other etymological
explanatıions.“ TIhe reference 15 Hoftizer who compared Ugarıtıc f wıth Heb

would add the elucıdatıon of thıs rOOof the fact that ın slıghtly dıfferent gulse ıt 15
already NOwnNn ın Hebrew 1.e. the uUsSCcC of milk in the nif al for „ take counsel“. hıs
15 found NC in ate Bıblical Hebrew (Neh. 37} and 15 widespread in Miıshnaiıc Hebrew. The
erb milk B } advıse“ 15 NOWN from Var1ı0us ramaıc dıialects and from Akkadıan. We ave
then mkr /mlk which involves admıiıttedly both metathesıs and interchange of consonants.
37 Barr, Etymology, 15-16.

See HUCA 2 9 1958, 226-225 for of suggest10ns.
30 The UVCCECUHUITENCC ın the Amman cıtadel inscr1ption remaıns obscure due the fragmentary
natfure of that inscrıption.
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"ishsheh %®0 He noted KRT 201 and the roya etters 1013.14 In the fırst of
these the verb ndr 15 fırst assocıjated ıth Ltt, an Keret then promises
gıve certaın amountT the goddess ıf he takes Hurrıya hıs wıfe In the other

the phrases Al

a) bm. tyndr 13) itt.°mn.mlkt
Mn 13) tyndr (14) Lft

The meanıng May be „by of the SAAy that Was vowed there 15 ‚gift for the
kıng“; note tOO the collocatıon of ndr and SAAaY In Ps 76:12. The conclusıon 15 that
Heb ”i$Sch NS, lıke the INOTE frequent qorbän, „< gı Nevertheless, there aATre
scholars MOSsSstL recently A Cunchillos who take tyndr personal name. 41
1S, however, does NOTL take account of the MAanYy subtleties of the text. 42

TIhe rooft °dn Can SCIVC another example of cognalte clarıfying the semantıc
NSC of Hebrew rooft The NOUN °edna (Gen.18: 12) has been varıocusly translated,
ranging Iirom „pregnancy“ „delıght“ (sexual, BDB, /26; HAL, 749
„Liebeslust“). The Iiym usually quoted (e.g. BDB, HAL) 15 Arab *gadana FOO[
that indicates „deliıcateness, softness“. Ihe Nnext step, semantıc leap, 15 „ergötzen“,
noted the rooft meanıng by Now ıt 15 irue that in ate Bıblical Hebrew
(already Neh 9:25 wayyıt “addenü „and they luxurjated“ in Miıshnaıic
Hebrew and In Syrıac n (piel /pael) 15 used for U ndulge In delıcacıes“, but iın all
lıkelihood thıs 15 late development. Ihe clue the semantıc background Was

proviıde by the Tell ekheıye ılıngua where Aram mdn mM{l kIn 15
epıthet of the god and 15 equated ıth Akk mutahhıidu kıbratiı „who makes
luxuriant the land“; 4 the Context 18 that of ringing luxurıijant growth DYy of
aın IThe unıque Ugarıitic verbal N> of dn although NOL totally SUTC, 15 also ın the
context of raın.44 adıan tuhhudu 15 used of makıng thıngs „mMOI1Sst“ -tat” by

of O1l, Or oney Ihe uUS5C of “dn In Mishnaiıc Hebrew 15 important
here. Besıdes the reference eatıng deliıcacıes noted above, ıt 1S used for
lubricating the skın wıth 01l (BT Pes 43a), and there 15 the between rıe
wrinkled skın, and smooth, TES skın. The erms used aAaIfre nıt adden and nıtpa$$Set
(BB Also the actıon of the ebibim eu 322} 15 ring luxurıjant growth,
1C 15 also phrased (Sıfre a.l.) In Gen.18:12 Sarah cCon(firasts her
condıtıon belöt1) havıng ednda have elsewhere proposed, the basıs of the
uUsec of “dn, the term „lubriciosity“ for the condıtion that ıt describes ® Thıs certainly
fits the UuUsec of G  dIinda for Babylon In Isa AF  0O The next step would have do ıth
the tymology of Eden, and proposals have been made fıt Eden, place of

Al) Hoftyzer, Das sogenannte Feueropfer 1in: Hebräische Wortforschung (Festschrıift
Baumgartner), 1 'g 1967, 114-34
41 Fa Cunchıillos, es ougarıt1ques II  9 Correspondence, Parıs, 1989, 322-3223
472 Lipinski, OLP Z 1981, translates hm. ty.ndr (15) itt.“ mn.mlkt (note y.ndr separate
words) „AVCC le cadeau promı1s Jal ete aupres de la reine“, but ıtt >  „J’al eEte“ through ingen10us
15 nof plausıble.
43 See bou Assaf Bordreuil Miıllard, La Statue. (above, ofte 133,; Parıs, 1982;
Greenfield-Shaffer, Iraq 4.  , 1983, 112412

In the DD  b Epic, 4, 68-69 See In y remarks In the artıcle referred in the ne‘
ofe
45 Touch of Eden, In Orientalıa Duchesne-Guillemin fnerito Oblata, Leıden, 1984,
219-224
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uxurlant SrowW ınto thıs picture.% shall NOL PFrESUMC that OUT FrOOL hıes behind
the orıgıinal meanıng of Eden, but rather that the interpretation of Eden al Varıo0us
places the Hebrew dAd55Sumıcecs that ıt 15 well-watered place; and place
of luxurıjant growth As “ °ed. ıt has acquired In recent a fıne cognate
Aram YyNnAN, 1C)| in the form “dynty INn Gen.Apoc 9,14 The
translatıon „sexual pleasure“ fits functionally the needs of the text.4/

inally, instance of hOow epigraphic discovery PUuts the uUsec of term in
Bıblical Hebrew into perspective. In thıs A5SC ıt 15 the well-known verb $qr. Its
meanıng „l lıe, be unfaı does not requıre COMMeEeNTL Ihe suppose cognates
from Akkadıan, Arabıc Tigre that dICc nOL worth consıderıing. It 15
only in Aramaıc, ON might9 that cognate 15 oun 1C INaYy indeed be

Canaanıtism ın Aramaic.48 But the UuUsSscC of thıs verb In the Sefire Inseriptions has
TOVCN instructive. It Was noted SOON after the InScr1pt1ons WCIC published that
they distinguısh between S$qr x be unfaıthful SOMESCONEC (the suzeraın)“; and Sqr
x Tea ONe’'s ıth someone“* and that thıs distincetion Irue for

Bıblical Hebrew.*9 There 15 [CasON AaASSUume ıth HAL, D:1520, that the
rundbedeutung of thıs verb 18 be OUun in the speclalızed meanıng connected
wıth covenants.>%0

Etymology Sımple Comparıson of Institutions ıth Cognate Names>!
arr remarked that comparıng the instıtution wıthout comparıng the ord ıtself
WOU do „Is ıt nOoTt probable that the comparıson of the sefs of phenomena
WOU. assıst us In the understandıng of The aNSWeT f COUTISEC 15 LyVeS”. It 15
question, however, ıf thıs 15 real d>C of tymology; U Dut it In another WdY,
nclude thıs WOU extend the term „etymology“ far beyond the pomnt where ıt
continues be distinctive and therefore useful.“ He SOCS remark that thıs
Lype has often been assocılated ıth „Irue tymology“, Cc.g Lype
On eneral princıples thıs 15 CoOrrecft observatıon. However, istıng these
COmparisons under (ype etymology, IC have discussed above, obscures the
atter shall uUSC the well-known O0o[ nhl example. ere 15 question
about ıts Arue tymology“ BDBRB lısted Arabıc nahala 8 gıve ıng ireely, gıve
for one’s OW bestow“ an also Sabean nhl ıth the Sa”ame meanıng. The
information in 15 richer. It has mhe An Besıtz nehmen“; Ug nhl
„Erbsohn“, nhit „Besitz“; and Akk nahalu „‚besitzen“ and then Arabıc and Old South
Arabıc nhl „schenken“, that 1S, U grant”.

46 Miıllard, The etymology of Eden, 34’ 1984, 103-105
4’7 J.A.Fıtzmyer, The enesıs Apocryphon®, Rome, 197/1, pp  -87 Gıinsberg’s
„pregnancy“, Theological Studıes 28) 1967, 50 followed Dy Beyer’s „Schwangerschaft“, 06€s
NnOL fit the context.

The usual ramaıc word for B lıe, etc. 1S kdb (Heb. kzb).
49 Dıd ramaıc Iso make urther dıstinction irue of Hebrew, 16 hat $qr 15 in the gal,
whıle Sqr 1S ın the ple:

One should add that y of the Sefire Inscriptions has enabled the restoratiıon of “adım
„cCovenant“ (Isa. 33:8/ /br yt) the vocabulary of Bıblical Hebrew, SCC Fıtzmyer, OCBO 2  '9
1958, 456; Hıllers, HIR 6 9 1971, pp.25/-258.
51 Barr, Etymology,
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Some of the above 15 ubious. The roof nhl has lıfe of ıts OW) ın Mıshnaic
Hebrew sSınce ıt only In ega formulae and 15 used only of heiır. The
reference adıan 15 misleadıing for all the UVOCCUIIENCECS dIC In Marı and
represent particular iıdiolect. In addıtion the Sabaıc Diıctionary“ of Beeston et al
prefers „grant, lease; louer baıl“ for thıs word and for the NOUN nhit „grant, lease;
CONCess1ON, baıl“.>2 Obviously elated but nuanced.
Now, ıt 15 worth noting that Heb nhl (gal, hıf ıl) has specıfic USC, iınvolving eıther
divine pOSSESSIONS human of lımıted nafiure that 15 an possessed
and dıvided 0)8 gıven AS iınherıitance In d inalıenable INaNnNNnNGeT. Thıs In distinction
yrS$ (gal, hif"ıl) IC 15 used for takıng pOossession of property and inherıting ıt,
wıthout the element of ınalıenabıilıty; thus 10N 15 har nahlato, NnOL har yeru$ato.
Thıs 15 also frue of Ugarıtic nhlt. It 15 the partıcular possession of deıty, be ıt Ba’al
bqd$.bgr [ nt 111 =  IV 64)] 0)48 Mot hh.arsnhlth 151 VIII 13-14;:6 / 11 16]
TIhe eXaC UuUscC of the NOUN nhl remaıns enıgmatic, for the do nOoTL

unambiguously allow clear translatıon „hıs heır“ for nhih Ihe phrase eqla
(ASÄ.MES) na-ha-lı, OUun in PRU IL, 109 (No Z5SL: 160 15 good example of
the en1igmatıc natfure of thıs ocable It Was taken by Nougayrol, wh: publıshed the
TeXt, and by others, be „patrımoni1e“.> However, Huehnergard Cplausıbly
for thıs being „wadı, ravıne“ >4
Befifore discussıng the Marıg ONC should nofe that In adıan PTODECI there 15

ord 4S such for inheriting/giving inherıtance 0)8 for giving pOssessionN. In
kadıan OMN!  m SdyS sımply zıttam azu &X distribute share“. Akkadıan also does
nOoft have PTODECI ord for heır that Neo-Babylonıan texl, where ord for
„heır“ Was needed, the ord yarıtu, loan-word from ramaıc IS used > In the
Marı fınd the eemingly strange request of the god dad of Kallassu (a
section of eDDO, ıt WOU seem.) for nihlatu. The god 15 quoted sayıng „Now,
Sınce have restored hım the throne of hıs father’s house nihlatum INa gatısu
eleqqe&“.” The CAD 1L, 2193 translated nıhlatu „propert handed Over“ and
thıs phrase A M Can take Out of his hand what Was handed Oover However, Moran’s
translatıon, ollowing Landsberger apud Malamat, 15 INOTC appropriate: „ should
receıive from hım nihlatum“.>' ollowıng Malamat and Moran ONe m1g venfiure
that the priests of dad wanted specıfic plot of and for theır temple 1C WOU
be the nihlatu, the patrımony f theır god We mMay perhaps assume that ıt Was and
that had previously elonge the god, and that they wanted ıt returned hım
Thiıs nihlatu of dad WOU match the nhit of a°5al  c al Ugarıt and that of YHWH at

52 AF Beeston Ghoul Müller Ryckmans, Sabaıc Dıctionary, Louvaın-
la-Neuve, 1982,
53 E.g. Malamat, JAOS 8 '9 1962, 147, 2 'g ollows Nougayrol and Iso quoltes Ugarıtic nhi
‚he17”. hıs 15 taken agaın bDy Malamat 1In; Marı and the Early Israelıte Experience, London,
1989, 48-52.

Huehnergard, Ugarıtıc Vocabulary in Syllabıc Transcription, Atlanta, 1987, 152
55 CAD 1/J, 325b, S, Jarıtu.
56 The full ([ExT has NO been publıshed by Lafont, Le TOI de Marı les prophetes du dieu
Adad, 287 1984, /-18, LEXL, 7-10. Lafont suggests hat nıhlatum „proprIi6&€te,
pOsSsess10N, domaın'
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Etymological Semantics

Zio0n. In reiurn AdIie old that WOU gıve Zimri-Lim true reward 1C|
15 phrased „throne upDON throne, palace uDON palace, terrıtory uDON terrıtory, cıty
upDON city“
The translation given Dy the CAD for L, 126) A hand OVCTI

(property) 15 also NnOL adequate. Agaın lıght of the UuUsec of thıs verb In Hebrew,
Malamat’s suggest1on „aSs1ıgn (hereditary propertYy, apportion“® In place He
Justifies thıs by analysıs of ARM V 14:3-4, ın 1C| hat 15 obviously patrımony
15 transferred inhılu by members of amıly Yarım-Lim, important PDCISON
who 15 obviously fiıctionally adopted into that amıly In another tablet the AdINC
Yarım-Lim eceives property firom the roya house (ARM VIII 12), and INn
other (13,14) he acquıres property under pecıal Cırcumstances, the term
nahalum eing used. In another instance aughter of Zimrı-Lim complaıns that
her parents had NnOoft granted her (inhilunini „NOot granted me“) field and garden
M 3ff) Patrımony Wäas by interpretation non-alıenable. COUuU be
transferred but only by SOTT of subterfuge, thus roving the rule >° Ihe term
nıhlatu 15 sparsely attested and Ugarıtic nhlit 15 Oun In vVC ımıted phrase,
whereas Hebrew nahalah 15 irequent. Thıs, well other presumably shared
instıtut10ns, maYy best be tudied also In the 1g of the erms used for them

I would AaPIEC that there 15 great deal of arbıitrarıness in the choıces made Dy the
etymologıs It 15 indeed CaSy COI and there 1 © Many ıtfalls, since al} suffer
from ımıted knowledge and ack of experience ıth all the languages that AdIie of
necessity involved iın OUT ork We wıll not be able do perfect Job, but AdIiIC

NnOL iree of the oblıgatıon OUT best

Abstract:

hıs deals wıth ‘etymologıcal semantıcs’ followıng the erıter1a that James Barr sef ın
hıs studıes of thıs subject: a) Prehistoric reconstruction; b) Hıstorical tracıng wıthın
observable development; C) Identification of adoptions from another language; d) Analysıs of
words into componen morphemes; e) The usc of cognalte language dıscover the sense ın
Hebrew; f) Simple Ccomparıson of instıtutions wıth cognale Examples of these
categories WETEC diıscussed ın detaıl ıth attempt chow the usefulness of SOMIMC of ese
criteria ın addıng OUT apprecıatiıon of the meanıng of the Bıblıcal te  z Ihe artıcle Iso
erıticizes the misuse of etymology in Current lexica and the search for rundbedeutung for
Hebrew rOO[S.

Address of the author:
Prof. reenfıe Department of Semutic Aanguages, The Hebrew University,
Mount CODUS, 005 Jerusalem, Israel

58 JAOS 8 'y ®Marı and the Early Israelıte Experience,
59 The phrase $a INa nıhlatım uUulu iın AR AXIIL 7 9 4)-41 remaıns dıfficult
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Response Greenfield
ertiul Albrektson /DDSA.

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,

Essays,
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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().

Op cıt.,
15 Op cıt.,
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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
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Paradıgmatical Semantıcs:
Pierre Swiggers elgian 'atıonal SCIENCE oundation

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



Paradıgmatical Semantıcs

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
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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

cS$S of the author
Prof. Dr Swiggers, Blıjde Inkomstraat 2] 3000 Leuven Belgium

'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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Response wliggers
Ernst Jenni (Basel)

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-



TNS! Jenniı

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;,

ecSS of the author:
Prof. Dr. Jennlt, Oberalpstrasse 42, CH-4054 Basel, Swıtzerland
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Pragmalınguistics and Speech-Act COTrYy
Applied (assıcal Hebrew

Zatellı (Florence)

The Domaıiın of Pragmalinguistics
description of pragmalınguistics, and the elated EeOTYy of speech-acts, 1S

complex and elıcate task, Sınce thıs 1e of lınguistics 15 in continual development,
UDCN heated debate, and often provokes controversıal and opposing pomnts of
V1IEW.
Pragmalinguistic eOTrYy 15 rooted In the thematiıc rendering of both the pluralı
and the INCAan dıstrıbution of the functions and uUuses of anguage, in analytıc and
lınguistic phılosophy. TIThe [WO MOStT sıgnıfıcant break-throughs in the 1e of
thematıc renderings dIe be oun in the eOTYy of language (Sprachspiele:

MOoOst in hıseiıneate: Dy Ludwig Wıttgenstein, notably ıLosophiısche
Untersuchungen, Oxford and the eory of speech-acts (the topıc has been
en wıth e{a by John angshaw Austın in hıs How Do T hings ıNn Words,
Or 1962, 1975°)2. shall leave asıde Charles MorrIis’s concept of

would ıke ake thıs opportunity thank Prof. Delbert Hıllers for hıs
communicatıons the UscCc of SOMIMEC performative utterances In Hebrew, ell for his
suggest1ons regardıng bıblıographical research. would Iso ıke thank Dr. Gu1ido
Tamburini for hıs general discussions speech-act theory. aSSUume«e the responsıbıilıty for an Yy
and all CITOIS.
In addıtion works referred in subsequent footnotes, the following studies aAr of general
relevance: AntiserI1, Fılosofia analıtica semantica de]l linguaggi0 relig10s0, Brescia 1969;

Bach, Harnısh, Linguistic Communicatıon and Speech Acts, Cambrıdge, Ma. 197/9;
Barr, The Language of Religion, In: Honko (ed.) Scıence of Religion, Proceedings of the

Study Conference ın the Methodology of the Scıence of Religion (Turku The Hague
1979, 29- Brown, Yule, Discourse Analysıs, Cambridge 1983; Bühler,
Sprachtheorıie, ena 1934 (Stuttgart 19652); Cohen, Speech Acts, in Current Trends iın
Linguistics, I 197/4, The Hague, 173-208; vVvan Dıjk, JText and Context Explorations in
the Semantıcs and Pragmatıcs of Discourse, London 1977; Harvey, Wıttgenstein’s Notion
of ‚Theology Grammar’, Relıgi0us Studıies 2 ’ 1989, - Kempson, Semantıc
Theory, Cambrıdge 1977; Macqueen, Speech Act Theory and the Roles of Religi0us
Language, 155 McGill, Montreal 1986; F.J Newmeyer (ed.) Linguistics: The Cambrıdge
UrVey, Cambridge 1988; Norrıck, The Lexicalızation of Pragmatıc Functions, Linguistics
A 1979,« Rapallo (ed.), Linguistica, pragmatıca letterarıo, (jenova 1986;
B. Schlieben ange, Linguistische Pragmatık, Stuttgart eic. 197/5; Searle, Kıefer,
M. Bierwisch (eds.), Speech Act Theory and Pragmatics, Dordrecht 1980; Searle,

Vanderveken, Foundatıons of INocutionary Logıic, Cambridge 1985; Wunderlıich (6d°),
Linguistische Pragmatık, Frankfurt Maın 1972; Zuurdeeg, An Analytıcal Philosophy
of Religion, London 1959

should be pointed Out that the three princıpal authorities speech-acts Austın,
Grice and Searle. do nOL uUsc the ftferm „pragmatiıcs“ in referring theır fıelds of

research.



Pragmalinguistics and Speech-Act Theory Appliıed Classıcal Hebrew

„pragmatıcs“, W.  1C in ıfs study of the relatıons between S1gNSs and theır
interpreters, that 1S, wiıth those who usec S1IgNS in order produce and receive
»follows the Peircian school; the object of OUT study 15 less concerned wıth
semiotıc eory and wiıll CON!  te the linguistic eOTrYy of actıons In speech;
the emphasıs the pragmatiıc phenomena PTFrODCI anguage 15 fundamental
this2
enerally peakıng, pragmatıcs studies the aspects of language 1C enable
understand iıts use tool of communıcatıon ONg indıvıduals and peoples,
particularly the WaYyS 1C linguistic communıtıcatıon takes place The ollowıng
eXcerpt(, Dy Robert Stalnaker,} 15 frequently quoted In efinıng the pecıfic role
1C pragmatıcs plays linguistics:
Pragmatıcs 15 the study of lınguistic cts and the oOnftexts in which they aArc performed. There
AI major of problems be solved wıthin pragmatıcs: fırst, define interesting
Lypes of speech cfIis and speech products; second, characterize features of the speech
context which help determine which proposıtion 1s expressed by gıven sentence The analysıs
of ıllocutionary CIs 1s example of the problem of the first kınd; the study of indexıcal
EXpress1ONS 15 example of the second.

Durıing the rIe history of pragmatic lıngu1stics, both deixıs and linguistic aCTts have
served the princıpal poles of research. It Was NONC other than the eory of deixis
1C| led Dıiıeter Wunderlich take erıtical position transformatıonal
STaMMAaL, and elaborate what he dubbed „linguistic pragmatıcs“ (linguistische
Pragmatık ) For Many, however, de1xıs still] remaıns In FOLO part of semantıcs,
especılally extensional semantıcs. ccording Maria-Elısabeth Conte,* deictic

and linguistic ACISs both belong the 1e of pragmatics, but comprise
eren classes, and AI iınvolved dıfferent levels 'The eOrYy of deixıs 15
pragmalinguistical only far ıt 15 eOTrYy involving erms whose meanıngs dAd1iC

elated through enuncılatıon, and ATC therefore determined by that enuncılatıon
(partiıcularly in ıts spatiıo-temporal coordinates). De1ixıs thus 1S interested in the
relatıon between utterance and CONLEXT
'TIhe prımary objec! of pragmalıinguistics 15 the linguistic aCL. IThe eOTrYy of linguistic
acts 15 reference point for other aSpECIS of pragmatıc lınguistics, such

pragmatıc presupposıtions, conversatıiıonal implicatures, sequentıal organizatıon
of discourse, the organızatıon of linguistic AaCTISsS into maCcro-acfs, dialogic interaction,
discourse analysıs, eic. But ıt also C ımportant M iın the study of
Janguage that has een solely transmitted hrough ımıted wriıtten COTDUS,
analyze ın the gT' etia the lınguistic apparatus involving de1xI1s, ıt 15
manıfested hrough the language’s morphology and vocabulary, where ıt 15 dırectly
functional ın the determiıinatıon of referents, and how ıt 15 motivated by the Varıo0us
PFrOCESSCS and aspects of the utte_rance. Wıth thıs in miınd, mMay classıfy the

MorrIis’s CONCceDL has, however, gıven NCW impetus both linguistics and logıc: cf. his
Foundations of the Theory of S1gns, Chicago 1938, and S1gns, anguage and Behavıor, New
ork 19  X

Stalnaker, Pragmatıcs, Synthese 2 ‘9 1970, 28 (reprinted In Davıdson,
Harman [eds.], Semantıcs of Natural anguage, Dordrecht 1972, 380-397), CSD A75 (383)

M.- Conte, La pragmatica lınguıistica, in: Segre (ed.), ntorno alla linguistica, Miılano
1983, 94-128, CSD 96-97
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princıpa. deictic categories: Personal CEIXLS thıs involves the grammaticalızatıon
of the roles of the particıpants of lınguistic exchange; ıt 15 rendered maınly
through verbal morphology and the personal PFONOUN SyStem; Spatıal deixiıs
adverbs and demonstrative AI characterızed In of proXimıity and
distance, relatıon the personal Category. The deijctic aspects of verbs of motion
should be NCIUdE: here; empora PIXLS temporal deictic dverbs also ındıcate
the proximıty and/or distance from the time of theır enuncıatıion. Ihe
classıfıcatıon of verbal tenses 1S both complex and problematiıc. Furthermore, it
should be noted that the verb INay also incorporate MO and/or aspectual
factors.> and aspectual elements AT particularly important In the analysıs of
Classıcal Hebrew
Another phenomenon involving deixıs 15 that 1C Charles Fıllmore describes
„discourse deixıs“, 1C| 15 be dıstinguishe from anaphora: indicators of
structure wıthın anYy discourse; words and phrases that point OM© NCW
eached In the discourse.“ Such form of deixıs mMay utılıze erms used for both
temporal and patıal deixıs (an example Classıcal Hebrew WOU be WYAY
Fıllmore also describes the phenomenon 1C he calls „socıal deix1s“, 1C takes
into AaCCOUNLTL the influence that socı1al relatıons between speakers exXxer'
ufferances Thıs phenomenon, however, 15 NO really deıictic, SINCEe ıt iınvolves
eneral aspects of the VOCabulary C® dIC ıllocutory 1S wiıll be dıiscussed urther
on), soc1o-linguistics, and stylıstics (for example, the speaker’s choıice between
COMMMON ÖOr sophisticated terms). Socıial de1xıs does bOrrow, however, personal

from the deictic apparatus, whose maYy VaTY, depending the
egree of formalıty 1n the conversatıon (the Of „tu „VOUS” In French, OT
u „le1“ in alıan). TIhe UuUSec of epıthets indıcatıon of personal Statius SUuC

„yOUT hıghness“) falls under thıs CategoOTY.

ı1 Relatıons between Pragmatics and Semantiıcs
Iwo opposed V1CEW at least maYy be distinguished concerning the relatıons between
pragmatıcs and semantıcs (as well syntax) ONGC, which 15 addıtıve, and the other,
1C| 15 alternatıve. ccordıng the fırst VIEW, pragmatıcs 1S annexed
complement the 1e of semantıcs ın order take iınto aCCOUNT those
phenomena 1C semantıcs 1S unable explaın. The 1e of pragmatıcs 15 thus
consıdered „waste-basket“/. ccordıng the second VIeEW, pragmatıcs 15 NnOL
complementary semantıcs, but rather ıfs foundatıon: the eOTY of Janguage 15
„engraved“ Onfo eneral eOrYy of actıon whose fundamental element 15
comprised Dy eıther the lınguistic aCT cCommMmMuUunNIıCatıve interaction. At anYy rate, ıt
15 wıdely held that it 15 dıfficult Conceıive of semantıcs eing
UftONOMOUS independent firom pragmatics. Oswald ucrot states „Semantıcs
implies pragmatıc aspect“.$ The Austinıan approac redefines notions that AIc

tradıtionally semantıc, such dAS those involving reference 0)8 truth, ın of the

‚yons, Semantıcs, Cambrıdge 1977,
Fıllmore, anta Cruz ctures Denxıs 197/1, Bloomington, Ind 1975

So Bar-Hıillel, (OQut of the Pragmatıc astebasket, Linguistic Inquiry 71 4)1-407
Ducrot, tt1ı lınguistich, in Enciclopedia Eınaudı, Torino 1977, vol 2’ 1/7-1 CSD.
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speech-act. the current of discussıon, intermediate position may be
SCCH, W  1C whıiıle recognizıng that pragmatics 15 autonOmous firom semantıcs,
assıgns the former instrumental role 1n the solution of those linguistic
problems 1C semantıcs alone cannot adequately ddress. It DOCS beyond
semantıc eOTY, ringing into question the atter’s abılıties wıthout qualitatively
transformıing ıt.

Performative Utterances
Modern pragmalinguistics, wıthout ou egins ıth the eOoTrYy of performatıve
utferances. TIhree authors have identified and elaborated theories about
performatıve utterances from dıfferent perspectives, each ONC independently fifrom
the other L[WO, using dıfferent terminologies: TWIN Koschmieder, Emile
Benveniste, and John Langshaw Austin.?

75 Maın Theories about Performatives
Koschmieder ıdentified performatıvıty wıthın the framework of study
grammatıcal functions, 1° where he speaks of „Koinzidenzfall“, referring those
utferances IC fall under the ollowıng four syntactic restrict10ns: In the first
PCErSON, In the present eNsEeE; accompanıed Dy verbum dicendl; always In
combinatıon ıth the term hiermit“. Koschmieder distinguıishes between [WO Lypes
of present ense present ense of representation report („Berichtspräsens“), and

present of coıncıdence.
Benveniste ıdentified performativıty in hıs reflections the subjectiviıty of
language.!! „Iheaof the peaker place hım OT erself AS the ‚subject”“ of the
discourse permıits the of the verb, ın the fırst Erson present indıcatıve,
have semantıc value dıfferent from that of the SAn verb’s In other
con]jugatıions, and applıes both classes of verbs 1S a  TYy 1S hıdden In
conjugatıon hrough the regularıty of the paradıgm Ihe classes of verbs dIC

Ca  e Dy Benvenıiste, „verbes d’operation“ and performatıve verbs.
Austın iıntroduced the performatıve concept opposition the constatıve
Concep(L. „ run does NnOoLt CAÄDICSS racıng, whıle „J thank“ used for giving thanks. In

such AS the latter, the statıng of the actıon 15 equivalent ıts performance:
hence Austın’s term, „performatıve utterances“.12

onte, La pragmatıca lınguistica, 98, states that Lessius had already characterised
performatıve utferances distinctly, wrıting that the „efficıunt“ that which (they) „signıfıcant“
(Leonhardus Lessius |Lenaert Leys];, De Justitia Jure, Antwerplae 1605] 1609%, 219)
10 Koschmieder, Zur Bestimmung der Funktionen grammatiıscher Kategorien,
Abhandlungen der bayerischen Akademıe der Wissenschaften, Phıl.-hıst. Abteilung, 25‚
1945 (reprinted ıIn Koschmieder, Beıträge ZUr allgemeinen Syntax, Heidelberg 1965, 9-
69)
11 Benvenıiste, De la subjectivite ans le langage, ournal de Psychologie 5 9 1958,
(reprinted iın: Benveniste, Problemes de linguistique generale, Parıs 1966)
12 Performativıity pertaiıns performatıve utterances. By analogy, performativıty 1S
metonymaiıcally sed in reference verbs: performatıve verbs aAr those wıch arc susceptible

performative Uus!  ®

For INOIC detaıled description of the theories of Koschmieder, Benvenıiste and Austın SCC

onte, La pragmatıca lınguistica,
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The performatıve eOory Was incorporated by Austın into IMOTE ample eory. He
does noft 3  ıt 1mse. ıdentifyıng and elaborating theories about performatıivıty,

had Koschmieder and Benvenuiste. He VEeTrCOMECS the opposıtion between
performative and constatiıve, Dy ImMproving the performatıve characterization
through the conception of the speech-act the basıc unıt of lınguistic eOoTY. TIhe
specıialızed eory of performatıve ufferances thus becomes integral part of the
eneral speech-acts eory
D er Hypotheses about Performatives
In addıtıon, ON  @& of the moOost dıistinctive properties of performatıve utferances 15
theır capacıty for self-realızatıon hrough aBC By thıs eOTY, ıf the 1ISSUINg of
performatıve utterance 18 „NappYy”, the utterance iıtself wıll be „happ
CONSCQUENCE.
2.1. Delocutivity. Ihe cConcept f „delocutivıty“ has been formulated DYy several
French followers of Benveniıste’s thesıs. Delocutive verbs (ıdentifie and theoriızed
by Benveniste) AI verbs 1C derive irom locution, that 1S, Irom utterance
Latın HESUATE (to Sa y ECS): Thıs does NnOL sımply refer utterances that derıve from
another form of speech, but rather from thep of that form. Its meanıng StemMs
from the reference such S (among Benveniıste’s IManYy examples 15 the Latın
Ssalutare 1C derives from ıts use In the greeting „Salus. rather than ırectly from
the word Salııs ıtself. „Non salutem alıcul efficere sed salutem alıculı dicere“; 1fs
nglıs equıvalent 15 &Na
Delbert Hıllers has ea wıth thıs topIC an ıts connections ıth 1D1LIca
Hebrew?®: paır of especlally clear examples of delocutive verbs in Hebrew 15
hsdyq/siddeq and hr$y W Sa y SOMIMECONE 15 In the rıght’, and 7 Sa y SOMECONE 15 In
the Wwrong', respectively.Ida Zatelli  The performative theory was incorporated by Austin into a more ample theory. He  does not limit himself to identifying and elaborating theories about performativity,  as had Koschmieder and Benveniste. He overcomes the opposition between  performative and constative, by improving on the performative characterization  through the conception of the speech-act as the basic unit of linguistic theory. The  specialized theory of performative utterances thus becomes an integral part of the  general speech-acts theory.  2.2. Other Hypotheses about Performatives  In addition, one of the most distinctive properties of performative utterances is  their capacity for self-realization through usage. By this theory, if the issuing of a  performative utterance is „happy“, the utterance itself will be „happy“ as a  CONSequeENCE.  2.2.1. Delocutivity. The concept of „delocutivity“ has been formulated by several  French followers of Benveniste’s thesis. Delocutive verbs (identified and theorized  by Benveniste) are verbs which derive from a locution, that is, from an utterance:  Latin negare (to say „nec“). This does not simply refer to utterances that derive from  another form of speech, but rather from the usage of that form. Its meaning stems  from the reference to such usage (among Benveniste’s many examples is the Latin  salutare which derives from its use in the greeting „salus/“ rather than directly from  the word salus itself. „Non salutem alicui efficere sed salutem alicui dicere“; its  English equivalent is „to hail“).  Delbert R. Hillers has dealt with this topic and its connections with biblical  Hebrew!?: ‚A pair of especially clear examples of delocutive verbs in Hebrew is  hsdyq/siddeq and hr$y“, ‚to say someone is in the right’, and ‚to say someone is in  the wrong”, respectively. ... siddeq and hsdyq do not mean ‚to make someone just’  or ‚to behave justly’ as one may expect from the analogy of such words as gd! (vb.,  qgal), gdwI (adj.) with related piel giddel and hiphil hgdyl. As all agree, siddeq and  hsdyq mean ‚to say that a person is in the right’. Following this line of thought  which Benveniste’s study suggests, one soon discovers a related locution. It is the  form of words which was used in announcing a judicial decision but used also in  pronouncing on the rights and wrongs of other situations. One may compare Ex.  9:27: YHWH hsdyq w°ny w‘my hr$“ym to Deut. 25:1: whsdyqw °t-hsdyq whr$y °w  TERFS E  2.2.2. Aspect. I would like to add that in dealing with performativity, emphasis is  usually placed on the tenses of the verbs in the utterances under study: present  indicative. The aspectual factors which characterize the verbs employed in  utterances are equally as important, and deserve further analysis.!4  The notion of aspect involves, not the point or period in time in which the action  represented by the utterance takes place in relation to its enunciation, but rather  13 D.R. Hillers, Delocutive Verbs in Biblical Hebrew, JBL 86, 1967, 320-324: quotation from  pp. 320-321.  14 Cf. the interesting questions raised by M. Sbisä, Linguaggio, ragione, interazione. Per una  teoria pragmatica degli atti linguistici, Bologna 1989, pp. 197ff. On aspectuality see P.  Tedeschi, A. Zaenen (eds.), Tense and Aspect (Syntax and Semantics, vol. 14), New York etc.  1981.  64sıddeq and hsdyq do nOL MEecan ‚C make SOMCONE Just’

U behave ustly ONC mMaYy from the analogy of such words gdl (vb.,
gal), gdwl ad) wıth elated pıel giddel and 1D 2ZdY As alld sıddeq and
SA YG INCanNn ‚C Sa y that CISON 15 in the rıght ollowıng thıs lıne of hought
which Benveniste’s study Su ggests, ON (01080)8! dıiscovers elated locutıion. It 15 the
form of words 1C Was used in announcıing Judıcıa decisiıon but used also in
pronouncıing the rıghts and WIONSS of other sıtuatlions. One maYy COMPATE Hx
90:2  \< YHWH SA Ya nYy MY hr$ ym Deut whAsSd yqw "t-hsdyq WAr$ y
"t-hr$ C
.2.2. Aspect. WOUu ıke add that In dealıng ıth performatıvıty, emphasıs 15
usually placed the tenses of the verbs In the uttferances under study present
indıicatıve. The aspectual actors IC characterize the verbs employe
utferances ATre equaliy important, and deserve urther analysıs.!*
The notion of aSspect involves, NnOTL the point OT per10d In time In 1C the actıon
represented by the utterance takes place In relation ıts enuncıatıon, but rather

13 Hıllers, Delocutive Verbs in Bıbliıcal Hebrew, JBL 86) 196/7, 322()-324: quotation from

14 CT. the interesting questions raısed Dy Sbisä, Linguaggı10, ragıone, interazı0one. Per unNa
teor1a pragmatıca deglı attı lınguistich, Bologna 1989, On aspectualıty SCC
Tedeschı, Zaenen (eds.), Tense and Aspect (Syntax and Semantıcs, vol 14), New ork eiCc.
1981
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the perspective from 1C. the actıon 15 represented, the WaYy in 1C ıt 15
perceived and ultimately uttered. TIhe performatıve formulae include, however, the
representation of speech-act, and the cCategorYy of aspect 15 absolutely crucıal in
thıs respeclT.
It 15 opınıon that the analysıs of performatıve utferances INn languages such
Classıcal Hebrew, where verbal aspect plays domiınant role, mMay be facılıtated
hrough ıts aspectual elements.

Speech-Act Theory
The ceritical evaluatıon of the eOorYy of performatıves has led the eOorYy of
speech-acts, earlhıer stated. Austin realızed that there 15 clear opposition
between constatives and performatıves: observatıons dAdIiIC aCfIs, aATre asserti1o0ns.
Ihe role of assertion May be explicıtly epicte: in utferance by of
performatıve ormula such 1 assert that “ Thıs eature of actıon 15 inherent 1n
all forms of language; performatıve utferances AdiIiCcC but the moOst CONSPICUOUS
examples of language action.!
Performative utterances, whıle dıfferent from constatıve ONCS, mMaYy nonetheless

truth value erms on theır felıcıty condıtıions: hnh nELYy Ikm atidehe “<h
7r 4 DNY kI-A3 >  rS, A hereby gıve YOU CVETIY herb bearıng seed, 1C 15 upon all

the earth“ (Gen 1:29) felicıty condıtion mplıed by thıs utterance 1S, for example,
the proposıition: „there dIC seed-bearıng plants the earth“.

declaratıve utferance wıth performatıve verb iın the fırst PCrSoN present
indıcatıve does nof satısfy performatıve requisıtes. For example, „I’m trainıng“, ıf
saıd by thlete SOMECONC wıth ımıted Or knowledge of SpOrtSs,
explanatıon of why he 15 performing certaın exercI1se, 15 NOL the execution ProOpCI
of that actıon but interpretation description. Furthermore, the verb does nOL

necessarıly have be ın the fırst CISonN (or for that atter, that there be anYy verb
at all), ın order for the utterance be performatıve. Ihere aAfec CS, ıke that of
Jury W.  IC hen as PFONOUNCEG ıts sımply eplies „Guilty“ Ihe
word used Dy ıtself iın thıs ıstance functions performatıve utterance.

2r The Structure of Speech-Act
speech-act 15 comprised of partıal aCftS; speech-acts, furthermore, aAIec ubject

sub-grouping. !®
Acts ccordıng Austın, three partıal aCTts dIC performed in

speech-act: 1) locutionary act; ıllocutionary aCT; perlocutionary act The
locutionary act 15 merely the ISssulng of utterance, endowıng ıt ıth
grammatıcal Stiructiure and meanıng. TIhe illocutionary act consısts of the ISSUINg
of uttferance wıth partiıcular force, that 1S, ıth communicatıve function OT

PUrDOSC The perlocutionary aCTi consısts of the effect exerted DYy utfferance ıts
lısteners.

15 NSee onte, La pragmatıca linguistica, 108-109
16 According Diogenes Laertius, Protagoras Was the fiırst classıfy four Lypes of diıscourse:
Praycr desıre, question interrogatıon, ansSWer, and injunction Or command. See onte, La
pragmatıca lınguistica, 109

ZAH YV1/1 99%3 65
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Locutions have always been object of grammatıcal study, whıle rhetoric tended
deal wıth perlocutionary aCcfts, part of the eOTrYy of persuasion. It Was Austin

who fırst conceıved of the ıllocutionary act central point of speech-acts 1S,
that utferance mMaYy be used in makıng promise, passıng Judgement, 0)8 giving
orders). The „ıllocutionary act“ Ooften equivalent the „speech-act“, and speakıng
about speech-acts often speakıng about the ıllocutionary force. Ilocutionary
force 15 merely abstraction: ufferance that CCUT>S In communıcatıve
sıtuatiıon 18 always issued ıth ıllocutionary force.
John Searle expanded!’ Austın’s eOTY, provıdıng varıants: he rejects the
dıistinction between „locutionary“ and „ıllocutionary“, in favour of dıstinction
between proposıtional and ıllocutionary aCTIS. Searle ıntends show that dıfferent
speech-acts MaYy chare the Samme propositional cConfent He gIves xplicıt
formulatıon of the condıtions IC dictate the SUCCESS of speech-act, and uses

thıs the basıs for the formulatıon of the constituent rules of speech-acts.
Paul Grice,18 In rıef, efined meanıng In erms of the ‚speaker’, rather than

relatıon words sentences Hıs definıtion CONNECILS the meanıng of linguistic
unıts the speaker’s intentions of producing d esiıred eiffect the lıstener,
precisely hrough the atter’s acknowledgement of the ormer'’s intentions. Wıth
respect Grice’s definıtion, the Concept of ıllocutionary force 15 interpreted
eing connected primarıly the speaker’s intentions, rather than ıth the
„conventions“ almost legalıstically dicetated by Austin.!” Use of Grice’s pOsiıt10Ns has
recently been made In research „diıscourse analysıs“ and language acquısıtion;
both Searle’s and Austın’s theories dAdIiIC ONg those wıdely applıed In the analysıs
of written
.  D Illocutionary Orce Indıcataors. Every language POSSCSSCS varıety of formal
components lexical, syntactic, prosodic), 1C maYy be ca force-indicating
devices, and characterize utterance’s potentıial ıllocutionary force.
The MOSTLI noteworthy of these indıcators AIC xplicıt performatiıve formulae
promise that...“), sentence-types“ (declaratıve, ımperatıve, interrogatıve), verbal
moods (subjunctive, Jussive, imperatıve), mo verbs („tO have to“/„must“, LÜ be
able“/„can“), verbal tenses and aspeclts, specıfic dverbs and partıcles, intonatıon
(usually dıfficult determiıne CaSuIc in wriıtten text; pertinent notatıon MaYy,
however, be provıded). None of these formal devıces unıvocally iıdentifies the
ıllocutionary force of utferance
John Lyons’s formulatıon of the relatıon between uftfferances and ıllocutionary force
15 especılally enlightening
Sentences AICc systematically assoclated, in erms of theiır phonological, grammatıcal, and
lexical structure, wıth the ıllocutionary CIs that May be performed In uttering them There 1

One-LO-one correspondence between grammatıcal structure, ın partıcular, and ıllocutionary
17 Searle, Speech cts. An SSaYy in the Phılosophy of anguage, London 1969; 1d.,
Taxonomy of Ilocutionary Acts, 1n (Gunderson (ed.) anguage, Mınd and Knowledge,
Miınneapolıs 1975, 2344-36'
18 Grice, Meanıing, Philosophical Review 66, 195/7, 377-388; 1d., erer’'s Meanıng and
Intention, Phiılosophical Review 78, 1969, IA FF
19 See Sbisä (ed.). Giı attı lınguisticı, Mılano 197/8, E

In Stephen Levınson’s termıinology: SCC his Pragmatiıcs, Cambridge 1983, 2423
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force; but cCannot employ Just anYy kınd of sentence order perform anYy kınd of
ıllocutionary act 21

Indirect Speech ‚Acts Ihe of indirect speech aCTs the object of debate
mM both lınguısts and phiılosophers of anguage anthropologıists and
soclolınguısts ShOow partıcular interest the mMo{fivatıon behıind speech aCTSs On
the matter of iındırect speech aCfts Searle writes22 In such sentence that

the ıllocutionary force indıcators for NC kınd of ıllocutionary aCTi Can be
uttered perform addıtion another Lype of ıllocutionary act“ The (so called)
„rhetorical paradıgmatıc CasSc of ındırect speech aCcTt

1.4 The Classification of Speech .Acts It should fırst be oınted out23 that both
performatıve and ıllocutionary verbs AS well d speech aCIS A usually classıfıed
wıithout makıng dıstiınctions But these do NnOL recıprocally correspond ONC

the other all performatıve verbs aAaIre ıllocutionary, although NOL al ıllocutionary
verbs AIc performatıve Whıle speech aCTts belong the eneral phenomena of
anguage performatıve verbs dıffer from language Janguage and aATre specıfic
BIVCN anguage For example the Hebrew verbs B and bq$ both correspond the
nglıs verb ask“
TIhe classıfıcatıon propose Dy Austin“&4 cContaıns fıve classes

Verdictives ACtS 1C denote dıscretion such JjJudgement descrıiption
evaluatıon, and calculatıon

FExercıitives aCISs ınvolving the of OWCIS rıghts OTr influences SOM verbs
1CQ. of thıs class AI nomınate”, x fıre dısmı1ss“, A command“, „ beg
(of)

COommMLSSIves aCTts ıÜl CNgALC the speakers certaın aC{Li10NS such „
allow“, . bet“ Verbs denoting declaratıon of intent“ such consent“”, „
p belong y „t0 OPPOSC AI a1sSO NnCIude: here

Behabiıtives aCTIS 1C represent the reaCcCtions Oones OW another’s
behavıour and future, includıng verbs such apologıze”, Bı 7 hank“,
congratulate“ X dare“;

E.xpositives: aCfts 1ICc nclude the CXDTESS1ON of ODINION, the markıng of the
COUTSEC of discussıon and the classıfıcatıon of n  „ such 8i ask“, S
answer“, ® admıt Y „ uphold“, A define
(Thıs classıfıcatıon has raısed several objections princıply that thıs classıfıcatıon
of ıllocutionary verbs rather than acts)
The fırst four classes form from the FEach of the classes
elonging the fırst STOUD characterized Dy dıfferent hierarchical OTr  on
of theır respeclıve felıcıty condıtıons (which allow for both the exeCution of
ıllocutionary aCTi and 1fSs PrODEeI execution) An example f thıs the condıtıon

21 Lyons Semantıcs 733
22 Searle (GGunderson (ed.) anguage, Mınd and Knowledge Mınneapolıs 1975
359
23 See Onte La pragmatıca lınguistica 135

See How Do Thıngs wiıth Words, ch
See Sbhisä Pragmatıca (varıous authors) Prospettive dı t{e0OTr1a del lınguagg10

Mılano 1983 349-461 CSD A4()1 and ıd Linguaggi0 TaglONG, interazıone Y/-
1/4-185
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1 requıres the exıstence of accepted forms in order obtaın esiıred
ıllocutionary SCr the condıtion that requıres the sulıtabilıity of PDETrSONS and
Ircumstances. Exposıtive aCcts SCCH, instead, consıst of those lınguistic practices
1C| mMay be described, qualıified, and/or announced hrough linguistic Cans, but
whose execution 15 nof clearly performative.
Searle’s classıfıcation26 also contaıns fıve classes ase‘ uUuDON\N three cerıterıja of
classıfiıcatıion. TIhe princıpal erıterion 15 represented by the „ıllocutionary point“, that
1S, the intent 1C| bestows raLıson 4>  etre the ıllocutionary aCcCt The other
dIiIC respectively efined „dırection: of Ml that 1S, the Ltype of relatıon that
proposıtional CoOontfient has ıth the WOT. and the classıfıcatıon of „psychologica.
states“ 1iC MaYy be expressed hrough speech-acts.
Reviıving well-known Arıstotelian EeOTY, Conte?2’ distinguıshes between aCcfts of
„DrÄXLS“, 1C| dIC the sımple reproduction of Lype of speech-act giving thanks,
allegation) hrough the production of „token“ of that type, and aCfts of „Dolesis”,
1C| AIC complex aCfts 1C determine, well reproducing, Lype f aCTt

and mO  1 rea. (verbs of thıs class nclude „ excommunicate“, S resign“,
„ bet“, U abrogate“).

Developments 1n ragmalinguilstics
remaınsPresent pragmalınguistica research (for whıich the speech-act

fundamental concept) extends forms of verbal interactıon well both
discourse and conversatıonal analysıs, and has tudıed In eia specıfic lınguistic
phenomena, such the of mMO partıicles and of connectives, and the
problems modalıty in eneral. Furthermore, speech-acts have OM play
important role In ıterary EOTY, In particular In quest10ns regardıng the definıtion
of SCHNICS in lıterature, and IMOTE specıfically, the definıtions of OEeITY, novels, and
drama.

Ofes the Application of Pragmalınguıistics and Speech-Act Theory in the
udy of Classıcal Hebrew
The COTDUS of Classıcal Hebrew 1S maınly represented by the 1DI1CcCa text, whose
features AaDDCAaL favourable towards the applıcatıon of the speech-act theory.“ Ihe

15 NnOLt intended systematic heology 1DI1Ca language and
narratıon AI often organıcally dramatıc, vivıdly depicting events 1D11CcCa stOorıes
AI hıghly SCENIC: recountiıng partıcular the author sefts where
nearly all the players AiIC present, and where actıons OW ONC another ıth lıttle
LTECOUTITSEC „flashbacks“ 0)4 explicatıve stitching.“” Ihe reader’s the lıstener’s

In Gunderson (ed.) anguage, Mınd and Knowledge, Mınneapolıs 197/5, 344-369
27 La pragmatıca lınguistica, 118-120

Inscriptions INMay Iso be suıted OUT Lype of analysıs in ManYy instances: ıf ake the
Siloah inscription, for example, AI proviıded ıth sOort of commentary which condenses

event’s relevant CIs ın order transmıt them future generations ıth the vividness,
solemnity and authorıity of ON who has wıtnessed the event, celebrates ıts O(OCCECUITENCEC
29 See Lıicht, Storytelling ın the Bıble, Jerusalem 1978, 28-33; Iso Auerbach,
Mımesıs. Dargestellte Wırklichkeit ın der abendländischen Literatur, Bern 1946, ch
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attention 15 made concentrate the actıon takıng place, the spoken word.
Collisıons, debates, and direct discourses AI all predominant.
Reflections upDON the nature of relıg10us Janguage AIe especıally charaecteristic of
studıes of Classıcal Hebrew, wıth ıts instances of the languages of ıtual, of magıcal
formulae, and of miracles.> One MaYy surmıse that the 1DI1Cca authors understood
the speech of God and the prophets „performatıve“: kn yhıyh dbry 7r mD
-ySwb :>ly l Yamı Ky Jt_ ‚DSTYy whsLyA 7r SIht yw, „S50 shall ord

be that S0C5S or Iirom IMY mouth; ıt chall a(811 refiurn eMpTY, but shall
accomplıs. that 1C| please, and PTOSPCI in the ıng for 1C| sent 1t“ (Is

should add that, in the Gospels, ıt 15 saıd of Jesus that he WOUuU spea
the crowd 0)el  @” who has authorıty“ (EZ0VCLAV), and noT ıke the Scribes, Ma
4:29)
The divine and prophetic dabar 15 hereby presented 4A5 ord ıc proclaıms and
accomplishes that 1C| ıt has uttered, otherwise alls upDON the lıstener
accomplısh ıt 'Thıs does NnOoL In the least ıth the fundamental questions
raıised by James arr the atter of däbär 31 What interests here 15 the
Ology of the utterance, ıts moods and ıts ifects If Can ShOw that ONn  e mMaYy do
things wıth words in all languages, and that ven COTNINON mortal’s speech 1S,
gıven the rıg] condıitions, performatıve, mMaYy better understand that 16
SOMMEC apPCAars be exclusıve traıt of Classıcal Hebrew, openıng the WaYy
dangerous semantic m1sconceptl10ns.

elıeve ıt 15 possible roceed in INOTIE systematic Wädy, hrough the
iıdentification and cataloguıing of the performatıve and ıllocutionary verbs of
Classıcal Hebrew; hrough the study of theır semantıcs and the description of the
WaYysS in 1C the speech-acts of 1DI11CcCa characters coul be qualified and
eventually classıfıed. Thıs endeavour WOU be of interest. In the
meantıme, VE ımıted studıes ındıvıdual textual areas‘2 have shown that ın the
discourses of Deuteronomy, wıthın the prophetic call narratıves, the speech-acts
attrıbuted the Divinıty the prophets AI heavıly verdıictive exercıtıive ıth
respect the speech-acts of characters who do NnOL play authorıtatıve role.
When God speaks INan, he does NOL uUSC, in thıs CaSo, colloquıal models of
1alogue, but proclaıms, cCcommands, makes promıises, conforming Hıs ord the
achtwort of the absolute sovereıgn. Thıs contradıcts SOMMEC of the theorıes of

Ramsey’s book, Religio0us Language, London 195% partıcularly ch 3’ has long ecen
consıdered classıc In thıs fıeld; S Iso WJ Samarın (ed.), anguage in Religio0us Practice,
Rowley, Ma 1976 (esp. the artıcle of Ravenhill, Religious Utterances and the Theory of
Speech-Acts, 26-39); Wonneberger, Hecht, Verheißung und Versprechen. Eıne
theologische und sprachanalytische Klärung, Göttingen 1986; and finally Tambiıiah, Form
and Meanıng of Magiıcal cts: Point of View, 1n Horton, Finnegan S, Modes of
Thought, London 1973, Valuable data aIrc Iso be found ın the study of Juridıical
Janguage.
31 See Barr, The Semantics of Bıblıcal anguage, Oxford 1962,
372 See Zatellı, La cComunicazıone verbale ne] „Deuteronom10“ ıIn all’espressione
del dıvino, tt1ı Memorie del’ Accademıa Oscana dı Scıenze Lettere E Colombarıa“ 44’

30, 197/9, 1-13; 1d., La chiamata dell’uomo da dı Dıo nella Bıbbia a] vaglıo della
„discourse analysıs“, Rıvısta Bıblıca 3 'g 1990, 13-26
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advocates of 1alogıica. heology, such Martın Buber and Franz Rosenzweig (who
have propose: personal relatiıonshıip, „Ich und DU between INan and the
Dıivinıty)
Performativıty and „directiveness“, aft theır maxımum, are encountered ıIn the first
creation StOTY in the God creates the unıverse hrough Hıs word.® yhy Wr,
„‚Let there be 1ght!“ of Gen 15 paradıgmatıc performative ormula In the
intentions of the peaker (as well the author), ven though ıt 15 not expressed In
d grammatically CanOnNı1ıC form 15 wıth verb in the fiırst DCISON perfective). It 15

plaın acft of commandment, expressed as 15 possıble in Classıcal Hebrew
hrough the Jussive mMmO00d. In thıs CaS-C, the wriıtten text 15 areful specıfy in
addıtion the appY result of the performatıve: WYAY Wr, „and there Was lıght“
Another well-known example of hıghly directive 1DI1Ca speech-act the
imperative OUN! Gen 12  — lek-I°*k  a) „Get thee 0 E God emandgde!: of
Tam Just for the words urther in Gen 12:8 WY! "hbrm 7r dbr "lyw

„50 Abram went, the Lord had commanded ım feel ıt 15
opportune resort verbs such 4S „ command“ In translations, of
specıfyıng urther the meanıng of >amar and dibber. It WOU also be VC)
interesting re-read of Abraham’s splendı and darıng intervention (not Just
dıalogue between peers) behalf of Sodom (Gen 18:22-33), In the 1g of the
speech-acts eOTY, payıng pecıal attention the perlocutionary ffects Here
Abraham MaNaSCS, crescendo of rhetoric „Behold, pray, take uUDON
spea unftfo the Lord and let NOL the Lord be angrTYy...“), persuadeGod
promise that he wıll the cıty ıf ten Just IR  —3 Can be OUnN: wıthın ıt
An analysıs 1CcC follows the discourse categorı1es, identifıed maiınly DYy Austin, mMay
facılıtate NnOTt only the grammatıcal description of Classıcal Hebrew, but also ıts
translatıon and interpretation in number of The performatıve value of
certaın Oath formulae 15 vVC evıdent, for example, In Gen 14:272 „And Abram Ssal!

the kıng of Sodom 4 ıft (hariımoti hand nfio the Lord Most Hıgh,
er of heaven and earth, (v 23} that wıll NnOL take thread NOT shoe-latchet
NOT that 1C| 1S thıne  %% Ihe words 1C NY hıs rıtual gesture sanctıon
and accomplısh that IC as been solemnly stated.

r S >Another example mMaYy be OUnNn: Deut 37 :40 K y- l-Smym ydy w ” mrt y hy
"nky "Im, A ıft u My hand heaven and Sa y (the equıvalent of A swear“): ‚ASs
lıve orever).“ TIhe commonplace verb mr also has vVC marked ıllocutionary
force In ıts second MGU ENGc In Sam 19:30 „And the kıng saıd unfio hım ‚Why
speakest thou an y INOTIC of thy matters”? Thıs 15 INYy decısıon ( ”amarti ): IThou and
Sıba dıvıde the land’.“
Another element 1C mMaYy underlıne the of performatıve utterances, ÖT
at least of aCTS ıth pronounced ıllocutionary [0LCE, In Classıcal Hebrew, 15 the

of actualızers, such hnh, hywm, w “th, 7& dIC COMMMON In other
languages such Englısh („hereby“ German („Ahiermi but nOTL easıly
encountered in languages uch Italıan. elıeve that the values and functions of
these partıcles should be urther explore In Classıcal Hebrew hnh NLEL Yy "t-A x  rSs
33 Compare thıs ıth the reflections of certaın medieval mystics, such those of USsSanus
(Nıkolaus VO:  >3 Cues), who gIVvESs ON of hıs definıtions of God “Where creation coincıdes
wıth speech“ (De visıone Deı, A-AXI)
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bydw, „Hereby give the and into hıs an (Jud KZX 15 clearly performatıve
utterance.& hnh ymym ym "m-YHWH WKTFTY -DY: ySr z -DYy yYAWI bryt
hd$h, „Behold (thereby solemnly eclare the days shall COMEC the oracle
of the Lord hen 1 will establish NCW wıth the house of Israel and the
house of udah“ (Jer hnh introduces Commıissıve speech-act (the solemn
declaratıon), but WKTTY 15 nof performative (and for that att6r. neıither 15 ıt
perfective).
Formulae such hrbh "rbh, „JI wıll greatliy multıply...“ (Gen and Smw
$ my „J hear, hear Ephraim grieving...“ (Jer COUu be newly read
ıllocutionary lıght, and hereby be consıdered 4A5 aCTts of Covenant(, ASSUTANCC, eiCc
New perspectives mMaYy ODCN uUp well the study of the deictic aSpecCts of Aassıca.
Hebrew specılally pertinent AT the fact that, in certaın 1DI1Ca. deictic
indıcators AI highly concentrated, and their potential for both concentration and
varıety:Pragmalinguistics and Speech-Act Theory as Applied to Classical Hebrew  bydw, „Hereby I give the land into his hand“ (Jud. 1:2), is clearly a performative  utterance.* hnh ymym b°ym n°m-YHWH wkrty °t-byt y$r ”l w”t-byt yhwdh bryt  hd$h, „Behold (thereby [I solemnly declare (that)]) the days shall come — the oracle  of the Lord - when I will establish a new covenant with the house of Israel and the  house of Judah“ (Jer. 31:31). hnh introduces a commissive speech-act (the solemn  declaration), but wkrt£y is not performative (and for that matter, neither is it  perfective).  Formulae such as hrbh ’rbh, „I will greatly multiply...“ (Gen. 16:10) and $mw“  $m“ty, „I hear, I hear Ephraim grieving...“ (Jer. 31:18) could be newly read in an  illocutionary light, and thereby be considered as acts of covenant, assurance, etc...  New perspectives may open up as well in the study of the deictic aspects of Classical  Hebrew. Especially pertinent are the fact that, in certain biblical contexts, deictic  indicators are highly concentrated, and their potential for both concentration and  variety: ... ky °tnw °nhnw °Ih ph hywm klnw hyym, „... but with us, even us, these  things here today all of us being alive“ (Deut. 5:3);  °$r °nky dbr b°znykm hywm,  „.. which I speak in your ears (figuratively and possibly emphatically meaning „to  you“) today“ (Deut. 5:1).®  6. Conclusion  In conclusion, it may be stated than, in the analysis of entire utterances and their  modes of expression, we come up with a fuller and more detailed linguistic  description than we would, say, in analysis of individual lexemes by their distinctive  features. Classical Hebrew appears to be particularly favourable towards this  application of the speech-act theory for a number of its characteristics (texts  through which the language is transmitted tend to be more mimetic than diegetic;  the presence of verbal aspects, etc.). Being a dead language, Classical Hebrew is  about as limited in the application to it of pragmalinguistics and speech-act theory  as it is in the application of other linguistic theories, notably because of the absence  of speakers - the competence (better still, performance) of native speakers - and  the lack of possibilities for the study of intonation, one of the most significant  elements of the speech-act.  Nevertheless the existing corpus seems to offer sufficient matter for adequate and  profitable study; it should be pointed out that the corpus is strongly characterized by  the presence of religious language, and especially prophetic language, a sub-species  of the former. Although samples of „everyday“ language are certainly not lacking,  our results will largely be the analysis of a language in its application to a certain  group of texts, rather than that of a given language as a complete system. Finally, in  dealing with a written text instead of with the speech-acts of live people, the  to be reckoned with.  authors’ intentions, with their cregtive ability (or the veracity of their account) need  M The example is cited in: W. Schneider, Grammatik des biblischen Hebräisch, München  1985, p. 204.  3 See Zatelli, La comunicazione verbale, 5-6.  71Ky ”tnw "nhnw e ph hywm kInw hyym, but wıth UuS, ven uS, these
things here oday all of us eing alıve“ eu 5:3 Ür "nky dbr "znykm hywm,

IC spea In YOUTr Cars (figuratively and possıbly emphatıcally meanıng B
youaeuSI

Conclusıon
In conclusıon, ıt MaYy be stated than, ın the analysıs of entire ufferances and their
modes of eXpress1i0n, COMEC up wıth er and IMOTC etaıled lınguistic
description than WOU. SaYy, in analysıs of iındıyıdual exemes DYy theır dıstinctive
features. Classıcal Hebrew aDPCAITS be partıcularly favourable towards thıs
applicatıon of the speech-act eOrYy for number of ıts characteristics (texts
through 1C) the language 15 transmıtted tend be IMOTE mıimetic than dıegetic;
the of verbal aspects, etc.) Being dead language, Classıcal Hebrew 15
about ımıted in the applıcatıon ıt of pragmalın  ist1Cs and speech-act eOTrYy

ıt 15 ın the applicatıon of other lınguistic theories, notably because of the absence
of speakers the compelence better stıll, performance) of natıve speakers and
the ack of possıbilıties for the study of intonation, on  '4} of the MOSL sıgnıfıcant
elements of the speech-act.
Nevertheless the existing COTDUS er sufficıent atter for adequate and
profitable study; ıt should be pominted Out that the COTDUS 18 strongly characterized Dy
the of relig10us anguage, and especılally prophetic anguage, sub-specıles
of the former. Although samples of „everyday“ anguage dAIiIC certainly NnOL ackıng,
UT results wıll argely be the analysıs of language in ıts applicatıon certaın
grOupß of rather than that of given anguage complete system. Fınally, In
dealing wıth wrıtten text iınstead of ıth the speech-acts of ıve people, the

be reckoned wıth
authors’ ıntenti0ns, wıth theır cregtive abılıty (or the veracıty of theır account) need

The example 15 cıted ın Schneider, Grammatık des bıblıschen Hebräisch, München
1985, 204

See Zatellı, La comuniıcazıone verbale, N
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Response Zatellı
raham Davies Cambridge, England)

Thiıs Was excellent contribution OUT meeting: ıt explaine: the of
branch of lınguistics and ıts hıstory, ıt emphasısed the central place of „speech-act
eco ıt, includıng the study of performatıve utterances, ıt DaVC OmMe

interesting examples of the applicatıon of thıs approac Classıcal Hebrew and, al
the end, there 15 valuable annotated rFeVI1eW of earlıer lıterature
pragmalınguistics and the Semuitic languages.
There 15 much that ıt WOU. be good discuss here. In should ıke
COMMENT briefly four of the tOpICS In the 1CcC myself ın deserve
urther discussıon and exploratıon. make these COMMENTIS ıth (0)901> hesıitatiıon
because mMeIC beginner In lınguistics. But have sayıng In English,
„Nothing ventured, nothing gaıned“, and ın ıt 15 relevant scholars well

businessmen!

The fırst topıc the O of pragmalinguist1ics. It mMay be useful
emphasıse IMNOIC trongly the central place of speech, speech-acts, that 15 spoken
language, pragmalıinguistics. Of COUTISC the boundary between spoken and wrıtten
anguage 15 NOL always clear-cut: stor1es may be old d well wriıtten, storiıes often
include speeches and conversat1ıons, SOMEC 1n of wrıtten approximate, MOTIEC

less, the character of spoken anguage For example etters often resemble
(parts O: slowed-up conversatıons, polıtical treatises May be ıke speeches. 'Ihe
penumbra of spoken language, ONe m1g eXpecl, 15 VE ımportant, ıt mMaYy
provıde addıtional examples of the phenomena 1Cc dIiC the domaın of
pragmalınguistics. But ıt does noft alter the fact that much lınguistic Output ın
wriıtten form aC| these phenomena altogether. Ba fınd them ın SOMC densıty
need teOUT attention spoken anguage those forms of wrıtten
Output 1C aTrcC, in dıfferent WaYS, closest ıt It 15 here that phenomena lıke
performatıves and deixıs dIC maınly be oun Stephen Levınson’s book
pragmatıcs recognIıses thıs ın the ıt gIves conversation.!
In the AS5C of classıcal Hebrew of COUTSC have examples of spoken anguage

the strıict CNSC, all OUT source-materı1al 15 wrıtten. But wıthın that source-materı1al
much 15 presented 1n the form of speech jalogue In narratıve, SETINONS in
Deuteronomy, laws there and elsewhere, prophetic speeches and it 15 fIrom these
sections of the Hebrew that May chiefly hope discover hat the
pragmatıc features of ıts language WEIC, far they are st  — dıscoverable. In
sayıng thıs only, ın formulatıng in theoretical erms hat Zatellı has
actually done, because all her examples 70 OC from the types of materı1al
that have specıfied. But ] would ıke in addıtion identıfy the ıllocutionary force
of couple of Hebrew partıcles in her examples In the words of Abraham

Levinson, Pragmatıcs (Cambrıdge Textbooks In Linguistics), Cambrıdge 1983
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(Gen 18:27,30), M pray“ and hu both in fact represent the Hebrew precatıve
partıcle na‘, which belongs and ıdentifies sub-set of „exercıtıve“ speech-acts;
whıiıle ın Gen 14:2% „thatGraham I. Davies  (Gen. 18:27,30), „I pray“ and „Oh“ both in fact represent the Hebrew precative  particle na”, which belongs to and identifies a sub-set of „exercitive“ speech-acts;  while in Gen. 14:23 „that ... not“ stands for a special use of the conditional particle  ?°im which belongs to and helps to identify a type of „commissive“ speech-acts,  namely swearing an oath.  2. These examples have taken me into my second point, which is the relevance of  to  that  pragmalinguistics  lexical study. Zatelli has  rightly emphasised  pragmalinguistics has as its primary- object „the linguistic act“ (p. 61). A linguistic act  may sometimes eonsist of the utterance of a single word, e.g. „Hello!“ in English,  but more often it will involve the use of a sentence or more than one sentence. The  question then is whether this branch of linguistics has direct relevance to a lexical  project such as ours, or to put it more practically, whether it is appropriate for a  lexical entry to take account of it, and if so how. The question is implicit, for  example, in the fact that the paper sometimes speaks of „performative utterances“,  but elsewhere of „performative verbs“ (both on p. 65, again on pp. 69). If there is  such a thing as a performative verb, that sounds like a quality attached to a lexical  item which a lexicon ought to record. But I have some difficulty with the description  of a verb as performative, as it would seem to imply  that it is always used  performatively, or at least that this is its primary character. Is this really so? With  few exeptions performative utterances are limited to 1st person present (in English:  perfect in Hebrew) forms, such as „I promise that...“, and utterances that include  other forms of the same verb are not performative, but (to use Austin’s term)  constative. The verb as such is therefore not performative, it is sometimes used in  performative utterances.? At the same time one clearly cannot apportion the quality  of performativeness purely to syntax, since it is by no means true that all 1st person  present tense forms in English have performative force. I think the solution lies in  reminding ourselves that a lexicon should record usage - „Don’t ask for the  meaning, ask for the use“, as Wittgenstein’s principle has often been summarised.?  Then it is appropriate for a lexicon to record the fact that, when it is used in the 1st  person present etc., a particular verb carries or may carry performative force. The  same will apply to certain particles: some, like na ”, always identify a particular kind  of speech-act; others, like ”im, sometimes do, but not always. Among the latter we  should certainly include hinneh, traditionally translated „behold“, because it is  several times used with 1st person singular perfect forms in what look like  performative utterances; as Zatelli notes on pp. 70-71 (the point was already noted  by Schneider), ıt often Corresponds to fhe ‚hereby, hiermit“ beloved. of  pragmaticians, and there is an example of it perhaps in Gen. 18:27.* I am not so  2 These observations elaborate what Zatelli has briefly stated in her note 12.  3 For this formulation see, e.g., John Wisdom, Paradox and Discovery, Oxford 1965, p. 87  (cited by A.J. Ayer, Ludwig Wittgenstein, Harmondsworth 1986, p. 43). Compare  Wittgenstein’s statement: „For a /arge class of cases —- though not for all — in which we employ  the word ‚meaning’ it can be defined thus: the meaning of a word is its use in the language“  (Philosophical Investigations, 2nd Eng. ed., Oxford 1958, $ 43).  4 Cf. already W. Schneider, Grammatik des biblischen Hebräisch, 7th ed., Munich 1989, p.  204  76not“ stands for specılal uUSC of the condıtıional particle
z  ım IC belongs and elps ıdentify type of „COMMI1SSIve“« speech-acts,
namely swearıng oath

These examples have taken ınto  A INYy second point, 1C 15 the relevance of
thatpragmalınguistics lexical Study. afe has rightly emphasısed

pragmalinguistics has ıts primary. object „the lınguistic act“ (p 61) linguistic aCct

mMaYy sometimes econsıst of the utterance of sıngle word, C.p. „Hello!“ Englısh,
but IMOIC often ıt wiıll involve the use of INOIC than ON TIhe
question then 15 whether thıs branch of linguistics has dıirect relevance exıcal
project such OU[IS, 0)4 Dut ıt INOTIC practically, whether it 15 appropriate for
exıcal ENITYy take aCCounti of it, and ıf how The question 15 implıicıt, tor
example, In the fact that the sometımes speaks of „performatıve utterances‘
but elsewhere of „performatıve verbs“ 65, agaın 69) f there 15
such ıng performatıve verb, that sounds ıke quality attached exıcal
ıtem 1C exX1icon oug record. Rut ave SOMMEC dıfficulty wıth the description
of verb performative, d ıt WOUuU SCCINMN ImMpIy that ıt 15 always used
performatively, at least that thıs 15 ıts primary character. Is thıs really o° Wıth
few exeptions performative utterances Are ımıted Ist CISUon present (1n Englısh:
DE in Hebrew) forms, such 3 promıiıse that and utLtferances that nclude
other forms of the Samıe verb AT NOL performatiıve, but (to uUse Austıin’s term)
constatıve. The verb such 15 therefore nOoL performatıve, ıt 15 sometımes used In
performatıve utterances.* At the Sa”'ImIne tiıme ONC clearly CannoTL apportion the quality
of performatıveness purely SyNLaX, SInCe it 15 by irue that al Ist Ersuon
present forms In Englısh have performatiıve force. In the solution lıes in
emindıng ourselves that exXicon should record „Don ask for the
meanıng, ask for the usSe”, AS Wiıttgenstein’s princıiple has often been summarised.*
Ihen ıt 15 appropriate for exXicon record the fact that, hen ıt 15 used in the INı
PCISON present SC.; partıcular verb carrıes mMaYy CaIrYy performatıve force. Ihe
SAdIc wiıll appIy certaın partıcles: SOMC, ıke always ıdentify partıcular kıind
of speech-act; others, ıke Im, sometiımes do, but NnOL always. mong the latter
should certainly nclude hinneh, tradıtionally translated behold“, because ıt 15
several times used ıth Ist CISON sıngular erfect forms In hat look ıke
performative utterances; Zatellı notes 10713 (the pomnt Was already noted
by Schneıder), ıt often corresponds the „hereby, hıermıt“ eloved of
pragmaticlans, and there 15 example of it perhaps In CGen NnOTt

These observatıons elaborate hat Zatellı has briefly stated in her ofte
For thıs formulatıon SCC, John Wiısdom, Paradox and Discovery, Oxford 1965,

(cıted by A Ayer, Ludwig Wiıttgensteın, Harmondsworth 1986, 43) Compare
Wiıttgenstein’s statement „For large class of though noft for all ın which employ
the word ‚meanıng’ ıt Can be defined thus: the meanıng of word 1s ıts UusSc in the language“
(Phiılosophical Investigations, Z2nd Eng. ed., Oxford 1958, 43)
( already Schneider, rammatık des bıblıschen Hebräisch, 7th ed:; Munich 1989,
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Response Zatellı

SUTC about the examples of „toda' (hywm) and „and NnOw“ (wW {A} 1C she
mentions in thıs connection t00.? But they obvıiously have deıctic force, IC
dictionary should identify d pragmalinguistic feature, and sımılarly ıth ManYy
other dverbs and adjectives. But noft CVECLY word In the dicetionary wiıll have
pragmalinguistic aspect be noted, 1n

My hırd pomnt religion, heology and linQuistics, and here shall be
erıtical of Zatellı's particularly ınkıng of what che >Sday>S 69

about the of the dıivine word, ıth the reference Isa S5°11 „My ord
(God saysResponse to I. Zatelli  sure about the examples of „today“ (hywm) and „and now“ (w“th) which she  mentions in this connection too.5 But they obviously have a deictic force, which a  dictionary should identify as a pragmalinguistic feature, and similarly with many  other adverbs and adjectives. But not every word in the dictionary will have a  pragmalinguistic aspect to be noted, I think.  3. My third point concerns religion, theology and linguistics, and here I shall be a  little critical of Zatelli’s paper. I am particularly thinking of what she says on pp. 69  about the power of the divine word, with the reference to Isa. 55:11: „My word  (God says) ... shall accomplish that which I please“. I think there is some danger of  a confusion between theology and linguistics here, even though Zatelli is careful to  say that she is not speaking about some special characteristic of the Hebrew  language but rather of something that can be observed in many languages. At the  least there seems to be something worth discussing and clarifying here. To me it  seems that there is an important difference between what the prophet is talking  about (which can also be paralleled in other biblical texts) and what linguists have  meant by performative utterances and illocutionary force. I hope I can make the  difference clear. The prophet is talking about the effectiveness of the word of God,  he is making a theological claim that what God says, or if you like, promises, will  come true. The linguist who identifies a performative utterance is, however, saying  nothing at all about whether a promise, for example, will come true; he is  recognising the presence of the conditions which are necessary for a promise fo be  made. Even a broken promise is (or was) still a promise when it was made. If it is  true that all God’s promises come true, that is a matter for theology, not linguistics.  Moreover the performativgutterance is identified by certain fixed linguistic features,  which are only present in a few of the divine utterances which refer to the future,  many of them being couched in the third person rather that the first. I am sure that  there is a place for speech-act analysis of divine speech in the Bible as well as  human speech,® and that theology is always better for linguistic clarity, but precisely  for that reason I think it is vital not to mix up theological statements with linguistic  analysis. One way to keep them more clearly apart, I suggest, would be if we could  include more examples from intra-human speech in the survey of Hebrew usage  and less specifically religious ones. For example an analysis could be made of the  dialogue between Abraham and the Hittites of Hebron in Genesis 23 or the  conversations in the story of Joseph. Such material is also, of course, very  prominent in the growing corpus of Hebrew inscriptions.  4. This brings me the fourth point on which I should like briefly to comment. The  everyday language of the inscriptions, especially the letters and the „judicial plea“  5 Cf. Schneider, ibid. In the discussion of the paper Prof. J.C. Greenfield drew attention to  the occurrence of “t and kym together at the beginning of epistolary inscriptions, after the  greeting (e.g. Lachish 2:3), where they may perhaps have an „actualising“ function. Note also  Arad 24:18, cited below, where hym closely follows hnh.  6 See the essay of W.J. Houston, What did the prophets think they were doing? Speech-act  theory and prophetic discourse in the Old Testament, forthcoming in: Biblical Interpretation 1,  1993:  7shall accomplısh that which please“. thınk there 15 Ome danger of

confusıon between heology and linguistics here, VM though Zatellı 15 areful
SaYy that she 15 nOLt speakıng about SOMNNC pecıal characteristic of the Hebrew
language but rather of something that Can be bserved in Many languages. the
least there be something worth discussing and clarıfyıng here 10 it

that there 15 ımportant dıfference between hat the prophet 15 alkıng
about (which Can also be paralleled iın other 1D11CcCa texts) and hat lınguısts have
mean by performatıve uüuttferances and ıllocutionary force. hope Can make the
dıfference clear. 'Ihe rophet 15 alkıng about the effectiveness of the word of God,
he 15 makıng theologıcal claım that what God SdYyS, OT ıf yOUu lıke, promises, wiıll
OIM frue. The lınguist who ıdentifies performatıve uttferance 1S, however, sayıng
nothing al all about whether promise, for example, wiıll COMMNC true; he 15
recognisıng the of the condıtıons 1C AIC for promise he

ven broken promise 15 (Or was) stıll promise hen ıt Was made. If it 15
frue that all God’s promises Oome rue, that 15 atter for heology, nOLt lınguistics.
Moreover the performatıvgutterance 1$ ıdentified by certaın fixed lınguistic features,
1C| dIc only present few of the divine utterances IC refer the future,
ManYy of them eing ouched the 1r CrSsSon rather that the fırst SUTE that
there 15 place for speech-act analysıs of dıvine speech ıIn the d> well AS

human speech,® and that heology 15 always better for linguistic clarıty, but precıisely
for that [CAaSON INn ıt 15 vıtal NnOL MIX upD theologıcal statements wıth linguistic
analysıs. One WaYy keep them IMOIC clearlya suggest, WOU be ıf COUuU
include INOTITEC examples irom intra-human speech in the of Hebrew
and less specıfically relig10us ONES. For example analysıs COU be made of the
1alogue between Abraham and the Hıttıtes of Hebron ın Genesı1ıs 3 the
conversatıons in the SLOTY of Joseph. Such materıal 15 also, of COUISC, VE
promiıinent 1ın the roWwIng Of Hebrew inscr1ıptions.

Thıs brings the fourth pomnt IC should ıke briefly COMMEeNL Ihe
everyday language of the inscn'ptior_1s, especıially the etters and the „Judıcla plea

C£. Schneider, bıd In the discussıon of the Prof. Greenfield TEW attention
the VCCUITENCE of “ and kym together at the beginning of epistolary inscr1ptions, after the
greeting (e.g Lachıish 2:3), where they may perhaps ave „actualısıng“ function. ote Iso
rad 24:18, cıted below, where hym closely ollows hnh

See the of W.J Houston, What dıd the prophets thınk they WETC domg? Speech-act
theory and prophetic discourse ın the Old Testament, forthcoming in Bıblıcal Interpretation 1’
199  »



Graham Davıes

from Yavneh-Yam, contaıns features of pragmalinguistic interest. There
aIC, fırst, examples of the three particles IC mentioned earher:

chısh 3:0-1()
As the Lord Ves (1 Swear) that ım INa  _ has V I.: trıed read

letter.

chısh 6:5
Read (them) say! \

z  ad 24:158
Behold nne. perhaps In the „hereby“, 1.e. by of thıs
etter) have sent (perfect ense the meanıng COUuU be „J
sendıing“ in performative sense) arn yYOUu oday

The second kınd of example, wıth 1C shall conclude, 15 the fact that the etters
AdIcC full of the deferentia UuUsSscC of phrases lıke „yOUr servant“ and OT'
substitutes for the Ist and Ind Erson (e.g Lachish 3 Yavneh-Yam
1:1-2), Just fınd them frequently also used in the hen infer10r 15
addressing hıs super10rT. These dICc examples of the socıa]l de1xıs 1C Zatellı
mentions 000, and they WOUu appropriately be noted in dıctıonary A part of
the C of ”adon lord*) and “ebed („servant“) when they A1© combıned wıth
pronomıinal qualifiers.®

Abstract.

Four 1SSUES in Prof. Zatellı's requıre urther discussıion: 1. The of
pragmalınguistics, and ıts partıcular relevance conversatıon. 2.'The which
pragmalınguistic features should be recorded In lexicon. 3 The eed for distinction
between theological statements and lınguistic analysıs, and the value of beginning
pragmalınguistic study of Hebrew from the intra-human discourse in the Bıble. The eed for
attention the contribution which Hebrew inscr1ptions Caln make pragmalinguistic
research.

Address of the author:
Dr. Davıes, The Divinity School, SE John Street, ambrıdge C B2 17 Uniıted
ngdom

hıs 18 example of na wıth command rather than requestl, for which there AIr few
examples ın the Bıble (though S Gen BD Isa. 1:3), moOstT SCS being Dy infer10T7
addressing superI10r. The „socıal E1IX1IS of thıs partıcle 15 thus NnOTL entirely unıform.

They ATC noted ın Brown, Drıver, Briggs, Hebrew and Englısh Lexicon of
the Old Testament, Oxford 1907, 714 and, less clearly, 11l urther iıllustratiıon of
pragmalınguistic eature in the language of the inscr1ptions would be the „delocutive“ usec of
the erb brk, „bless“, IMcan „SayY br(w)k, Blessed be In rad 16:2, 2372 and twıce in
the inscr1ıptions from Kuntillet Ajrud: G.1 Davıes, Ancıent Hebrew Inscriptions, Corpus and
Concordance, Cambridge 1991, 19 In Bıblıcal Hebrew COMPAaTC Ps 118:26
(cıted by Schneider, 204)

78



Componential Analysıs
Pelıo Fronzaroalı (Florence)

Definition.
Componentıial analysıs 15 procedure 1C 1MsSs aft operatıng semantıc analysıs aft
the eve of the word. It 4SSUMmMe«ecsS that the meanıng of full“ words (nouns, verbs,
adjectives, adverbs Can be spli up into smaller elements of meanıng. TIhese dIC

known semantıc components semantiıc features.
The analysıs 15 carrıed Ouf wiıthin semantıc 1€e. Thıs be efined of
words that stand paradıgmatic opposıtıon ON another and that share at least
ONcC semantıc component. Determining and delimıting semantıc 1el1 requıres
methodology. ccordıng SUOMC, mig from paır of words that
SUDDOSC belong the Samıc 16 and analyse the features that dıfferentiate them;
then add them words that CaITtYy NCW features.! Ihe features obtained by
comparıng the exemes must be such account for the meanıiıng of all the erms
examıned in the semantıc 1e.
Another procedure consists of startıng from the intuıtiıve understandıng of the
C of of words and ryıng define the features they cshare sıngled Ouf

Dy C  N of proportional equations) In order determine the semantıc
components.“ 1r procedure SCS the definıtiıon ffered by the dictionary (or
the speaker iın order define the meanıng of the ord under analysis.?

MRgINS and development.
There 15 need here race hıstory of studies made the subject.
Nevertheless, sSınce the investigat1ions, both theoretical and practical, that have
made uUusec of methods of componentıal analysıs have moved along dıfferent lınes,
1813 sketch of the subject 15 needed
AL The European tradıtıon.
The ıdea of componentıal analysıs had been anticıpated by Hjelmslev.“ He
assumed that meanıng COU be broken uUp into elementary entities by analogy ıth
hat at phonologıica. eve ese entities („content figurae WeOeIC equıppe
ıth characteristics sımılar those of the phonological features, and WEIC iımıted

number.
mong the lınguists who refer the uropean tradıtion, Can recall the French
lınguists B. Pottier>, A.J. Greimas®, T. Todorov/, who developed method of

Coseruu, Les structures lexématiéues‚ In Elwert (ed.), Probleme der Semantık,
Wiıesbaden 1968, 3-16

‚yons, An Introduction Theoretical Linguistics, Cambrıidge 1968
B Alıneı, La sfirutfura del lessico, Bologna 19/4
Omkring sprogteoriens grundlaeggelse, Copenhagen 1943 Prolegomena Theory of

Language, Baltımore
Vers uUNe se€mantıque moderne, Iravaux de lınguistique de lıtterature 1) 1964, 107-138
SeEmantıque structurale, Parıs 1966
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analysıs that describes the elements of exXicon „packets of semes According
Todorov, for SeMIC analysıs 1ıMpIYy the TrTreducıble character of the semantıc
combinatory, ıt has consıder (as Greimas) the of of larger
utterances, that 1S, ıt has consıder meanıngs that CR connected specıfic
context certaın sıtuatıon of speec Thıs miıght, however, TEIMOVE the boundary
between the semantıcs of A Janguage and the analysıs of the speeches uttered In
that anguage.
In recent Yy' thıs epistemologica aım (not xclude Iirom the 1e of semantıcs
those phenomena of meanıng bserved in speech) has been pursued wıthın the
French school by scholars such AS Rastier.® He re-examınes the notion of
virtueme? and evelops ıt, distinguishing between denotatıve and connotatıve
features, that he consıders inherent and afferent respectively. Ihe former
depend uDON the functional system of the anguage, the latter upON other kınds of
encodıng SuC socijalısed 0)8 rather ıdıolectal norms).
Ihe treatment ffered Dy Oser1u and hıs PDUpUuUS Geckeler MOTIEC

r1gOrous. He prefers alk of „lexematıc structures‘ He distinguishes between
designatıon (relatıons between S1gNSs and extralinguistic realıties) and sıgnıfıcatıon
(relatıons between meanıngs), pomting Outft that In lexematıcs ıt 15 exclusıvely
aftfter of relatıons of signıfıcation. Moreover, the lexematıc point of VIEW
only the eyxıcal meanıngs of ONC and only ON functional language. Thıs allows hım

distinguıs lexematıcs from onomasıology (the study of the relatıons between the
sıgnıfıed and the dıfferent sıgnıfıers that CÄDI CS ıt) and semas1io0logy (the study of
the relatıons that CONNEeCT sıgnıfıer ıth the dıfferent sıgnıfıed ıt m1g eXpress).
One of the results of thıs approac 15 the possibilıty of excludıng irom structural
semantıcs Katz and Fodor’s method 1C accordıng CoserI1u, does nOoTt deal ıth
the structure of meanıng but rather the study of interpretatıion. Ihe lexematıc
structures AdIe then dıstinguıishe irom the assocıjatıve fıelds (studıe by Ch Bally
and hIs school); these fıelds CONCETN the aSSOCIat1ons of ONe SIgn ıth others and
AdIiIe partly connected nOTLt wıth the linguistic unıts such but ıth aSsSOC1lat1ons
between unıts of non-linguistic realıity.
serving the primary paradıgmatic sSiructiures (where erms dIiC mutually mplıed,
wıthout of ONC ()VCI the other), Oser1ıu dıstiınguıishes the exıcal 1e€.
from the exıcal class. Ihe exıcal 1€e consısts of unıts 1C share AIcCca of
sıgnıfıcatıon and 1C stand ın ımmediıate opposıtıon ON  6 another. The exıcal
class 15 class of exemes determıiıned Dy classeme 1C 15 distinctive eature
that oper. ın entıire Category (e.g., the class of
and wıthın ıt human beings), /non-human beings./ E1C.). The
classes dIC revealed INn the grammatıcal exıcal combinatıon of the exemes
(lexemes that allow for the Sa”Imne exıcal and/or grammatiıcal combinatıon belong
the AaIne class). Coseriu’s cConcept of exıcal 1e. ıffers TOM that of the above-
mentioned French scholars maiınly In the procedure that prescribes that ON should

Recherches sE€mantıques, angages 17 1966, 5-423
Typologıes des COmpOsants sE€mantıques, Quadernı dı Semantıca 6) 1985, 35-49

Pottier, Linguistique generale, Parıs 1974
10 Strukturelle Semantık und Wortfeldtheorie, München 1971
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Componentıal Analysıs

construct the exıcal 1e6. gradually, 1 from the iımmediıate Opposıtı1ons
between {tWO three lexemes
mong the Italıan scholars who made theır contrıibution componentıal analysıs,
WOUuU lıke recall Alineil! who ınvestıgates the Italıan exicon the
The semantıc features used by iınel aAIc taken from the definı:tions gBIVCEN
diıetionarıes In hıs approac. eature efined d all informatıon assıgned
entry exeme) rom the eature analysıs of the exıcal system of the og’s
sounds the feature formulatıon at times faıl observe the princıples of
IMof description and theır prımıtıve value SO for example hen the talıan
lexeme ustolare („tO yelp for {00d“) efined by the feature / s 1  n
master he eats/
DE The American fradıtıon.
Whılst Europe the semantıc cCcomponents eg1ins wıth Hjelmslev’s
theoretical consıderatıions the United States the fırst examples of eature
analysıs of fiıelds orıgınate from the fiıeld-work of the ethno-
anthropologists The fırst studıes CONCETN the SiIirucfiLure of colours 12 the terminology
of kinship !® and other exıcal and cultural of anthropological
TIhe analyses provıde by these authors have been partıcularly ımportant the
eOTrYy of features and theır function the CCONOIMY of descr1ıption Although the
lınguistic relevance of the fıelds they tudıed and the fact that these
belong INOIC specıfically cultural axXxonomı€es mMay be atter of dıscussıon, theır
methodologıies dIC nOot incompatıble ıth the tenets of structural semantıcs
The approac semantıc analysıs elaborated DYy Katz and Fodor!> the
framework of transformatıonal SrammMmaäar completely dıfferent TIheır analysıs
111585 at SIVIN£ aCCount of the semantıc ınterpretation that the peaker offers of
the words 1C AT consıdered theır syntactıc COntext members of

IThe search for semantıc features then carrıed Out fifrom the
utfterance and firom the polysemiıc lexeme rather than the 1e 'Thıs
done order determıne markers“, „dıstinguishers and selection
restriıctıons for each enry of the dıctıonary Katz and or eory of semantıc

ınterpretatıon has wıtnessed ManYy developments that cCannot be consıdered here
Suffice ıf Sa y that these developments well Katz and Fodor’s
approac the analysıs of the MCAaANINS of the words tends become the analysıs of
the MCANıINS of the sentence
One of the results of Chomsky S definıtion of eature 15 the assumptıon
that the features have be unıversals of language Concerning thıs Lyons!®
bserved that the empirıcal evidence that DOSSCSS far tends refute thıs

11 La struttura del less1co, Bologna 1974
12 Conklın, anunOÖ0O Color Categorıies Southwestern Journal of Anthropology 12 1955

13 Lounsbury, The Structural Analysıs of Kınshıp Semantıcs Proceedings of the
Nınth International Congress of Linguists The ague 1964 1073 1074
14 Goodenough Componentıal Analysıs an the Study of Meanıng, anguage 1956
195-216.
15 The Structure of Semantıc Theory, anguage 3 , 1963, 17/0-210
16 Semantiıcs I, Cambrıdge 1977, 331 {f.
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hypothesıs rather than confiırm ıt In spıte of VC) interesting studies, uch 4S that
of colours Dy Berlıin and I<ay‘l7Y ıt does nOL cın that the

sıtuation has changed In the past LWeENTLY

Evaluatıon.
If componentıal analysıs has NOL been the object of urther developments and

have been sef asıde durıng the past decades, that 15 due the groW! of the
theoretical debate 1C| has shıfted ıts SITESS Onto other aSpeCISs of lınguistic
communiıcatıon. Following the mMO of scıentific revolutions, 18 in lınguistics the
focus has been shıfted ONfo the text and the makıng the meanıng of the word

such less interesting. In sımılar WäaY, in archaeology attention has hıfted during
recent ca irom procedural and structural models towards historical and
contextual considerations!?.
Consıder, for example, Rundgren’s point of VIEW: „Now thıs priori named rea.
being artıculated Dy the a1ıd of textual behavıour, the texXtT, cultural well
lınguistic CategoOrYy, 15 be regarde: the first artıculatıon of language“.“
Rundgren asks hımself: „Why then in Proto-Semiutic Was the notion of ‚tomb’
designated d qgabr-?“ He the ollowing A4DNSWET „In the possıble WOT. that
OUunNn! expression Mundus Semiticus Inflectus el intellectus cultural fact exısted
that Was expressed In the phonetic behavioura events q-a-b-r (image acoustique)“.?!
In thıs perspective the meanıng of the ord In ıtself does NnOTL SCCIN be problem
an y longer.
The ANnıc <hıft ONLO other aSpecCts of lınguistic Oommuniıcatıons COUu be achıeved in
other WaYyS. hrough soclolıngu1st1cs, for example, consıdering the pre-eminence of
the even iın CIs of communiıcatıon. Wıth reference languages ıth ımıted
L0)  UuS, Avanzını's study?/ the ormulary of buıldıng inscrıptions of ancıent
South Arabıa offers approac IC 15 erıved from the consıderatıion of the
writing even In given soclety. But althoug thıs consıderation of the wrıting even
throws lıght uDON the crıterıja for the uUusec of the exXicon that B beyond ıterary
NIC and the textual model, do NOL 1n that ıt makes the study of the exicon
worthless at the eve of functional language.
>  at eing salı  9 might ask ourselves hat 1S stil] Vall! In componentıal analysıs
both firom the explicative-theoretical point of VIEW and the operatıve ON Lyons has
drawn attention the fact that „the allegedly IMOIC basıc sense-Components cCannot
be shown have an y psychological valıdıty“, and the „highly questionable
procedure of treatıng basıc seNsSe-COMponentTSs the meanıngs of certaın
Jexemes, ıke ‚human/’, ‚adult’ ‚Temale’ irom hıs (IW natıve language from
OMC other language that 15 commonly employe metalanguage In theoretical
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and descriptive linguistics“.% In spıte of thıs and other problems 1C dIc still ÖOPCNH
(whose solutıon, ıIn the ase of the relatıon between the lınguistic system and
cognıtıve PTFOCCSSCS, does not depend only uDON}N componentıal analysıs) OmMe

posıtıve effects might perhaps be ındıcated. As regards OUT aWaTeNCcSsSsS of the
functioning of lınguıistic systems, these methods have served underlıne SOMMNC
distinctions. Fırstly, they have emphasıze: the need dıstinguish clearly between
relatıons of signıficatıon and relatıons of designatıion. Thıs PDTOVECS be equally
clear in both the interpretation ase! upDON the lexematıc pomnt of VIEW and that
1C requires the extension of ıts applıcabilıty speech. Rastier,“ for example,
points Out that semantıc eatures aAaIiec neıther qualıities of referent NO of
conceptL.
Just clearly, componentıal analysıs has helped distingu1s Siructiures of the
lexıcon from asSsOocCJatıve fıelds Besıdes, Coseriu® has effectively shown the
dıfference between the structured lınguıistic exicon and the terminological exXicon
„lex1ique nomenclateur Al terminologique“), including popular classıfıcatıons. In the
debate that ollowed Coser1iu’s exposıt1on, thıs dıstiıncetion Was supported Dy
Ullmann?® who, althoug approvıng ıt In eneral erms, wondered whether noft
popular nomenclatures should be put the Same eve of technical and scientific
terminologıes.
TOM the operatıve pomt of VIEW, yOons has expressed rather negatıve opinıon.
ccordıng hım, componentıal analysıs S valı ASs the relatıons uUuDON IC ıt 15
ase! and IC ıt mMaYy convenilently summarızeComponential Analysis  and descriptive linguistics“.2 In spite of this and other problems which are still open  (whose solution, as in the case of the relation between the linguistic system and  cognitive processes, does not depend only upon componential analysis) some  positive effects might perhaps be indicated. As regards our awareness of the  functioning of linguistic systems, these methods have served to underline some  distinctions. Firstly, they have emphasized the need to distinguish clearly between  relations of signification and relations of designation. This proves to be equally  clear in both the interpretation based upon the lexematic point of view and that  which requires the extension of its applicability to speech. Rastier,? for example,  points out that semantic features are neither qualities of a referent nor parts of a  concept.  Just as clearly, componential analysis has helped to distinguish structures of the  lexicon from associative fields. Besides, Coseriu® has effectively shown the  difference between the structured linguistic lexicon and the terminological lexicon  („lexique nomenclateur et terminologique“), including popular classifications. In the  debate that followed Coseriu’s exposition, this distinction was supported by  Ullmann?® who, although approving it in general terms, wondered whether or not  popular nomenclatures should be put on the same level of technical and scientific  terminologies.  From the operative point of view, Lyons has expressed a rather negative opinion.  According to him, componential analysis „is as valid as the relations upon which it is  based and which it may conveniently summarize ... But there seems little value in  setting up a new kind of linguistic unit (the ‚sememe’) when all that can be said with  it can be said just easily without“.27 With respect to the treatment offered by  Coseriu, the difficulty of delimiting the functional languages is also to be considered  (as the same Lyons noticed during the Workshop).  Other linguists may consider interesting the results of experiments that have made  use of componential analysis. Having observed that a componential analysis  rigorously carried out fails to account for metonymic and metaphoric uses, B.  Kedar% still admits that it can become, in some circumstances, a heuristic method  clarifying differences of meaning. So the paradox of componential analysis  (supposing the method is valid, the plan to elaborate a complete list of the semantic  components of a language is illusory) is in any case an answer to the intention of  the past to create „semantic alphabets“ or „universal mental dictionaries“.?  4. Applicability.  My task on the present occasion is not to offer a theoretical contribution to issues  concerning componential analysis but only to verify its possible value within the  23 Structural Semantics I, Oxford 1977‚ 333 ff.  2 Typologies des composants s&mantiques, Quaderni di Semantica 6, 1985, 35.  2 Structure lexicale et enseignement du vocabulaire, in: (various authors), Les th&ories  linguistiques et leurs applications, Nancy 1967, 18.  Ibid., 79.  Structural Semantics, Oxford 1967, 80.  Biblische Semantik: Eine Einführung, Stuttgart 1981, 188.  B8N  R. Simone, Fondamenti di linguistica, Roma — Bari 21991, 491 ff.  83But there ( lıttle value In
setting NCW kınd of linguistic unıt (the ‚sememe’) hen al that Can be saıd ıth
ıt Can be saıd Just easıly without“.2/ Wıth respect the treatment ffered Dy
Coser1u, the dıfficulty of delimıting the functional languages 1S also be consıdered
(as the an yons noticed durıng the Workshop).
er lınguısts maYy consıder interesting the results of experiments that have made
use of componentıal analysıs. Havıng bserved that d componentıal analysıs
rıgorously carrıed Outft faıls aCCOUunNnT for metonymiıc and metaphorıc uUSCS,
Kedar?%8 still admıts that ıt Can become, In Ome Ccırcumstances, heuristic method
clarıfyıng dıifferences of meanıng. So the paradox of componentıal analysıs
(supposing the method 15 valı the plan elaborate complete lıst of the semantıc
components of anguage 15 ıllusory) 15 In anYy asSsc ANSWCT the ıntention of
the past creaftfe „semantıc alphabets“ „unıversal mental dietionaries“.?2*

Applicability.
My task the present OCCcasıon 15 nOL er theoretical contribution 1Sssues
concerning componentıal analysıs but only verıfy its possible value wıthın the
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study of the lexıcon of 1DI11CAa. Hebrew other languages ıth imıted
Thıs Can be done in WaYS, hrough theoretical examınatıon of the problem, and
through ecrıitical examınatıon of the avanlable studıes In thıs 1e.
E Applicability languages uth ımıted COTDUS.
Adherence mMO of lınguistic descrıiption, when there 15 bıas deology

school, MaYy be ase‘ uUuDON dıfferent actors: realısm and convenıence, AS has
been observed wıth regard another problem.* Realısm choose the
MO that 1n 15 able reproduce the object described accurately
possıble. Convenıence choose method that Can describe MOst of the
facts usiıng less principles (be they rules elements). Economy WOU probably be

MOIC suıtable term for thıs second ceriterion.
princıple that Can be used 1n description m1g also be the ONC of „irreversıble

solıdarı formulated by akoDson Some elements AiICc presupposed by the
of others (prımary values) whereas SUOTINC others DIESUDDOSC the

of the former (secondary values). When the anguage ant study 1S part of
verıfıable historical evolution, the consideratıion that certaın characteristic
(phonological for ınstance) should NnOT aDDCAL before others m1g be
verıfy the effectıveness of reconstruction. An example of applıcatıon of thıs
crıterıon Can be SCCI1 In Heilmann’s observations?! ıth regard the
„Impossıble“ phonological system of Nostratıc propose DYy Cuny The uUSe of the
Berlin-Kay hypothesıs Support the Stages of evelopment of colour erms in
Hebrew*% COUuU be regarde example of the applicatıon of the Samlnc erıteriıon
1ın the 1e. of Semuitic languages.
If DaSssSs verify these crıterıja ıth reference the analysıs of the exicon In
Janguages ıth ımıted o  » have fırst observe that know these
languages from written documents. These dIC consıdered secondary code,
functionally parallel phonıc utterances. In princıple, graphic varıants and
invarıants ATe assımılated phonologica ONecsS and lıkewıse the morphological
and exıical levels Nevertheless ıt remaıns consıder the influence that the
secondary code (the raphiıc system, but also the writing system in genera exerts

the transmiıssıon of language. Thıs 15 particularly obvıous In the Semuitic
graphic Systems, especılally that 1C 1S used in Hebrew But the influence of the
code 15 evıdent NOLT only ıth regard the phonological System. The manuscrıpt
tradıtiıon In ıtself ıth all ıts problems COU be taken nto aCCOunt and also,
regardıng the orıgınal writing, the MAanıtlO conventions of the scrıbes. Itc
OW then that the fOocus of structural methods the formal aspect of Janguage
might become operatıve instrumen for the study of these Compare hat

Rıchter®® has bserved ıth regard Hebrew
Sınce Cannot study Hebrew but only the ıterary language that has been
preserved (and IC belongs dıfferent lıterary genres), and ıt 1S noTf possıble
resort „informants“ check the records, hat method of componentıal analysıs

NegrI1, Lingue antıche lınguistica strutturale: nucle1 problematıcı prospettive
euristiche, Acme 40’ 1987, {f.
31 Linguagg10, lıngue, culture, Bologna 1983, 198 {f.
37 Brenner, Colour Terms in the Old JTestament, Sheffield 1982,
33 Grundlagen eiıner althebräischen Grammatık, St Ottıilıen 1978,
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should then prefer? In princıple ıt WOU CC that, these erms, only the
eve. of signıficatıon (and NnOL that of designatıon) 1S accessıIıible.
”  We MaYy learn the meanıings of the words, but nOL knowledge of theır ıntended
content 1C MUuUStT be erıved from other, non-linguistic SOUTCCS, 1C there 15

hope of recognizing aft a]]“ S4 For thıs TCaSON\, Coseriu’s method, 1 refers
only relatıons of signıficatıon, has seemed approprIiate.
f wanted appIy method such the generative ON WOU fınd ourselves
in VICIOUS cırcle for ack of informants 1S, for ack of intuıtıve Judgements
the meanıng of sentences ffered by the speaker). Also, structural method should
allow expan OUT knowledge of the exıcal meanıng of indıyıdual words 1C
AIiIC of 1e€
4:2 Lexical fields In Hebrew.
In first artıcle the structure of the semantıc 1e€. of colours® attrıbuted the
fact that the lıterature about 1Dl1cCa Hebrew dıd not er examples of
componentıial analysıs specıal difficulties caused Dy the study of dead languages.
In fact Was able only artıcles W  1C though faıling COMC real
sSemMI1C analysıs, trıed define the meanıng of erms by examiınıng the system of
Opposıtions OUN! In the These belong the semantıc 1e of „folly“
and the 1e. of rich and poor?/ in the wiısdom lıterature. 10 these WeTIC

observatiıons words relatıng the semantıc 1e6. of truth,° where the COonceptL of
semantıc 1e€ 15 understood In the of Trier. ven after MYy artıcle the
structure of the semantıc 1e€ of colours, ollowed DYy application sıngle
problem, the bıbliography about thıs subject has NO oVE much. awyer“,
for example, iındicated on previous studıes assoclatıve fıelds those 1DI1Ca.
words for „time“,“! geographic terminology,“ erms for the pottery, “* but he dıd NnOL
mention an Yy study of componentıial analysıs. In ollowing Cal recall
Vivian#, Z atelli® and Brenner*®®. Kedar’s manual*/ does nOot provıde selected
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bıbliography thıs point, althoug! ıt offers OmMme interesting and orıgınal remarks.
Kutler’s rticle® refers Weınrich but ıt does NOl usec formal methods

We Can fınd in all these analyses SOMNC interesting contributions the study of
Hebrew semantıcs. Some of these AT also relevant the study of semantıc fıelds

ıntended here. For example, Sawyer“” notices that four erms elonging the
1e of „‚truth“ AIiIc also Ooun in the 1€ of „firmness“ "amünd, ne ”"9amän, ken,
nakön). Thıs 15 keeping wıth hat has been bserved the possıbilıty that
ord Can belong INOIC than ONC 1e at the SAame time.>0 But the WdYy thıs has
been investigated by awyer CONCeEeTNS „what part the rOOL plays in the ord total
meanıng“. Moreover, the four specıified do nOTt correspond ven the basıc
definıtiıon of the semantıc fıeld (a STOUD of words that dIC INn paradıgmatic
opposition). Sımilar remarks COUuU be made for MOSL of the cıted studıies. In
conclusıon, the studıes which Can be used afe lımıted artıcles and the
00 by Vıvıan, Zatellı, renner.
a  i Delimiting the lexical field.
Most of the authors have quoted (who already stated aım al studyıng
assoclatıve fıelds) derıve theır standards for udging what words belong 1e€.
from lexicographic descriptions.! Sometimes they uUsSsec the of CVETIY sıngle
ord. Or else they refer the intuıtion of the cholar „the criteria for buildıng uD
thıs far larger 1e€ dIC In the ast resort intuitive“.>2 Concerning thıs, awyer
1imse discusses whether NnOTt the intuıtıve element coul legıtimately be used in
the scientific investigatıion. He concludes that „d knowledge of Hebrew implıes that

Ca  —_ intuıitıvely recognize words of elated meanıngs“.>*
On the contrary, had suggested In fırst contribution procedure ase! upOoN
the possıbıilities of substıitution allowed in the ffered Dy the corpus.”
Starting firom the hypothesis that lexeme belongs 1e 1C 15 be
ESCT1DE! and consiıdering ıt invarılant, then proceed ınventory of
class of varıables. These AT formed by exemes 1C In the o  U:
associ1ated wıth FOor each member of class sıngled Out in thıs WdYy extract
from the COI DUS the members of class that they Can eplace in A+  v° As
regards the crıterıon identify members of the class mMust choose
1C OCCUTr In the In opposition ONC another €.g., „Are they aC
whıte?“). f sıngle member of class COU replace In al the utterances, ıt
WOUuU be completely equivalent In fact, find that each member of class
Can replace 1ın SOMC specıfic utferanCces, but NnOL In all of them For each member
of mMust then complete classes usıng the SAdIMllec method of extraction already
iıllustrated for ollowing thıs, exiract NCW replaceable members for each

Structural Semantıc Approach Israelıte Communal Terminology, 1 ‚ 1982, 69-

49 ournal of Semitic Studıies 12, 196/, 45
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member of hrough the NCW members of class nOoT COMMON The
procedure ends when NCW extractions 216 longer possible:

whıte horse aCcC bay, sorrel, eic

garment ac blue, pınk, eicC
flower blue, pınk, red, eic
house, eiCc. red, BTaY, eic.

We have NO class of exemes 1Cc belong the Samnec semantıc 1e of In
fact, being able eplace they share at least ONC semantıc eature wıth 10
each member of the class A +A’ corresponds class of lexemes 1C Can be
assocıjated wıth ıt

A +A’ whiıte orse, garmen(t, flower, house, eic
aC| horse, garment, eic
blue garment, {lower, eic
red flower, house, eic

bay horse
sorrel horse
eiCc

Ihe extraction procedure does not establısh hierarchy between the exemes
extracted fırst and those extracted later It 15 evıdent that the procedure COu be
started wıth anYy member of the 1€6. 1C 15 be ısolated; In that ASCcC the order
of extraction WOU be eren
As for later studıes, full methodologica dıscussıon Can be oOUun In Zatellı's book
Moving along the ame lıne Coseriu and eckeler, she chooses the 1e of
„purıty“ adjectives the ubject of her investigation. T determıne the ICa of
1e she usesS integrated system (studyıng dietionarıes of and lınguistic
researches the lexemes under examınatıon). She does NnOTL ıgnore dıifficulties
1Ca. of the 1DI1Ca: o  UuS, especılally wıth reference stylıstic redoundancıes
and, wıth poetic language, the exıstence of „stereotype“ antonymiıc pairs.” 1vlan’s
research the exıical 1e of „separatıon“ uns along the ame theoretical lınes but
dıffers in sımultaneously dealıng ıth dıfferent hıistorical languages and dıfferent
functional languages the three Stages of Hebrew: ıblıcal, Qumranic and
Mishnaıic. The crıter1a used deliıneate fıelds dIiIC partly internal the sSystem,
such the exclusıon of exemes whose connection 1S eak peripheral the
exıcal 1e They AdIiIc also partly erıved irom the approve: prelımınary
assumpti0ons, such the exclusıon of techniıcal terminology.?®

Brenner, intending suggest evolutionary framework for the development of
colour TM:! ın 1DIl1ıca Hebrew and Post-Bıblical Hebrew, dıiscusses al en the
dıfficulties iın the interpretation of the ıblıcal text and standards ıdentify
chronological stages and levels of speech, roughly equıvalent functional language.
She also PayS attention the sıtuational context.>/ As for the structuring of the
1€. of „basıc“ colours ıth dıfferent egree of complexıty in SUCCESSIVE stages of
Hebrew, the Berlin-Kay hypothesıs has been extensively used.>8 On the other hand

55 Zatellı, lessicale deglı aggettivı dı purıtä, DA
56
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ıt does nOoft SCCIT that anYy formal method has been used determine the
erms belonging the 1e
” A Identifying semantıc features.
As regards the crıterı1a used identify features, the sıtuation 15 nOTL {OO dıfferent
from the NC already examıned In Judging when iındıyıdual words belong 1e6.
Most of the studıes menti:oned do not aım at usıng componentıal analysıs and
therefore do not deal ıth the problem In other the roblem 15 tackled, CVCNMN

ough ıt 15 not consıdered be of prımary importance. awyer, for example,
observes that „of the SIX COMMONES words the HOSIA“S STOUD, only ONC,
R, 15 e- Qal orm and asks ımself ıf thıs „grammatıcal component“ 15 also
semantıc component.>” Besides, he observes that important „element of
separatıon“ 15 observable in verbs of the HOSIA“ SI OUD and that ıt COU. be
eEsSCT1DE:| 4A5 semantıc Component. Yet ıt 15 context-bound, and varıes
egree from ON  4 member of the exıcal STOUD another. In general, awyer
underlınes the problems of componentıial analysıs stıl] unresolved. As
egards labelling the Components, he thınks that thıs depends entirely uDON the
intuıtive knowledge of the lınguist, oubting that ıt coul be possible fiınd
method 1C would nOoft refer contextual crıterıa well 1ın cCannot Sa y
that he 15 ONg thıs poıint. In fact, ıt has been possible suggest
procedure Judge when iındıyvıdual words belong 16 the procedure that
WOU. extiract semantıc features irom the meaning of the words 15 NOL clear at all If

appIly the SAadIne Concept of features the Sa”dImnec exıcal 1e. thıs m1g ead
dıfferent analysıs of the 1e. In eneral features dIC SUuppose: have explicatıve

and elementary values and be such AaCCOUNT for the CCONOMY of description.
In order proceed distinctive features analysıs of the content, Zatellje© resortf{ts

the notion of „dımensıon“ (Geckeler) „dAC se&mantıque“ (Greimas). The basıc
dımensıons used analyse the 1e of „purıty“ adjectives in 1DI1Ca Hebrew AI

/natural dim ens106n% etkhıealespeligrous dı mien sron%
FmaterJzal-relitg10us Wıthın these the fundamental
opposıtion 15 that of Zatell]ı NnOL attrıbute

value of absolute definıtıon the metalinguistic formulatıons uüsS!  ® As the
designation of classes 1n 1DI1CcCa Hebrew she underlınes the caution required Dy the
lımıts of the bıblıcal text, wıthout anYy possıbı of verıfiıcatiıon external the texti
ıtself.©1l SO lexeme 15 attested ONCE twıce referring anımal, Cannot
conclude that the term under examınatıon aCTts in the class /lıving

Thıs method of analysıs ea definıtions such the ollowing:
bar old poetic anguage and language of Job

adjective denoting DuUuT i W dimensıon
Ffethicalesreltgrous/; posıitive pole; class
/human being s} and cultural-
relıiıgıio0us eJements:/

The MOST delıcate pomint in Zatellı's classematıc analysıs (inspired by Coser1u’s
criterl1a) consısts of her interpretation of the selected classes classes determıiıned

59 Semantıcs in Bıblıcal Research,
lessicale deglı aggettivı dı purıtä, Z1-72

61 Ibıd., 41
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beinzgS/; human a CS andby „affınıty“ IThese dAIiIc

behaviıours/; cultural-religıio0us element'ss/; /natural
and materıal ebements/; fanımaks/.9 But /human

and correspond the „affınıty“ erıterion (the class of
the determinıng term aCTts the distinctive eature of the determined term), thıs
COUuU be maıntaıned only wıth dıfficulty for the other classes lısted above. These
might rather correspond the „selection“ criıterion (the archiılexeme of the
determinıing term aCcts the distinctive eature of the determined term). Instead,
the fact that lexeme might be at the intersection of classes ere,
+human beings/ and /+cultural-religious elements/)

dıfficulty. These reservatıons consıdered and formalizıng IMOTIC strictly
have then

har F DUrLtyY / + ethical-reiitgi0ous/;
+human beings / / +4+culrtural-
relıiıgı0us elements /.

Vivian®® also usesS the notion of „dımension“ but he points Out that In exıcal fıelds
formed by verbs the relatıons wıth verbal classes and classemes dAdIC much9
thıs trıggers much INOIC complex and unstable relations. In order verıfy the eve.
of CCONOMY of description, May consıder the comparatıve that summarızes
the analyses of exemes of the 1€e€ of „separation“.® Ihere 18 ATre used;
thıs mig CCm eXCcessive for the definıtion of 11 exemes. Nevertheless, must
take ınto aCCount the fact that the consıders the uUse of the verbs in four
different functional Janguages of pre-exilic Hebrew (narratıve, poetic, poetic-
dıalectal, jJuridical-rıtual). Moreover, the Same dIc also oun In other verbs
1C do NnOT belong thıs 1€6. and thıs dıachrony.
In her study of the 1el of colours, renner Can rely previOus researches and
consequently eals wıth completely dıfferent problems. Fırstly, che 15 able
organize the materiı1als 1C assemble colour adjectives according
decreasıng eve of generalıty of uS:!  ® The meanıng of primary colour adjectives 15
determined by ıts eing mutually exclusıve. These adjectives AT monolexemic:; theır
meanıng 15 not ncluded iın that of anYy other colour adjective; theır applıcatıon 15
not ımıted arTrOoOW class f objects. The AdICa covered Dy each ON of these
lexemes 1S then ivided ınto  S overlappıng secti10ns by secondary and tertiary
adjectives. renner designates the dimensions of the 1e1 of colours A hue (the

relatıve absence of chromaticıty), brightness (a quantıitative erıterıon
applıed the ualıty of chromaticıty), and saturatıon (the intensıty of the
perceived colour), ıth reference hat 15 normally perceived the characteriıistic
attrıbutes of colour sensatıon (LE A psychologica „realıty“).
Brenner’s investigatıon contaıns VE interesting observatıons and contrıbutions,
such the dıiscussıon prımary adjectives that Hebrew possessed in dıifferent
synchronies.® She 1S nOoTt interested in the semiıc definıtion of the exemes.
Consequently, cshe does NnOL discuss the possibility of sSem1C analysıs of primary
62 Ibıd., {f.

campı lessicalı della „separazıone“, ff.
Ibid., 183 {f.63 Colour JTerms, S2517



Pelıo Fronzaroli

colours, beyond the already cıted observatıon theır mutually exclusıve meanıngs
(Kes the fact that they AIe in equıpollent opposıtion). Thıs positıon recalls that
of Jackendorff: „Surely decomposition of ‚red’ mMust nclude the stıpulatıon that
ıt 15 colorPelio Fronzaroli  colours, beyond the already cited observation on their mutually exclusive meanings  (ie., on the fact that they are in equipollent opposition). This position recalls that  of R. Jackendorff: „Surely a decomposition of ‚red’ must include the stipulation that  it is a color ... But once the marker COLOR is removed from the reading of ‚red’,  what is left to decompose further? How can one make sense of redness minus  coloration?“%6 Now this might be valid for contemporary European languages,  where in the one-dimensional field of basic colours each one of them is opposed to  the others. But, as far as Hebrew is concerned and from a strictly linguistic point of  view, I think that it would be interesting to point out that in the pre-exilic stage the  colour system defined ’adöm only as the area of highly saturated colours, whereas  already in the exilic stage®’ the same lexeme defined the area of relative presence  of chromaticity:  ?°ädöm (pre-exiL): / + brightness/;/+saturation/;  (exil.)  /+ebrightnessy/j/ +:saturation/,;  / chromatdeity .  5. Conclusion.  In conclusion, the difficulties found in the attempt to analyse some semantic fields  of Hebrew reflect the difficulties we met at the theoretical and operative level ($ 3).  The problem of legitimizing the use of intuitive criteria has emerged in two  different contexts: in delimiting the field and labelling the semantic components.  The degree of intuitive knowledge will depend in part upon the size of the  preserved corpus. But since we are considering languages with a limited corpus, the  degree of intuitive knowledge‘ will probably remain limited. The utility of  componential analysis could then consist of the use of formal methods which would  show clearly structures otherwise difficult to reveal. This can be obtained, at least to  a certain extent, with regard to the delimitation of the field. As for identifying and  labelling semantic features, the problem cannot be solved within our languages with  a limited corpus but it concerns a basic limitation of the method.  One of the most evident characteristics of Vivian’s and Zatelli’s works is the  attempt to keep distinct the functional languages (within different synchronies).  The utility of applying the lexematic point of view to one and only one functional  language can also be easily verified in languages with a limited corpus. An  interesting case is that studied by B. Levine® in Ugaritic. In this language $ and alp  continue the meaning of Common Semitic „ovine“ and „bovine“, but in ritual texts  they mean „male ovine“ and „male bovine“ respectively, as opposed to the  innovations dqt and gdlt, denoting the female of the two classes. This shows that the  same lexeme may have a different meaning in different kinds of texts, that is in  different functional languages belonging to the Ugaritic diasystem.  Because of the impossibility of carrying it out on the whole vocabulary of a  language (in addition to theoretical and operative problems often mentioned),  componential analysis will probably remain a technique for sounding the  organisation of the lexicon. It underlines the complexity of the relations which exist  6 Semantics and Cognition, Cambridge, Mass. 1983, 113.  67 According to Brenner, ibid., 56.  68 Ugaritic Descriptive Rituals, Journal of Cuneiform Studies 17, 1963, 108-111.  90But ONCEC the marker 15 emoved irom the readıng of ‚red’,
what 15 eft decompose further? How Can ON make of redness MINUS
coloratıon ?“66 Now thıs might be valı for CO  Tary European languages,
where the one-dımensional 1e of basıc colours each NC of them 15 oOpposed
the others. But, far Hebrew 15 concerned and firom strictly lınguistic point of
VIeW, 1n that ıt WOUL be interesting point Out that In the pre-exilic the
colour system efined ”"adom only the ICa of highly saturated colours, whereas
already the exılıc stage®/ the AaINnc lexeme defined the ICa of relatıve
of chromaticıty:

>> .  om pre-exıl.) /+brightnessiä/Hsaturationk
eX A breghtness/i/ +4saturatton /

FchTtTomataerty.
Conclusion.

In conclusıon, the dıfficulties OUun: ıIn the attempt analyse SOIMNNC semantıc fıelds
of Hebrew reflect the difficulties mel at the theoretical and operatıve eve ($ 3
The problem of legıtimızıng the uUuse of intuıtive crıterıa has emerged in
eren delımıting the 1e and labelling the semantıc cComponents.
The egree of intuıtive knowledge wıll depend in part upOon the S1Ze of the
preserved COTDUS. But Since ATIe consıderıng languages wıth ımıted o  > the
egree of intuıtiıve knowledge wıll probabily remaın ımıted The u  x of
componentıal analysıs COUuU. then consıst of the uUScC of formal methods 1C WOU
sShow clearly siructures otherwise dıfficult reveal. Thıs Can be obtaıned, at least

certaın extent, wıth regard the delimıtation of the 1€e As for ıdentifyıng and
labelling semantıc features, the problem cannot be solved wıthın OUT languages ıth

lımıted COI DUS but ıt basıc lımıtatıon of the method
One of the MOSTI evıdent characteristics of 1vlan’s and Zatellı's works 1$ the
attempt keep dıstiınct the functional languages wıthın dıfferent synchronıtes).
The u  1 of applyıng the lexematıc point of V1eW ON and only ONC functional
anguage Can also be easıly verıfıed In languages ıth ımıted
interesting A5C 15 that tudied by Levine® In Ugarıtic. In thıs language and alp
continue the meanıng of Common Semuitic „ovıne'  « and „boviıne“, but In rıtual (exTis
they INCAan „male Ovıne“ and „male bovıne“ respectively, opposed the
INnNOvations and gdlt, denoting the female of the [WO classes. Thıs shows that the
adInec lexeme mMay have dıfferent meanıng In dıfferent 1ın of that 1S In
eren functional languages elongıng the Ugarıtıc dıasystem.
eCaUse of the impossıbılıty of carryıng ıt Out the ole vocabulary of
language (in addıtion theoretical and operatıve problems often menti0ned),
componentıal analysıs wıll probably remaın technıque for soundıng the
organısatıon of the lexıcon. It underlınes the complexıity of the relatıons 1C| exıst

Semantics and Cognıtıion, Cambrıdge, Mass. 1983, 113
67/ According Brenner, ıbıd.,

Ugarıtic Descriptive Rıtuals, ournal of Cune1ju1form Studıies 47 1963, 108-111
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between words and the of structuring in the exX1icon. the eve. of
applıcatıon, ıt 15 extremely convincıng in describing siructiures IC AI dıfferent
from those amılıar C  ary uropean languages. How ManYy readers of
the 1  S, for example, have Nec: known that iın pre-exıilic the adjective
commonly translated „red“ should actually be translated (or, better, paraphrased)
„intensely coloured“?
As for the aım of ea semantıc data-base for machıne-readable of

dead anguage, system of Cross-references COUuU be used connect the
words of the Same 1e€

SITAC

Componential analysıs 1S procedure which 1ms at operatıng semantıc analysıs al the level of
the word. It aSSuUumes that the meanıng of „full® words Can be sphıt ınto smaller elements of
meanıng (semantiıc Components semantıc features).
Whılst the United States the fırst examples of eature analysıs of semantıc helds originate
from the fiıeld-work of the ethno-anthropologısts, ın Europe the iınterest in semantıc
components begıns wıth Hjelmslev’s theoretical consıderations. Along these lınes the INOIC

N1gOrous treatment 18 perhaps offered by Oserıu and hıs pupıls. Completely diıfferent 15 the
approach semantıc analysıs elaborated by 1} atz and Fodor in the framework of
transformational ZTaMMAAT,
Delimiting the lexical tield and iıdentifyıng semantıc features requiıres methodology and
involves the problem of legıtımızıng the usc of intuıtive criteria. As the applicability ın
Hebrew and the dıfficulties found iın the attempt analyse SOMIMNEC semantıc fıelds, artıcles and
books AI recalled, such those the semantiıc fıeld of colours Fronzarolı, Brenner),
the fiıeld of „puritiy“ adjectives Zatellı), the theld of „separation“” Vıvian).

cS$S of the author:
Prof. Fronzarolı, Universitä deglı Studı dı Firenze, Dipartimento dı Linguistica,
1AZZa Brunelleschit, 4, 530727 Fırenze, Italy
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Logical Semantics: VErIrVIEW from
Textological Point of Viıew
Jaros Petöfi (Macerata)

Introductory remarks.

In the last three four ecades research in logical semantıcs has produce
ManYy approaches natural Janguages that ıt 15 NnOTt possible all of them
45-minute ecture in sufficıently iınformative WaY. However, whıiıle the aım of thıs
OVEerVIEW 15 analyse the ogical semantıcs from the point of VIEW of ıts
applıca  ıty in the semantıc interpretation of (lımıted) o  u of verbal thıs
aım Can help decıde 1C aspects of these approaches should be chosen for
presentation and hOow they should be presented.
Takıng into account the fact that the approaches of ogıcal semantıcs AI ealıng
wıth dıfferent natural language fragments almost always motivated Dy the hıstory
of ogıcal research and that they do ıt DYy usıng cuch sophisticated orma
the mastery of1C PI'  S VETY special Competence, 1 will myself fOCuUSs the
i{reatment of the eneral methodological princıples of ogical semantıcs.
In order inımiıze the terminological problems, wıll present these
methodological princıples irom lınguistic pomnt of VIEW, and In the form of
„anthology of quotations“ which Can help the reader fınd urther informatıon In the
quoted SOUTCES INn CaSy INannerT. After the presentation f short (critical)
analysıs of these princıiples, will fınd Outft In IC form they Can be apphlied,
NOL only for the interpretation of constructed natural language f[ragments, but also
for the interpretation of given
ccording thıs sStrategy, contaıns the ollowing sect10ns: (1) explicatıon
of the actors layıng central role In the (linguistic) semantıc interpretation of
ufiferance 1S explication wıll be used pomnt of departure for the treatment of
the chosen aSpects of ogıcal semantıcs); (2) analysıs of the basıc methodological
princıples of ogıcal semantıcs, and the classıfıcatıon of SOME f ıfs directions 1C|
dIiIC relevant for natural Janguages; (3) remarks the urther elaborations of
logical semantıcs and ıfs applıcatıon ın the interpretation of natural languages;
(4) outlıne of the theoretical iramework of the so-called semiotic textology, In order

elucıdate the possible form of applicatıon f logical semantıcs presented here,
d well the needs of text interpretation (1n thıs section the examples wıll be taken
irom the „Cantıcum Cantıcorum“); (3) conclusıions. In addıtion the also
contaıns Appendix.*

hıs 15 publıshed ere ın radıcally abbreviated version. From the second and thırd
sections there remaıns only the inıtıal programmatıc paragraph In ach Casl, and the
bibliography and Appendiıx AdIC reduced, [00.



Logical emantıcs OQOVEIVICW from textological of VIC'  <

TIhe central actors the ınterpretatıon of utterance

For the demonstratıon of these actors have chosen artıcle of Bierwisch?
because, the ONC hand he efines these actors VE plausıble WaYy and
the other hand the basıs of these definıtiıons he also analyses the
methodological princıples of ogıcal semantıcs

utterance and the ınterpretations assıgnable 1ı{ dIiICcC efiıned bDy Bıerwisch
follows

ıne Ausserung 1st zunächst C1MN physıkalısches Kre1igni1s oder Gebilde mıf
Termiıinus VO  —_ Kasher 1972)° NC Inskrıption IILS das VO  _- 1IC|

precher er Schreıber) produzıert wırd und VOonNn NC Hörer er
Leser) perzıpılert werden kann Zu sprachlichen Ausserung wırd 6in

olches akustisches oder optisches ıgnal adurch dass ıhm eiNe

sprachlıche Struktur zugeordnet wırd kurz

ıne sprachliıche Ausserung 1SL CIn geordnetes aar (Ins wobe1ı
eın physıkalisches Sıgnal und dıe Repräsentatıon der sprachlichen

Struktur VOoOnN ISL 33
Die sprachlıiche Struktur Ausserung 1St 1INe Trıpel (phon

sem) wobe1l phon dıe phonetische dıe morphosyntaktische und
Sn die semantısche Struktur VO  —3 1St 134]

ine kontextuell interpretierte Ausserung 1SL 61IMN Trıpel (U4 CT,
m) wobe1l 11 sprachlich i{1tfirprfitierte Ausserung CMAaASS und

ist, CF der Kontext, auf den bezogen wiırd, und dıe Bedeutung,
die ezug auf CI annımmt. [35]

ıne kommunikatıv interpretierte Ausserung kmu ıst 1Ne Trıpel
(mu, L wobel M© kontextuell interpretierte Ausserung CMass

ist die Struktur der Interaktionssituation, der dıe Ausserung
interpretıiert wırd un der kommunikatıver Sinn den S1C ezug auf
diese Bedingungen annımmıt [35]

Fügt INa  _ dıe bıs festgelegten Bestimmungen ineinander
erhält INan für dıe Komponenten kommunikatıv verwendeten

sprachlichen Ausserung folgendes Schema

Mani{ired Biıerwisch Psychologische Aspekte der Semantık natürlıcher Sprachen
Wolfgang Motsch and Dieter Viehweger (edd Rıchtungen der modernen
Semantıkforschung, Berlın, 19823

CM Kasher Step toward eOrYy of Lingulstic Performance Bar Hıllel (ed.)
Pragmatıcs of Natural Languages Dordrecht 1972 84-97%
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InNS (phon, SYM, sen3)), CL LAS,

kmu [35]
In other words, accordıng Bierwisch, the interpretation of utterance depends

the following three actors: the linguistic stiructure of the utterance, ıts cContext of
USC, and the communicative interaction wıthin thıs cContiext (As example,
Bierwisch uscs the utferance „ich werde alle abschliessen lassen“.)

The basıc methodological princıiples of Logical Semantıcs and the classıfıcatiıon of
SUOMMNC of ıts natural-language-relevant directions.
In thıs section ıth the artıcle of Bierwisch quoted above, IC offers vVC
clear point of departure. After thıs summarıze annotated classıficatiıon created
by Partee,* and conclude ıth Ome eneral remarks ogıcal SystemsJ.S. Petöfi  (((ins, (:ahon, SyM, sen3))‚ ct, m), Las, ks)  ————>——  1  A ——  MUu  —— —  kmu  B5]  In other words, according to Bierwisch, the interpretation of an utterance depends  on the following three factors: the linguistic structure of the utterance, its context of  use, and the communicative interaction within this context. (As an example,  Bierwisch uses the utterance „ich werde alle abschliessen lassen“.)  2. The basic methodological principles of Logical Semantics and the classification of  some of its natural-language-relevant directions.  In this section I start with the article of Bierwisch quoted above, which offers a very  clear point of departure. After this I summarize an annotated classification created  by Partee,* and I conclude with some general remarks on logical systems ...  3. Some (critical) remarks on the further elaboration of Logical Semantics and on  its application in the interpretation of natural languages.  I will refer here to the opinions of Partee, Barwise, Bierwisch and Heydrich.  Partee> and Barwise® treat the problems from the perspective of logical semantics,  Bierwisch” from the perspective of linguistic semantics, and Heydrich® from that of  text-theoretical research ...  4. Outline of the theoretical framework of so-called „Semiotic Textology“.  From the results of the critical analyses of logical semantics and of textological  research (here I am talking about the results of the analyses presented in this paper  4 B. Partee, Possible Worlds in Model-Theoretic Semantics: A Linguistic Perspective, in:  Sture Allen (ed.), Possible Worlds in Humanities, Arts and Sciences, Proceedings of Nobel  Symposium 65, Berlin — New York 1989, 93-123.  5 As cited in the previous note: see also her Speaker’s Reply in the same volume, 152-161.  6 J. Barwise, Situationen und kleine Welten, in: von Stechow Armin-Dieter Wunderlich (ed.),  Semantik/Semantics, Ein internationales Handbuch der zeitgenössischen Forschung/An  International Handbook of Contemporary Research, Berlin — New York 1991, 81-89.  7 Cf.note 2 above.  8 W. Heydrich, Possible Worlds and Enkvist’s Worlds. Discussion of Nils Erik Enkvist’s  paper «Connexity, Interpretability, Universes of Discourse, and Text Worlds», in: Sture Allen  (ed.), Possible Worlds in Humanities, Arts and Sciences, Proceedings of Nobel Symposium 65,  Berlin — New York 1989, 187-198.  94Some (critical) remarks the urther elaboratıon of Logical Semantics and
ıts applıcatıon in the interpretation of natural languages.

wiıll refer here the Op1In10ns of Partee, Barwise, Bierwisch and eydrich.
Partee> and Barwise® the problems from the perspective f logıcal semantıcs,
Bierwisch/ from the perspective of lınguistic semantics, and Heydrich® from that of
text-theoretical researchJ.S. Petöfi  (((ins, (:ahon, SyM, sen3))‚ ct, m), Las, ks)  ————>——  1  A ——  MUu  —— —  kmu  B5]  In other words, according to Bierwisch, the interpretation of an utterance depends  on the following three factors: the linguistic structure of the utterance, its context of  use, and the communicative interaction within this context. (As an example,  Bierwisch uses the utterance „ich werde alle abschliessen lassen“.)  2. The basic methodological principles of Logical Semantics and the classification of  some of its natural-language-relevant directions.  In this section I start with the article of Bierwisch quoted above, which offers a very  clear point of departure. After this I summarize an annotated classification created  by Partee,* and I conclude with some general remarks on logical systems ...  3. Some (critical) remarks on the further elaboration of Logical Semantics and on  its application in the interpretation of natural languages.  I will refer here to the opinions of Partee, Barwise, Bierwisch and Heydrich.  Partee> and Barwise® treat the problems from the perspective of logical semantics,  Bierwisch” from the perspective of linguistic semantics, and Heydrich® from that of  text-theoretical research ...  4. Outline of the theoretical framework of so-called „Semiotic Textology“.  From the results of the critical analyses of logical semantics and of textological  research (here I am talking about the results of the analyses presented in this paper  4 B. Partee, Possible Worlds in Model-Theoretic Semantics: A Linguistic Perspective, in:  Sture Allen (ed.), Possible Worlds in Humanities, Arts and Sciences, Proceedings of Nobel  Symposium 65, Berlin — New York 1989, 93-123.  5 As cited in the previous note: see also her Speaker’s Reply in the same volume, 152-161.  6 J. Barwise, Situationen und kleine Welten, in: von Stechow Armin-Dieter Wunderlich (ed.),  Semantik/Semantics, Ein internationales Handbuch der zeitgenössischen Forschung/An  International Handbook of Contemporary Research, Berlin — New York 1991, 81-89.  7 Cf.note 2 above.  8 W. Heydrich, Possible Worlds and Enkvist’s Worlds. Discussion of Nils Erik Enkvist’s  paper «Connexity, Interpretability, Universes of Discourse, and Text Worlds», in: Sture Allen  (ed.), Possible Worlds in Humanities, Arts and Sciences, Proceedings of Nobel Symposium 65,  Berlin — New York 1989, 187-198.  94Outlıne of the theoretical Iframework of so-called „Semiotiıc extolo d
TOomM the results of the erıtical analyses of logıcal semantıcs and of textologica.
research ere alkıng about the results of the analyses presented In thıs

Partee, Possıble Worlds iın Model-Theoretic Semantıcs: Linguistic Perspective, in:
Sture Allen (e&) Possıble Worlds In Humanities, rts and Sciences, Proceedings of Nobel
Symposium 6 } Berlın New ork 1989,

As cıted In the PrevIOUS ote SCC Iso her Speaker’s Reply in the Samıe«e volume, 152-161
Barwise, Sıtuationen und kleine Welten, In VON Stechow Armıiın-Dieter Wunderlıich (ed.)

Semantık/Semantics, FEın internationales Handbuch der zeıtgenössischen Forschung/An
International Handbook of Contemporary Research, Berlın New ork 1991, 81-89

; 4 ofe above.
Heydrich, Possıble Worlds and Enkvist’s Worlds. Dıscussion of ıls rık Enkvist’s
«Connexity, Interpretabilıty, Uniıiverses of Discourse, and Text Worlds», 1N; ure Allen

(ed.) Possıble Worlds In Humanıities, rts and Sciences, Proceedings of Nobel Symposium 6 9
Berlın New ork 1989, 18/-198



Logical Semantıcs: OVErVIEW from textological point of VIEW

well the results of the analyses myse. have developed) have drawn the
ollowing conclusıons:
(1) logical semantics Can (and perhaps should) be used mMO for the
construction of semilotic-textological theoretical framework; ıts methodology,
however, CannotTL be used wıthout substantıal modiıfications;
(11) attempt should be made aft constructing such textological theoretical
framework, 1C| Can function A A „interface“ between logical-semantic research
and lınguistic-textologica. research, 1€e

thıs framework should be conceived that ıts design 15 relatıvely NCal the
esign of logical model-theoretic semantiıcs;
thıs framework should be furnıshed wıth (semı1-formal) representation
language 1C| makes ıt possible: (a) aCCount for CVETY natural-language
word-category; (b) assıgn EVEIY L(ype of text-senfiences (speech-act Lypes
and proposıtional attıtude Lypes t00) such representation satısfies, at the
amn time, the crıterı1a of translatabilıty ınto ogical language, well the
criteria of textual dequacy; (C) CONSIruCTt exıcal explications havıng the form
of (semi-formal) texti representations.

On the basıs of these conclusıons have trıed elaborate the framework of
semiı0otic textology. In the ollowıng section WOU ıke briefly outlıne ıt.?

For earlhlier work SCC Petöfi, Oome remarks „formal pragmatıcs“, ıIn Petöfi
Hannes Rıeser (e Probleme der modelltheoretischen Interpretation VO:  — en, Hamburg
1974, 1-13; ıd., ome problems of text typology and ([EXT processing the basıs of partıal (EXT
theory, 1n:’ Petöft, Adalbert Podiech and ıke Von Savıgny Fachsprache-
Umgangsprache. Wıssenschaftstheoretische und lınguistische Aspekte der Problematiık,
sprachlıche Aspekte der Jurisprudenz und der Theologie, maschıiınelle Textverarbeitung,
Kronberg/Ts. 1975, 61-91; ıd., The logıco-semantiıc theory of natural languages (EexT theory

research Program for formal lınguistics and natural logıc), 1N; Petöfi (ed.) Logıic and
the formal theory of natural language. Selective bıblıography, Hamburg 1978, 313-333; ıd.,
Wrıtten, spoken, and the face-to-face verbal communicatıon. ome phılosophical aspeclts of the
ınvestigation of natural language, In: Rudolf Haller and Wolfgang Grassi Language,
Logic and Phılosophy. Proceedings of the Ath International Wıttgenstein Symposium, 28th
ugus! 2nd September 1979, Kırchberg/Wechsel (Austrıa), Wıen 1980, - 1d.,
Representation languages an theiır function ın (ext interpretatıon, in: ure Allen (ed.), 'Text
Processing. 'Text Analysıs and Generatıon, Text Typology and Attriıbution, Proceedings of
Nobel Symposium 51 Stockholm 1982, 85- ıd., oOme aspects of the sirucftiure of lexicon
ENITY, In ttı ura dı Marta Fattorı Massımo Bıanchı, 1V Colloquio
Internazıonale del Lessico Intellettuale Europeo, Roma, P gennal0 1983, Roma 1984, 15-53;
d., Lexıicon, 1n Teun Van Dıijk (ed.) Handbook of Dıscourse Analysıs, ol.2; Dımensions
of Diıscourse, London 1985,- ıd., Von der Satzgrammatık ZUur semiotischen Textologıe.
Einige methodologische Fragen der Textinterpretation, Zeitschrift für Phonetik,
Sprachwissenschaft und Kommunikationsforschung (ZPSK) 40/1, 1987, 3-18; ıd., anguage
written medium: LEXT, ch. 1n: Collinge (ed.) An Encyclopaedıa of anguage, London
New ork 1 207-243; ıd., humän kommunikäcı6 szemiotikaı elmelete fele Towards d
Semiotic Theory of the Human Communicatıon (bılıngual edıtıon), Szeged 199  j
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4.1 Ihe desıgn of semiotic textology.
4.1  Q Ihe semiotıc textology be treated here has been conceıved discıpline
the primary aım of 1C| 1S the fırst and second degree explicatıve theoretical
interpretation of dominantly verbal objects( „texts“.
The expression „fırst and second egree explicatıve theoretical interpretation“ 15
used, in thıs context, termınus technicus, and ıt should be explicated follows

the explicative interpretation assıgns „architectonics-analysıs“ WI ıfs central
cComponent „meanıng“) the texti be interpreted;
the theoretical interpretation assıgns the archıtectonics-analysıs WI ıts central
componen „meanıng“), theoretical construct, the text be interpreted; ıt
should be noted that thıs theoretical interpretation 15 NOL „sımulate“ the
PTrOCcCCSS (and factors) of „LEXT comprehension In natural context“ VvVecn ı, far
AS ıts results dAdIC concerned, ıt 15 NOL mean be counter-intultıive;
the Jirst-degree and second-degree interpretations assıgn, respectively, „dırect“
and „symbolıc“ archıtectonics-analysıs the text be interpreted; ıt should be
noted that the texTt Can be interpreted In symbolıc WaYy ven ıf ıts dırect
interpretation 1S successftul.

411 TIhe fırst-degree Components of the archıtectonıcs of the text (as they ATC

conceıived In the theoretical framework of semi1otic textology) and the bases for
theır fırst-degree explicatıve theoretical treatment AI represented In the fıgure In
the Appendix par' I11) usıng the term „meanıng“ in the of the
„signıfıcatum“-component of thıs 1gure.
A 4 20 should ıke present here informal description of the operatıons and
actors 1C play role In the fLiırst-degree explicatıve theoretical interpretatıon. In
thıs description do NnOT OW the real order of these operations and do NnOTL
the possible feedbacks ONg them
The interpreter:
(a) separates the physıca ext-manıfestation Vehiculum / be interpreted irom
ıts cCon(textl; CVELY other operatıon and factor of the interpretation 15 elated thıs
vehıculum, takıng ınto account ıts lınguistic-semi10tic facet Notatio / well ıts
materı1al physical-semiotic facet Figura /;
(b) assıgns mental image Vehiculum-imago / the vehıiculum and the
contextual interpretation of ıts assumed formal (phonological, morphological,
syntactic, lexical-prosodic, metrical-rhythmical archıtectonıcs Formatıo
contextualis /; here do NOL ant deal ıth the so-called V-model 1C 15 the
basıs for thıs operatıon (cf. the symbol VMF In the fıgure);
(C) aSssıgns systemi1C formal interpretation Formatıo sistemica / the Formatıo
contextualıs; the basıc exıcal unıts of both of the formal interpretations aTre

„formatıves“, that 15, elements 1C A indıfferent towards semantıc
interpretation;
(d) aSsS1gns systemi1Cc semantıc interpretation CeNSWUS sistemicus / the
Formatıo SIStEMILCA; that 1S, assıgns well-forme: configuration of SCMNSCS the
configuration of the formatıves; in the ASC of interpretation whose aım 15
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philologica fidelity, performing this operatıon, the interpreter has uscC

author- epoque-specıfic thesaurus;
(e) assıgns d contextual semantiıc interpretation SCNSUS contextualis / the
EeNSUS SIStEMICUS; thıs implies that the interpreter should perform the followıng
operations:

assıgn author-specıific se{i of knowledge so-called k-model the
symbo. Mrr the figure) the CeNSUS SIStEMICUS; thıs mMO contaıns the
presumed knowledge of the author, 1C refers the WOT.: the basıs of hıs
thesaurus;

actıyate the pleces of knowledge present in thıs model, wıth the help of 1C
he Can assıgn functioning SCNSWS contextualıis the SCHSWUS SISteMICUS; thıs
functionalıty that the MO contaıns the image imago / of such e-
of-affaırs configuration Relatum / 15 ıth thıs SCNSWS contextualıs;
for the sake of simplicıty, make distinction here between the mental images
and theır indicators theoretical CONStruCIs;

assıgn R-model 1C| contaıns hıs sefi{ of knowledge concerning the WOT.
do NnOLt deal here wıth the question about how the relatiıon between
interpreter-specıfic mMO and author-specific thesaurus;

the operatiıons be performed here AdIre analogous the ONCS described In

x *

COMPDAaITC the configurations of states of ffaırs resulting fIfrom the operations
and

(e321) the configurations dIiC ıdentical, then the PTFOCCSS of interprgtation 15
successfully ınıshe'
(e322) ıf the [WO configurations dIC nOL ıdentical, then

the interpreter should make them identical V1a the reconstruction of the
fırst, of the second, of both of them, In order finısh successfully the
PIOCCSS of interpretation;
ıf he cannot do that, then, the basıs of ONC of hıs configurations of states of
affaırs, he should explaın ON of the producer-specıfic configurations of
stafes of affaırs, iın order make both configurations acceptable, and, ın thıs
WädYy, fınısh successfully the PTOCCSS f interpretation.

(f) f NONC of the (e)-operations 15 successf{ul, the interpreter Can revise eıther the
Odels used for the interpretation, the SCNSWUS contextualıs, the SCHNSWUS
SLIStEMILCUS, CVCMN the Formatıo.

(1 hope that ıt 15 noft dıfficult 3S the relatiıons between thıs description of
semantıc interpretation and the description made by Bierwisch, IC 15 presented
in the first section of thıs paper.)

ZAH VI/1 993
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&4‘ Some aspects of sem1ı-formal representation-language.
“ B  — It useful uUse functors-argument SITUCIUFEeS basıc unıts In the sem1-
Orm: representation-language; the functor part of the structure has be
modifıiable, the argument part has contaın nOTL only varıables
Constants, but also the indicators of theır role.
Formula (a) represents the form of functor-argument structure, whıiıle
ormula (b) represents the specıifie: form of ıt

(a) F]{A}

(b) ([[([M]) E, 1{71:X3, [7.Ä9, Xn }
Qn

Remarks ormula (b)
unıts ın round brackets dIC optional, and they might be cancelled;

varıable for modifıers, whıich correspond EXpPrEeESSIONS ıke „VC"Y“‚ „exactly“, and
ON,

lu varıable for qualıity indiıcators, which correspond adjectives adverbs, such
„green”, cold‘ ä „slowly“, „quickly“, and ON,
„Qn' 1s varıable for quantiı indıcators, whıch correspond numbers, ındefinıte
numbers, ıke „‚some“”. „few“, and O!
„Fm. varıable for measure functors, which correspond unıts ıke „‚DIECE“., „hıtre“, „km“,
„km /h“, and 8)
„Fd“ 1S varıable for dımension functors, whiıich correspond „number“, „weıght“,
„volume“, „colour“, and ON,

1S da varıable for AaSıC functors, which, usiıng the terminology of tradıtional gTamMMaär,
correspond „nOuns“, „verbs“, and „conjunctions“;
a 1S varıable for argument-role Indicators;

a varıable for argumentSs;
the symbols O indicate the slots where the natural-language-specific morpho-syntactıc
pleces of information should be inserted.

As Can SCC, the ormula (b) contaıns ‚ymbols for CVCIY Lype of natural-language
word CategorYy.
If functor-argument structure does not contaın the „1tC“ ıt 15 the
case), speakıng about proposition kernel By usıng temporal and 0CCa
specıfiers („SE, sr respectively), Can CONSITruCTL propositions firom the proposition
ernels (See ormula (C), in whiıich the ymbols „p indıcate proposıition kernels, and
the ‚ymbols % a indıcate proposıtions.)
&2  N proposıtion Can be eıther elementary 0)8 complex; the complex proposıtions
dIc constructed from the elementary ONeSs Dy usıng (sem1i-formal natural-language-
specıfic) connectives.
By embedding propositions into proposıiıtions In type-specıfic WdY, Can create
so-called atomıc fext. Formula (c) represents (non-completely well-formed)
atomıiıc text, IC Can be assıgned the first texti sentence of the „Cantiıcum
Canticorum“ (cf. the Appendix par'

08
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Thiıs ormula has embedding sirucfiure dominated by ommunicatıve
proposition, which contaıns the parameters of the communiıcatıon sıtuation; the
dominated propositions AI of the ollowing types performative-moda. WI the
basıc functor „IE world-constitutive WI1 the basıc unctor „DE
descriptive world-constitutive WI the basıc functor „FACT“), descriptive neutral
WI the basıc unctor TIhe proposıtions marked ıth AdIcC sem1ı1-formal
„interpretative reconstructions“ of OIMINC pieces of natural-language informatıon
contaıned in the gıven text sentence The raphiıc representatiıon shows the relatıons
MM the temporal specıfiers of the indıvidual proposıiıtions. For the sake of
simplicıty, ıIn these propositi1ons have used Englısh words in capıtal etters basıc
functors.

Thıs Ltype of ormula makes it possible:
translate ıt into  . formal logical language, ıf such language already exIists for

the Case represented ın the formula;
decompose the dıfferent pleces of iınformatıon in order create network f

sub-worlds, presumably expressed In the text be interpreted (the term „sub-
world“ 15 nOoft identical wıth the ogiıcal term „possible world“);

decompose sem1ı-formal text-representation from CVCTI'Yy relevant pomnt of
V1EW

(C) [utc]{st:t,, SI  O up:p

[COMM  ICATES|]{r.:: 101, T'] 103, D PPm}

PPm utc]4st::; sl:1  ‚o up:p ı0  —_ $WS$ woman/
10 $M$ manHEL 101, 103 I PWW}

PWW 103[utc]{st:t,, S1:1,, up:p

pW [DESIRE.]{r.: 101, PDw } 10  S $the kısses
of 102’s mouth$

* P [utc]{st:t,, S1:1,, up:p

pW [FACT.]{r 101 PDn}
PDn [utc]{st:t,, Sl:1,, up:p

pfl [KLI  J{r: 102 ['] 101, I 104 }
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to
COMM

TELL

DESI O  —
FA!  G
KISS

C

Thıs ormula Can be read follows

ıt LS the Casec 1tC] in n X that 101 COMMUNICATE 10  Y

1ıtc In An k} that =10 TELL 103, that

11fCc {t,, 11 }, =10 DESIRE, that

1ıtc in {t,, 12}3 that ıt 15 FA| for =10 that

ı1tc in {t,, 12}’ that 102 es =10 ıth 104

Concerning the inıtıal part of the „Cantiıcum Cantıcorum“, ıth the help of the
communiıcatıve proposıt10ons, ıt 15 possible represent explicıtly the eren'
parameters 1C aIre elated the fırst and the second texi respectively.
For combining these fırst text sentences, should assıgn sem1ı-formal
connective the Latın word „quı1a“. Ihe Englısh and German translatıons ShOow
possibilıities for the interpretation of „quı1a“ (CE the Appendix par' IV 1)).
TIhe descriptive neutral proposition of the ormula (C) has be contaıned In the
Componen „SCHSUS sıstemi1Ccus“, whıle the complete ormula (C) has be contaıned

the cCcomponen „DSCHNSUS contextualıs“ of the semlotic-textological MO of
interpretation C section 4.1 and the Appendix par

10 On the aspects of the sem1ı-formal language applıed ere 5SCC, for example, Heydrıch
Petöfi, text-theoretical acCcCounft of questions of lexical strucLkure, Quadernıiı dı Semantica

1 1983, -127, 294-311; Petöf, Wrıtten, spoken, and the face-to-face verbal
communication. ome phılosophical aspects of the investigation of natural language, 1n Rudolf
Haller and Wolfgang Grass|l Language, Logic and Philosophy. Proceedings of the 4th
International Wıttgenstein Symposium, 28th August 2nd September 1979, Kırchberg/
Wechsel (Austrıa), Wıen 1980,- ıd., Representation languages and theır function in
tEexTt interpretation, 1N; Sture Allen (ed.) JText Processing. Text Analysıs and Generatıon, Text
Typology and Attrıbution, Proceedings of Symposium 3L, Stockholm 1982, 8517
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42  \ In connection wıth the lexical explications have make distinction,
the OonNne hand, between lexicon- and encyclopedia-specific explications and, the
other hand, between Systemi1Cc and contextual explications.
In the System1C (lexicon- 0)4 encyclopedia-specific) explications ıt 15 useful

the explicanda constituents of functor-argument strucftiures in the
followıng WaYy the functor-argument structure has only have the explicandum 2A5

d „constant“-constituent, the other places 9l the stiructiure should be fılled wıth
informatıion referring the relevant properties of the collocations gıven in the text

be analysed. Thıs WdYy of representation allows construct
„collocational semantic networks“ specıific for the texti analysed.
Ihe explicantia should have the form of sem1-formal text representation
constructed the basıs of the putnamıan principles of the stereotypes.*}
In order SOM aspects of the contextual explications, let cCOomMMenT the
examples represented in (d) 1C contaıns CVEIY OCCUITTENCE of the expression
„ubera/uberum“ in the „Canticum Canticorum“.

(d)
14 qula melı0ra sunt ubera {[ua VINO

ruly, IMOTITC pleasing 18 YOUTr love than wıne
Ja, deıne T ıebe ist besser als Weın.

13 MEMOTIECS uberum tuorum vinum
Let us extol yOUIL love beyond wıne!
Deıine Liebe wollen WIr rühmen er als Wein

112 W inter ubera INCa commorabitur
between hreasts he lıes
das zwıischen meınen rusten ruht

4 5 duo ubera {ua sıcut duo hınulı
Your breasts are ıke fawns,
Deıine Zweı rüste (sınd) W1e Zwel Kıtzen,

4 10 M pulchriora ubera {ua ViINO
How much IMOIC pleasıng 15 yOUr love than wıne,
1eviel besser ist deine Liebe als Weın,

73 duo ubera ([ua sıcut duo hınulı
Your hreasts AI ıke [WO fawns,
Deine ZWEe1 rüste (sınd) Wwıe ZWE Kıtzen,

T ef ubera (ua botrıs

11 Concerning thıs topıc c£. Biemiscfi’s Opinıo0n, quoted in the DreviIOus sect10ns, and Iso
Neubauer Petöft, Word semantics, lexicon systems, and text interpretation, In Hans-
Jürgen Eıkmeyer and Hannes Rıeser (el Words, Worlds, and Contexts New Approaches

Word Semantıics, Berlıin New ork 1981, 37- and Petöft, ome aspects of the
structure of lexıcon e In tt1 ura dı arta Fattori Massımo Bıanchıi,
IV Colloquio Internazıonale del Lessico Intelletuale Europeo, Roma, y gennal0 1983,
Roma 1984, 15-53; 1d., Lexicon, 1N: Teun Van Dıjk (ed.) Handbook of Dıiscourse Analysıs,
ol1.2:; Dımensions of Discourse, London 1985, 8 /-10
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and yOUr reasi clusters.
und deine rüste den Dattel-) TIrauben

78 et ubera tua sıcut botrı vineae
Let yOUIr breasts be lıke the clusters of the vine,
Dann werden deine rüste WIE die Weiıntrauben seın,

7A2 N ıbı dabı tıbı ubera INCa
There wiıll gıve YOUu love
Dort wiıll iıch dır meıne Liebkosungen schenken:

8 1 ubera matrıs NCa
nursed at mother’s breasts!
der den Brüsten meıner Mutter gesäugt

OTrO nOstra Parva ef ubera NO  -J.S. Petöfi  and your breasts clusters.  und deine Brüste den (Dattel-) Trauben.  78M  et erunt ubera tua sicut botri vineae  Let your breasts be like the clusters of the vine,  Dann werden deine Brüste wie die Weintrauben sein,  7A2 W  ibi dabi tibi ubera mea  There I will give you my love.  Dort will ich dir meine Liebkosungen schenken:  81W  ubera matris meae:  nursed at my mother’s breasts!  der an den Brüsten meiner Mutter gesäugt,  88(W)  soror nostra parva et ubera non habet  ... and she has no breasts.  die hat noch keine Brüste.  8 10 (W) et ubera mea sicut turris  and my breasts like towers.  und meine Brüste sind wie Türme.  As the English and German translations show, this expression appears in different  co-texts with a different sensus. For an explicit representation of the contextualized  systemic sensus we have to formulate the „rules of contextualization“. I am sure that  these rules cannot be formulated while remaining on the „sensus level“; to create or  accept a contextualization means to find an external (relatum specific) context in  which the state of affairs correlated to the sensus (to be chosen or accepted) is  acceptable on the basis of a „coherence conception“. It means that sensus  contextualis and relatum imago (which are the analoga of the „intension“ and the  „extension“, respectively) cannot be separately constructed. It is the „textual  coherence“ which plays a decisive role in the construction of the „sensus  contextualis, relatum imago“ pair. (Of course, the situation is more complex in the  case of a second-degree - symbolic — interpretatiqn.)  4.2.4. 1 have not treated the problems of the symbolic interpretation either in  connection with logical semantics or in connection with the semiotic textology. Here  I should only mention that the model-theoretic framework of logical semantics can  also be used as a pattern for the symbolic interpretation of natural-language texts.  It means that we can transform the natural-language expressions into such „semi-  formal“ variables as can be interpreted in different ways according to different  symbolic interpretation-models. For example, it is possible to treat the Latin words  „ubera“ or „vinum“ as variables in the above sense, and create a Targum-model or  some Christian models with the model-specific (semi-formal) functions which  assign „model-specific symbolic values“ to these variables. (In the context of the  semiotic textology I call the semi-formal texts containing „variables“ hyper-texts.12)  122 On the problem of using hyper-texts for the semiotic-textological symbolic interpretation  of biblical texts see J.S. Petöfi, A humän kommunikäciö szemiotikai elme&lete fel& / Towards a  Semiotic Theory of the Human Communication (bilingual edition), Szeged 1991; for the  102and she has hbreasts
dıe hat noch keine rüste

10) (W) el uUbDera NCa siıcut turrıs
and hreasts ıke tOwers
und meıne rüste sınd WIıe Türme

As the Englısh and erman translatıons sShow, thıs eXxpression apPCAaTrs ın dıfferent
CO-texts wıth dıfferent SCMHNSUS For xplicıt representation of the contextualızed
systemic SCNSUS have formulate the „rules of contextualızation“. SUIC that
these rules cannot be formulated whıle remaıinıng the „SCHNSUS level“; create

contextualızatıon fınd external (relatum specıfic Context In
1C| the of affaırs correlated the SCNSUS (to be chosen 0)4 accepte: 15
acceptable the basıs of „coherence conception“. that SCHNSUS

contextualıs and relatum iımago (which aAIe the analoga of the „intension“ and the
„extension“, respectively) cannot be separately constructed. It 1S the „textual
coherence“ 1C. plays decisıve role iın the construction f the „SCHNSUS
contextualıs, relatum imago“ paır (Of COUTISC, the sıtuatıon 15 INOIC complex in the
adSCcC of second-degree symbolıc interpretation.)
4241 have noTt treated the problems of the symbolic interpretation eıther In
connection wıth ogıcal semantıcs In connection ıth the semiıotIıc extology Here

should only mentıon that the model-theoretic framework of logical semantıcs
also be used pattern for the symbolıc interpretation of natural-language
It that Can transfiorm the natural-language EXpPrESSIONS into such „sem1-
formal“ varıables Caln be interpreted ın dıfferent WaYys accordıng dıfferent
‚ymbolıc interpretatiıon-models. For example, ıt 1S possıble the Latın words
„ubera“ „vinum“« varıables iın the above ENSC, and create argum-mode
SOMIC Christian models wıth the model-specıfic (sem1-formal) functions 1C
assıgn „model-specıfic symbolıc values“ these varıables. (In the CONLEXT of the
semiotic textology call the sem1ı-formal contaıinıng „varıables“ hyper-texts.}?)

12 On the problem of usıng hyper-texts for the semiotic-textological symbolıc interpretation
of bıbliıcal texts SCC Petöf, humän kommunikäcıö szeminotıkaı eimelete fele Towards a
Semiotic Theory of the Human Communicatıon (bılıngual edıtıion), Szeged 1991; for the
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Concludıing remarks.

As introduction the concludıng remarks, should ıke refer, ONCC agaın,
Partee’s opınion the value of possiıble-worlds theories: „...pOssıble worlds
echnical tool have helped provıde appropriate SIrUCIure the of
meanings“l>,

convınced that EeVCcn semiı-formal use of the model-theoretic logical-semantic
framework technical tool Can help provıde appropriate siruciure the
PDaCC of text-meanıngs. For demonstration of thıs opınıon, however, on  ® should
undertake the followıing pılot-studies:

fiınd Ouf 1C| type of semi-formal representation allowing for translatability
and satısfyıng the requiırements of text interpretation) 15 mMmMOoTe appropriate for
the efined aım be reached;

analyse the crıterı1a of coherence for 1DI1Ca (6.g the NCW edition of
Schneider’s Grammaltık des hıblischen eDralısc. already eals ıth the
„grammatıcal tools“ for coherence, and has presented TV! of the
studıes made ın Israel the topıc of connexXıty and coherence);**

analyse the possibilıties of controlling the construction of hyper-texts for
metaphorıcal and symbolıc interpretation; thıs also mplies the analysıs of the
„adequate OUTCECS of knowledge“* be used in thıs second-degree interpretation
process.

Abstract.
The aım of the origıinal Was analyse hat kınd of methodological help the results of
the logico-semantıc research Can offer for the text-interpretation, ın general, and for the
iınterpretation of dead-language texts, In particular. The fulfiıllment of thıs aım requıred:
(1) the outlınıng of logic-oriented textological conception able operalte ıth factor
relevant for the meanıng-constitution of natural-language teXIS; (11) the textological analysıs
and systematizatıon of the results (and the methodological tools) offered by the logıcal
semantıc research; u the demonstration of the applicabilıty of the outlıned logic-oriented
textological framework in the interpretation of at least few examples. The time-limıt posed
upon ach speaker durıng the conference dıd NOL allow g1ve complete presentation of

VErYy complex topıc, and ıt Wäas urther reduce the tEexT for the publıcation. Due
these rCasSsONS, since hope that (a) bıg part of hat presented in connection wıth (11) Can

be reconstructed the basıs of the bibliographical references, and (b) I will ave the
opportunity present the applıcability of the textologıcal framework Iso in the analysıs of
dead-language texts, reduced the of original concerning (11) and uu
Address of the author. Prof. Dr. 7 eto Universita eglı etudı! dı aceralta,
Dipartimento dı Filosofia SCLIENZE Umane, Vıa Garıbaldı 20, 1-62100 Macerata, Italy.

symbolıc interpretation in the JTargum ‚S Ner1, Cantıco de1ı Cantıcı. Targum antıche
interpretazlion! ebraiche, Roma 1987:
13 Partee, 1n: ure Allen (ed.), Possıble Worlds ın Humanıties, rts and Sciıences,
Proceedings of Nobel Symposium 65, Berlıin New ork 1989, 108

Schneider, Grammatık des bıblıschen Hebräisch, München 1989’; Abadı, Studıies
connexXıty and coherence Israel, Charles Michel, NOS Petöfi, and mel SOözer (e
Research ın Text Connexity and Text Coherence. yurvey, Hamburg 1986,
15 For the „Cantıcum Cantıiıcorum“ cef. for example, Keel, Deıine Blıcke sınd Tauben. Zur
Metaphorık des Hohen Liedes, Stuttgart 1984:; ıd., Das Hohelied, Zürich 1986
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Appendix.

PART I* ontague-type representation of sentience
(quoted from Manired Bierwisch, Psychologische
Aspekte der Semantık natürliıcher Sprachen, iın
olfgang OfSC) and Dieter Viehweger
Rıichtungen der modernen Semantıkforschung,
Berlin, 1983, 15-64);

PAR!I 11* Iuü mode!l“ quoted from Barbara Partee,
Montague STaMmMmMar and transformatıonal SrammMaär,
Linguistic Inquiry 67 1975, 203-300);

PART I1 The esign of the semiotic textological framework;

PART Cantıcum Cantiıcorum 1il  Cn quoted from Bıblia
Sacra Juxta ulgatam Versionem, Stuttgart 1983;
Roland urphy, Ihe Song of ongs
Commentary the Book of Canticles the Song of
ongs, Miınneapolıs 1990; and Keel, Das onelıe‘
Zürich 1986, respectively);

PART eX for the quoted Latın 1D11ıca text;

PART IV  » Notes Cantıcum Cantiıcorum i N  I quoted from
urphy, Commentary, ad l0C.)

(* NnOT reproduced ere
(*t only the exıcal ıtem „über“ 15 reproduced ere
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Logical Semantics: OVErVIEW fIfrom d textological pomnt of VIEW

PARI 111

1ECLONIES

CONTEXIUAL SYSTEMIC CONTEXTUAL
FORMAL SE  IC

(Veo) e0)
(Velmo) (Relmo)

Velm Relm -
\......l In

&q(Fo) ©  s“ 3°}

Sıgnificans 8  | EB Sıgnuf1IcCatum

VI F _S| R_

S
P,  \

Ve Vehiculum FG Formatıo SC Sensus
elm Vehiculum- sıstemiıca contextualıs

imago SC Sensus Reilm Relatum-ımago
Fc Formatıo SIStemMICUS Re Relatum

contextualıs

The ‚ymbols containıng refer the models
Ihe ‚ymbols containıng ‚B refer dıfferent (ypes of knowledge, hypotheses,

preferences, and dıspositions 1C Can be used in the interpretative PDTrOCCS$SS.
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Logical Semantics: OVErVIEW from textological poıint of VIECW

PARTI IV.  N

über, et1S, . (altınd.T,queq 0VIaXE,
Qlar), I) Das u  er  r DIeE Bige, DIE auge

CXBerereVBruft, Cic., Ver Plın. u.
(entbIöben), ubera dare, Or ubera
dare expositı: f{era (v. Der ölfin) Or. ubera

(aebere, Orv., admovere, ergß.:; ubera
UCe[Ie, jaugen  v Ov.: Tapius ab ubere, entwöDHnt,

ejekt, Ov.: ım DBılde, distenta mMus ubera,Col  ab 3! 21, putrila maturı solvantur ut
ubera 1, GCGolum. poet. 10, Sprichw.,
abı uber, ıbı tuber, feıne vjen ohne Dornen,
u flor. 29 Kr. 11) üDtr.: A) Der
ftraudenförmiıge X(umpen, Den Die 1D AT-
menden Bienen U  en ivenn jie 1 einen
Haum nNgEen, Pall 7, 7l ) on
a) die arfeit, Neicdhlicqhfkeıt, e
100 l DES 0Dens alg Der wädclje, divıtıs

1, OTE fe £ilıs ubere T, Verg. uber agr1,
Tac.: vitem bere SuO gravatam levare, Colum

0€  v tucdhtbare wyeld, der
je STB 2! . 215 Yder
Ausf L ateinisch-Deutsches
Handwörterbuch
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Petöfi

PART IV.  \

Notes
p (Qal jussive, %3, plus pronomıiınal nterpretation

"Let hım kıss me”) makes appropriate SCIN15S5C &@OMN- 'Ihe dialogue ın exhıbıts bewildering shiıft ın
V Ocalızatıon of the consonantal LCXL yıcld DCT SOI ena! g€ 1C CTECALCS difhculty establıshing
DW (Hıp ıl Jussıve, plus pronomuinal sufhx: the ıdenüty of the speakers. I here m2y even {WO

hım g'IVC D drın! supported by Gordis unıts: wıch büköä “(they love you,
an incdlusio to bınd vv 3—4 together), and vv 5—6, the(78) and apparently (“that he smother

me’ ); the INOTEC 1Ca! emendation ‘W“?" (Hip ıl discourseof the tersof Jerusalem. {f
ımperative, plus pronomuina|l “Make the maidens of v 3 are to be understood as the Daughters

of Jerusalem (v 5), e)01« INnaYy regard dıalogue bonddrıink” “Drown me”), accepted by
(“Das Hohelt: Kautzsch anı Bertholet lınes.
[eds.  — HeilıgeCI des 1 estament, Vol. The genre of vv 24 ıs best classıfıed as a “song of
| Tübingen: J. ohr (Paul 1€! <19283] yearnıng' tor man s ®

hım me”) PTCSCHICC (“draw me”), and392), Horst (BH. 1201 02 and
others. IT here wordplay (“drınk”) and 293 claıms how vable love). Ihe

BCH! of vv self-description.‘KISS’ 8:1—2:; it that 1:2 already The lıfe setting escapes us. Krinetzki identifies thethıs play( 5:13, but nothıng Dy maidens wıth the companions of the bride, and proposesalterationof t the setung is the bringing of the bride to the houseIhe preposition M7 V30 (“wıth kisses”) betrothed.? Sımilarly, Wüaürthwein Vpartıtıve (GHB 33e), and it contrıbutes the 24 as a vreply to the bridegroom’s invitation to move toallıteration (MID03O D87)-
Ihe ıntroductory (“truly”) taken his house. But such reconstruction is too specific; nothing

ın the text really demands it. Verses 2—4 are best under-asseveratıve emphatıc, rather causal stood as a soliloquy by the woman; the physical presence(Albright, "Archaic Survr H3yn of  man is not necessarily indicated. Verses 5—6 are“Pleasing” hıterally "good (D°D18). word urectly addressed to the Daughters of Jerusalem who are
IL1C “"sweet” In relation wıne, argued present, either physically OT SPINt.Albrıght (“Archaic Survıvals,” ot the w2 Ihe woman expresses a desire to experience the signs
Ugarıtic designations: “sweet contr2a- ve. It ıs cicar that mouth-kisses are meant, but nose-
dısunction to yn d { tb, “wine that is not sweet” (cf. UT e  g ıs known from Egyptüan sources. The open-1084 1 —23). But thıs dıstinction COU| a ıng lıne certainly plunges in medias res, t thıs strongquality other SWECINCSS. Here -g ı ba need expression of the woman's desire is appropriate in view

narTowed meanıng; also 7:10{9]. of the tenor of the rest of the work.*
and read consonantal -your I'he comparison of love to wine means that his caresses

breasts” 23:21: Prov 5:19). But the and affection provide her more pleasure than even the
vocalızatiıon of preferabile, derıving staple of Israelite ıfe, wıne. 4:10 the will Teiurn
from the TOOL ‘I hus J11C ('my love”), the compliment comparıson.
the tavorıte term by the wWo of
9  2  s etc.), and ın the plural to desig- For these genre designationas, cf. Horst,nate CXPTEssSIONS ot love (1:4 4:10; 5:1; etc.). 186 and 18?2.Ihe pronominal shift in v 2 with reference to the L. Krinetzki, 85.
male lover, from second (“hıs mouth

your love”), does NO TequIire emendation passionate opening of the Song: "The favors I have
interest of Consistency; such shıfts (enallage) T' well reocivedll'eßra.bon\vh:lldaaw‚lntd:cym
attested in Hebrew POCUY (e.g., Ps 1-3,  s lcss what I long for. It is desire that drives me

on, not reason. Please do not accuse me of presump-an elsewhere the Song 2:4; etc.). ton if I yıcld to this impulse of love. My shame
U rebukes me, but love is stronger than all. I am
weil aware that he is a king who loves justice; but
headlong love does not wait for judgement, is not
chastened by advice, not shackled shame nor
subdued by reason. I ask, I crave, I
kiss me wıch ‚” (Sermon 9.2 |tr.
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Response e{IOIN
Jon Gunnarsson (Reykjavik)

Among the DaDCIS presented thıs workshop, Prof. Petöfi’s stands Ouf

erhaps ONn  'r of those richest in content Following clear exposition of OMIC

central issues in C}  ary Logical Semantics, he has presented wıth
valuable „anthology of quotations“ serlı1es of fundamental erıticısms of SOMMC of
the IMOTIEC wıdely publicize Versions of Oog1ica Semantiıcs applıed the study of
natural languages. Limitations of tıme have ineviıtably made ıt for Profi.
Petöfi leave Ouf In hıs discussion number of approaches relevant OUT topıic
and the workshop’s task ar hand But, ONC must bear in mınd that Logical Semantıcs
15 by unanımous OT nıfıed CamMmp. So Pro(f. Petöfi has certaminly had
make Ome hard choices. Due the arge number of questions addressed In hıs

and the ımıted tiıme avaılable, wıll have lımit MYy only small
number of the ManYy important 1SSues raised iın his

ollowıng Prof. Petöfi’s order of exposition, wıth 1erwisch’s artıcle
„Psychologische Aspekte der Semantık natürlıcher Sprachen“, well chosen poıint of
departure. Bierwisch ucceeds In addressing precisely those 1SSUeS 1Cc AIC of
relevance for anYy lınguist, ryıng 455C55 the relevance of Logical Semantıcs
linguistics. He throws in number of pragmatıc consıderations well in hıs
dıscussıon, and, whole, hıs approac 15 parole- OTr performance-oriented.
For PUITDOSCS of exposıt1ıon, divide Bierwisch’s artıcle into [WO 5 firstly, hıs
formalısm for the representation of utterances, theır contextual relatıons and theır
communıiıcatıve intent. Secondly, hıs OVerVieWw of the (ype of semantıcs that has ıts
Or1g1ins in the work of Gottlob rege, and hıis erıticısm of that approach.
TIo wıth, let us consıder Bierwisch’s three-layered yramıd of interpretatıion,
intended AaCCOUNTL for linguistic Uulterance condıtioned by given
cCommuniıcatıve purport 1n gıven cCONiext As Can be SsScCCNM from hıs schema, the
utterance 15 taken the basıc unıt, accumulatıng addıtional meanıng dAS contextual
and performatıve varıables aAIiIc successively instantıated.
Thıs scheme makes allowance for consıderable number of varıables 1C| have
play role In the interpretation of ufttferances and, presumably, ONn of these
varıables loses ıts value when deal ıth text fragments from the COTrDOTA of
languages longer spoken. But, callıng mınd the MOSLI lıkely potentıal of
the database, geles, translators and 1DI1cCa scholars iın general, wiıll they ındeed
fınd the scheme sufficıent for theır purposes? May W possıibly, antıcıpate
demand for addıtional eve of analysıs, the interpretational yramıd
and encompassıng addıtional conten(t, possıbly even severely constrainıng choices aft
each and CVEIY of the lower evels? have In mınd C.B. SOMEC tradıtional of
classıfication commonly used ın exegesI1s.
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The Song of Oongs, from 1C ıllustrations for thıs particular topic wWeTrTe drawn,
iıllustrates well OoOme of the 1SSUeSs be addressed Now, hat kınd of ork 15 the
Song of Songs? No ack of diverging AaNSWEeEeTS there What Was ıts ‚Sıitz im en ın
ancıent Hebrew soclety? Is ıt profane DOCIIN, collection of bıts of of
varyıng age? marrıage SONg, SONg of spontaneous love, NOL sanctıoned by
societal institutions (So Gerleman)? Assocıated ıth the cult? Partly of Egyptian
Akkadıan OT1g1N, condıtioned Dy eren relıg10us envıronment? Ihe dealings of
Ishtar and 1ammuz perhaps? By orıgın connected ıth Canaanıte relıgıon? Or are

attending „h1eros gamos” here? Such suggest10ns and others have been made.
TIhe exegele MUSL surely take stand these 1Ssues and others. Terms lıke
„context“ and „communicatıve intent“ wıll ineviıtably be condıtioned by the choices
made In the lıght of assumptions such these, and the choices made mMaYy be
inherited rıg] down the eve of interpreting exıcal unıts. Add thıs the
number of connected ıth the Documentary Hypothesıs. Durıing the
discussions here, wıshes for the inclusıon of such A well etymological
information have been expressed. Thıs 15 becoming long lıst, but MY question 15
How much of thıs wiıll ant SCC In ruly useful database?
Thıs 185 mentioned aASs ıllustration of practica questions 1C m1g conceivably
arlıse, and the task supposedly eing prepare: by thıs workshop 15 eminently
practical undertakıng; VIZ. the creating of powerfu database system from 1C|
scholars will want retrieve information of varıed character and for multiplicı
of PUrpOSCS. In the lıght of that fact, how ManYy of the varıables gıven In Bierwisch’s
scheme WOUuU ıke SCC NCIude': parameters for information retrjieval?
of them? richer set? Some of them perhaps? Or, possıbly, totally dıfferent
formalısm? TIhe day wıll surely COM hen such questi10ons wiıll have be ace:
leave such questi0ons OPCN well the question of the desirability and, ındeed, the
easıbı of appropriately coding for retrieval ıtems ıke ulterances, contexft
varıables and the rather elusıve Concept of communicatıve intent. Gıven the SIZEe of
the » the undertaking Herculean. And, ıth CYC the wıde
dıvergences of opınıon held Dy Old Testament scholars the Context and
communicatıve intent of the host of utterances In the ıt 15 hard SCC hOow
things of thıs nature Can be ea ıth everyone’s satısfactıon.
Bierwisch S0OCS gıve outlıne of the salıent features of that school (or
schools) of Logical Semantiıcs 16 traces ıts herıtage back the writings of
Gottlob rege COINMON eature characterizing thıs school IS the yel unfulfilled
dream of integrating lınguistics, semantıcs and OgIC ınto sıngle dıscıplıne. The
dream 15 old ONC, ıt BOCS back ON undred Frege’s „UÜber Sınn und
Bedeutung“. Thıs artıcle Was part of Frege’s endeavour fiınd basıs for
mathematıcs In OgIC; formalısm appropriate for relatıng ONC purely formal system

another. Ihe central from rege, 1CcC Bierwisch bases hıs
dıscussion, aATfe the CONcept of „Logıical form“®, the intension /extension dichotomy and
Frege’s princıple of compositionalıty.
Bierwisch’s definıtions (p 38 of hıs article) wıll uffice for OUT PUTDOSC here: „Dıe
Bedeutung oder Extension eiıner ußerung ist das, worauf si1e verweıst; der Sınn,
bzw. Intension ıst die Art, In der Ss1ie auf die Extension verweist.“ These aAfe the
tradıtional, time-honoured definıtions. Next, efined relatıve extensiıon and
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ıntension, utterance has ogıcal form, rege tells And ogıcal ıt 15 in the
enN: that ıt Can be tested A truth-functionalıty, 1.e€ utterance Can be eıther
irue alse. Tertiuum on datur. Fınally, the Fregean notion of compositionalıity
states that the intension of utterance 15 function of the meanıngs (the logical
forms) of ıts plus the WdYy in 1C they AI combined, 1.e€. theır The
task ıtself. It lıes accordıng Bierwisch (p 37) m kontrollierten
Aufbau formaler Systeme, beı denen die ogische orm (und das heıißt nach der
oben getroiffenen Annahme dıe semantische Struktur sem) mıt ıhrer syntaktıschen
Struktur zusammenfällt
Finally, add thıs the requırement, that order be of interest wıthın the
Fregean scheme of things, utterance MUStTt have logıcal form 1C| that
ıt must be truth-functional. Combinıing thıs ıth the above, arrıve at the
equatıion, supposedly applicable an y gıven utterance (u)

If(u sem(u) Syn(u
Most lınguists WOUuU be reluctant statements of thıs kınd As linguists,
arc, of COUTSC, concerned ıth the truth values of the statements MaYy make
MmMatters lınguistic. Rut d1iC NOL overly interested in the truth value of the
ufferances uUsec OUTr ubject atter. After all, deal ıth ManYy 1n of
ufferances 1C truth value Can be assıgned. Imperatıve performatıve
sentences certaıinliy end themselves easıly linguistic analysıs anYy other
utterances ccordıng the Fregean school of hought and going Dy the book, such
senfences WOUuU CcCm ack ogical form and there WOU. presumably, remaın

hope of dealıng wıth theır semantıcs in anYy meanıngful WaYy
Consıder agaın the of extension and intensıon. 1erwisch’s description

..dıe Beziehung zwischen Intension und Extension wiırd] beıi dieser
Betrachtungsweise ZUur Bezıehung zwıischen ZWEe1 komplexen Strukturen, un die Art
dieser Beziehung bestimmen, äaßt sıch als ıne mathematiısche Aufgabe
ormulhieren.“
On the preceding pPagc he has Sa Yy thıs the of the extension of
utterance: „Dıe FExtension einer Außerung sınd also OIfenbar die ınge,
Beziehungen, Sachverhalte der Umwelt (im weıtesten Sınne), auf die verwiesen
wırd Und dıe Intension eıner Außerung kann als ıne (komplexe) ege| aufgefaßt
werden, die diese ınge, Beziehungen und Sachverhalte ıdentifizıert“.
Note here: In the first quotation Bierwisch describes the VIEeW held Dy ManYy logical
semantıcısts that the relatıonshıp obtainıng between extension and intension Can be
construed relatiıonshıp between {[WO complex Siructiures So SIrucCiure (definıtion
begged) taken he property of extensLions here. TOom the latter quotatıiıon note
the PrOVISO „(im weıtesten Sınne)“ In the wıdest But how ıde sense?
Wıde enough NCOMPDASS C.B. the SLOTY of Alıce In Wonderland? And, considering
examples such the above, Can We >Sd y that they DOSSCSS extensional SIrTUCIUre in anYy
sense Given the above-mentioned concept of relatıonshiıp between extensional
structures and iıntensional struc{ures, ıt 15 hard SCC hOow an y meaning Can

frultfully be attached such CONCeEeDL of intensional siruciure ın natural language.
And Bierwisch, indeed, have rouble ıth these
Bierwisch concludes that ıt 15 naıve and CITONCOUS postulate SOMEC pre-existent
classıfıcatıon of realıty into  S objects, classes and states-of-affaıirs, 1.e structure
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1C| OUT CONSCIOUSNESS reflects, and indırectly, OUTr anguage reflects in Omne

passıve sort of WaYy (p. 51) E meıne Ihese ist NUunN, daß das innere der
Extensjionsbereich sprachlicher Außerungen ist, daß ıhren Kontext und

ZUu ıhm die Außerungsbedeutung gehört. Kurz, das worüber WITr sprechen, ist
das interneedıe auf die Realıtät projizierte Struktur.“ Thıs, inevıtabiy, €ea!|
hım the bıg question (p 56) ob dıe Unterscheidung zwischen diesen beiden
Repräsentationen [Intension und Extension] damıt nıcht eın rteia wırd.“
So the rather negatiıve result of hıs discussion boıls down the assumption that
intension and extension dIC both internal the human mınd and, evıdently, anYy
networks of relatıonshıps lınkıng the wıll be equally mınd-ınternal. Thıs, M'  9

ımely and healthy scepticısm the limiıtations of much of Logical Semantıcs
4A5 commonly applıed lınguistics, and the relevance of the VIeWws dıscussed the
task of OUT workshop cc hıghly questionable. In the 1g of Profi. Petöfi’s
exposıt1on, imagıne, that he, LOO, shares Bierwisch’s doubts

At the end of hıs expositon, Prof. Petöfi suggesits formalısm for dealıng wıth
sımple propositions. NOow, wıth OM reservatıons, these m1g be compared the
„infons“ of Sıtuation Semantics, the kernel sentences“ efined Dy ulon Wells,
Zellıg Harrıs, early transformatıonal-generative STa well 4A5 the kernel
sentfence concept central Nıda’s eorYy of translatıon. Some questions arıse here:

How do unıts In the system combiıne ıth each other form INOTITC

complex wholes?
How do unıts in the Ssystem combiıne ıth negatıon?
Why AI the parameters of tiıme and DAaACC (St, sl) placed outsıde the
formula?
Can proposıt1ons OCCUT In the slots ın thıs formula?4  5 Is the Order of the unıt slots 1Xe.|
sıng [F} OVC| symbol for o  Nn  9 verbs and conjunctions

call for OIM explanatıon.
Can be certaın, that EVETY natural language word-class 1S ouched
for iın thıs system d Profi. Petöfi tates”?

urther specıfication of the term „basıc unctor“ AS described in
Profi. Petöfi’s and used In hıs interpretation of the eginning of
the Song of Songs 15 needed How arge sefi f these 15 envisaged?

shall indıcate the possible relevance of SUOIMNC of these quest1ons In the 1g
of Prof. Petöfi’s applıcatıon of hıs formalısm the opening of the Song of
Songs. Here fınd d  » wealth of ınformatıon condensed ınto  O ONC ormula
Particıpants dIiC indexed, performatiıve aSDECIS Ar accounted for, and in each CasSc

fınd kernel proposıtion expande: proposıtion by replacing „constants by
„basıc functors“. 5O, underlyıing the INnNOCUOUS-lookıng ySqny mnSyqwt Dyhw, fıve
proposıtional ernels and five proposıtions AT lurking One [NMaAYy agaın ask 100
much LO0 ıttle? Certainly, ıf all of the Hebrew scrıptures WCIC be eal ıth in
thıs Wädy, the amount of analysıs be carrıed Out o  es the mınd Not that hold
thıs informatıon be ırrelevant. The formalısm, however, 15 extremely CO-
Consuming, and ıt certamnly does rıing mınd C.p. SOMMEC of the ork published by
adherents of the school of Generative Semantıcs. Takıng closer o0k at the three
words of the Hebrew text, SCC that in the formalısm adopted, the ast words
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Response Petöfi

(mn$yqw DPyhıw afre inserted A the last proposıition lısted Now, the
generative semantiıcısts WOU. nOt have been appYy wıth thıs at all Theiır PUrpoOSC
Was ManYy WaYyS sımılar what Prof. Petöfi’s formalısm 15 ıntended
accomplısh, 1.e. do Justice the semantiıc Content of utterance Dy makıng
explicit iıts underlyıng implicıt proposıitions. The number of these tended SI OW

such proportions wWerTre replace bDy propositions, that Prof. Petöfi’s
solution quıte moderate in Comparıson.
Prof. Petöfi’s lecture referred Murphy  S commentary the Song of Ongs.
And urphy finds ıt relevant for OUT understandıng of the book remınd uüs that
the ancıent Egyptians practiced nose-kissıng well mouth-kıssıng. And May
well UÜSsSC d Yes/No question tool for elicıting truth values and imagıne
Egyptian askıng another: „Does he kiss yYOUu wıth the kisses of hıis mouth?“,

1C the other mig| conceıivably reply „No prefer NOSC rubbing“. NOw, ıt
takes proposıition the frue from the alse, and Can well imagıne
lınguists wh WOU insıst seeing underlyıng proposıtion here. Sımilar

mig be puL forward A egards the of tıme, and particıpant
indexing in Petöfi’s formalısm. Another ansSsSWerTrT the above question from
Hebrew housewiıfe mi1g| be „No, he stopped oing that long ago”. Or „No, NOW

he’s runnıng after the servant gırls all the time' If put OUT ın Yes/No
quest10ns indıcatıve of the number of mplıcıt proposıt10ns, WOU wınd u
ıth VeC riıch description iındeed NnOTL encouragıing thıs, though the approac)

have ıts meriıts. We must draw the line somewhere. Ihe question 15
Where? The question Iso remaıns, HhOwWw much of the theorizing have been
indulging in here wiıll SUrVIive the encounter ıth the It 15 known be
sobering experıence al times. ace face ıth the purring machıne, ManYy
glor10us dıfıce of hought has me a-tumblın) down ıke the alls of eriıcho dıd aft
the as! of Joshua’s That, of COUTSC, Was delıghtful CWS5S5 the Hebrews.
The European t(axpayers, wh: AI NOW payıng for discussıng gran eOTY, wıll
possıbly be somewhat less elg  e

Abstract

Gıven that the stated end-purpose of UTr workshop 18 the creation of data ase of the
Hebrew Scriptures tagged for retrieval by semantıc criter1a, attempt 15 made ere A4S55C55

the adeqacy that task of the ıdeas discussed in Professor Petöfi’s outstandıng The
feasıbility of replacing lınguistic analysıs wıth aprioristic logic-inspired schemes 15 briefly
dıscussed el the applıcabıilıity of Petöfi’s formalısm the data plea IS entered for
less cumbersome, MOIC viable and lınguistically orıented WaYy of presentatıon.

Address of the authaor:
Mr. Gunnarsson, University of celand, Faculty of Philosoph,y, udurgata, n  EF
ReykJjavik, celand
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olysemy and OmONymy
Johannes endri Hospers (Groningen

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).
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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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Andre Lemaire

presentatıon de Hospers est SI claire qu’on hesıte uelque DCU ajouter
quelques TEMATYUCS texte , quı lV’essentiel. Nous Evoquerons donc
sımplement quelques aspects pOouvant SEerVIr d’amorce la discussion de nOofire
atelıer.

Si la plupart des exemes sont, princıpe, polyse&miques, peuvent facılement
le devenır, notera concretement 1IC1 l’importance de la metaphore quı Joue
d’aiılleurs röle de premier plan poesie el donc, dans les texties bıblıques
po&tiques prophetiques!. faudraıt urftfout developper la SUT

l’importance cCONntexfte dans la se&mantıque d  S  un MOl eft ESSaAYCT de la formalıser
d’une utiılısation eventuelle de l’informatique. uelques pistes peuvent etre

Evoquees dans dıirection:
Le peut deEsigner le domaıne auquel rattache mO  — a1ınsı,

francaıs, „clou“ „na nglaıs) est un  e} petite tıge metallıque tete poıinte
(relatıvement ongue) qu’on enfonce DOUT fxer; est vendu quincaillerie ef
utıilise urtout dans le travaıl du boıs et de quelques autres materiaux. Cependant,

medecıne, „clou“ designe furoncle el, cırculation urbaıine, „Jes clous“
sıgnent PaSSapc pıetonnier me S1 celu1-cı n  est plus marque aujourd’hui
par de Vrals clous ma1ıs par des bandes anches).

Le peut CONCETNeT le ALIVeaAu de langue employe (cf. „register”
nglaıs) Aınsı, angage familier, „le clou d’une SOIree“ designe SON attractıon
princıpale, ef angage populaitre, „clou' peut de polıce
un  0 machıne auVvaIıs etat

Le peut etre aussı geographıque el representer dialecte parler
0CCa Aınsı l’epigraphie paleo-hebraique semble-t-elle reveler V’exıstence de deux
dialectes hebreux dıfferents, celuı du rOoyaume du nord an plus proche du
phenicien que celuı du FOoYaum«e de Jerusalem?. eme SI la plupart des texies
bibliques, SOuUuvent rediges O MO1NS, recopIl€6s Dar les scrıbes de Jerusalem,
representent essenti:ellement le dıialecte Jerusalemıtaiın, Vexıstence probable des
dialectes Jjudeen el israelıite el de certaıns parlers 10Ccaux doiıt DaS etre n6eglige

nfın, le peut QuUssı designer des acceptions seEmantıques
partıiculieres, iıdiomatiques, Ouvent, l’orıgine, metaphoriques. Aiınsı, l’expression

faıte me(lftre clou' 1gnıfıe Servır de quelque chose, „r1ver SON
clou quelqu’un“, Cest le reduıre sılence par un«c parole mordante.

est evıdent UJUC polysemıe lıee lıtteraıre, est des
problemes bien CONNUS des traducteurs, COMPTIS CUuxX de la En e  e ‘9
polyse&mie d’un MOL peut Das correspondre ei Jouer de la meme facon dans uUunNnc

&E par ‚; Bourguet, Des metaphores de Jeremie, Parıs 198 /
CL, ‚ Garr, Dıalect Geography of Syrıa BG Phıladelphia 1985,

SPEC. ZZI. %}
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autre angue ul OurTa eventuellement utılıser des mMoOts dıffe&rents Une AMIMOTICEC

d’exemple peut eveler l’iımportance de pro  me POUT la semantıque de Teu
bıblıque
kate p epaule (corps)

aıle bätıiıment (architecture)
eEpaulement“ d’une montagne (geographie)

semble quC le Chıicago Sssyrıan Dıctionary aıt davantage formalıse
approche semantıque contextuelle qUuUC la lupart des dietionnaıres TrTeu
biblique est VIiäal quUC le o  u cuneıforme est plus abondant Al plus varıe eft qUC
le CN lıtteraıiıre de chaque tablette (eEconomıque hıstor1que, astrologıque
Magı UC est Ouvent plus vıdent

dıstinction homonymıe ef polysemiıe est pro  me dont la solution
est pas assuree UJUuUC le souhaıteraljent les lexicographes cependant

la presentatıon qUuı vient d’en ötre faıte paraıt uelque PDCU pessimıste D’une acon
generale, est pas sür queC „geENELIC relatıonshıps the language AIe NnOL part of
the competence of the natıve peaker Our donner qu exemple concreft
mot recent certaın nombre de Francaıs sont probablement EeNCOTEC CONSCIENTS du
faıt quUC le verbe „liımoger sıgnıfıant „PIIVCI haut fonctionnaıre de SO  —_ emploı
touf uı CONServan SM traıtement“ viıen du faıt JuUC SsOuUuvent CcuX C etaıent
eNVoyes dans la vılle de Limoges peut JUC l’eEtymologıe Dar le
naftıve peaker SOIL par{fo1s fausse [Mals semble pe551m15te de S] T1OT1

V’existence de locuteurs CONSCIECINCC u eur langue ef les MOS qu utılısent
ont un  4” hıstoire
La de Schlogt est donc reduıt faıre appe. I’intention des
locuteurs contrediıt aılleurs, Cce‘1pessimıste meme S 1 elle NOUS semble
elle quelque PDCU’ extremuiste En faıt plutöt JUC S 1

Certaıns locuteurs Ont arfo1s CONSCIECIIlE de l’histoire du SCNS des MOS qu
utiılısent, CONNAISSANCEC restie sSsOuvent imıtee el verifier. es!
d’ailleurs uUunNnc part du travaıl du phiılologue.
Dans ceft effort POUF distinguer homonymıe ef polysemı1e le '] systematıque de Ia
diachronıe paraıt T1011 sterıle 5 1 l’on definıt homonymıe resultant de la
CONVELSENCC phonemıque graphemique de deux MOS l’oriıgine dıfferents
est claır quUC la distinction de l’homonymıe VI1S VIS de la polyse&mı1e apparaıltra
guere lımıtant volontaırement un  ® synchronıque Par definıtiıon,
pro  me peut resolu qu Ortant de la synchronıe SOIL pDar un tude
dıachron1ique des MOS dans la langue consıderee SOIL Ortant de la angue
consıderee el comparant MOoOTL AUX MOS apparentes dans les langues
apparentees

L’etude de la polyse&mı1e de homonymıie hebreu classıque SUDDOSC abord
certaın CONSCNSUS SUT la definition de eDreu lassıque On DEeEUL accepter d’y

inclure les texies hebreux de umran el donc uUunNne extitensı0n de
l’E  ue [OMAaALNEC [Nals alors I’hebreu classıque devıent un: angue utılısee
pendant bon mıllenaıire efi dans Cad> un approche synchronıque
paraıt ırrealıste ei fallacıeuse Durant ongue periode NO seulement de
NOUVEAUX MOS SONLT iıls apparus Dar developpemen nterne pDar emprunt [Nals
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1N1ICOIC certaıns autres semblent aVOIr change de sSCNS ]} moO1ns, assume de
nouvelles sıgnıfıcat1ons. eme S] l’evolution de la langue semble plus ac
deceler nıveau des uUSagcsS grammatıcaux eft des tournures, eft SI l’&volution
se&mantıque de reu classıque reste souvent mal CONNUC eft dıscutee, est claır
que la dimension diachronique peut etre absente d’une semantıque de
TEeU classıque. Cela POSC beaucoup de problemes eft SUDDOSC d’abord
Un certaıne peri0dicisatıon (en partıe conventionnelle) de TEeUuU classıque:
archaique?, ’Epoque royale, post-exilique (Jusque VOIS 300?)*, hellenistique eft du

de l’Epoque omaiıne>. Cela SUDDOSC QuUsSsı uUn«c datatıon relatıvement assuree
des texies OT, SL, quelques NUanNnces pres parfoı1s importantes cela semble
aCQuUIS epijgraphie, la datatıon des dıvers textes bıbliques bDeaucoup plus
discutee, sauf, peut-etre, celle des plus recents. algr dıfficulte, pourrait
s’inspirer d’une presentatıon formalısee du de celle du C A  w (avec la
dıstinction du paleo-, o  N- ef neo-assyrıen...), meme ’l s’agıralt alors d’une
peri0dicisation plus COurte (2 sıecles el donc, parfo1s, plus dıiscutable De
tOutfes [acons, semble utıle, voire necessaıre, JUuUC dimension dıachroniıque
apparaısse claırement dans V’etude semantıque de Teu classıque el, SI possible,
dans les dietionnaıres.

reference dimension dıachronique estera, cependant, SsOuvent
insuffisante POUT regler les problemes pOoses par l’homonymıie VIS VIS de la
polysemie. En falt, le CCOUTIS la phiılologie comparee DEeUL QuUsSsSI permettre,
indırectement, d’e&clairer la sıtuatiıon synchronique revelant les dıffe&rentes
CONSONNES primıitıves quı OnNt DU fusiıonner dans la langue ü mMO1NS, dans
l’e&criture hebraique. reste UE [CCOUTIS la phiulologıe semitique comparee
n es! vraıment ecisıf que POUT certaınes CONSONNECS tandıs YJUC, DOUT d’autres,
semble inoperant. On DEeUL cependant faıre deux TEMATYUCS complementaiıres:

S1, DOUT certaınes CONSONNCS, l’hesitation homonymıie el polyse&miıe n’est
paS diırectement levee Dal la philologie semitique Comparee, elle pourraıt ötre
eclairee Dar le bıais d’une autre approche, appelee „parallelısme semantıque“ Dar

Palache® eft Masson/. Cette appellatıon prete uelque PCU confusıon Cal,
exegese ıblıque, le „para  isme se&mantıque“ SCS el une

des caracteristiques bıen COMNNUCS de la pDoe&sıe Quest-se&mitique ef de la poe&sıie
hebraique partıiculıer. On demandera donc o’1] faudraıt DaS plutöt parler de
„seEmantique parallele”, ue. qu«eC soıt la terminologie utiılısee, peut parler de
parallelısme seEmantıque lorsqu’un mMof (ou un racıne) MI exprime deux valeurs

CR par C. les ICIMAaTYUCS recentes de oung, The style of the (jezer Calendar and SOMIMEC

‚Archaıc Bıblical Hebrew’» 4 ' 1992,
O par C.  +g les recherches de Hurvıtz, particulier: Linguistic Study of the

Relationship between the Priestly Source and the o0k of Ezekıel, Parıs 1982
GE par C Kutscher, Hiıstory of the Hebrew anguage, Jerusalem /Leıden 1982,

SpeC, 12ss 8& /
E  6  6 Semantıc oftes the Hebrew Lexıicon, Leıden 1959 (notes collectöes el publıces Dar
Rabın)

@ pDar C Etude d’un parallelısme se€mantıque: ‚tresser’/,Etre fort’, Semitica 40) 1991, 8&O-
105
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Reponse Hospers

se&mantiques S.1 ef >2 ef qu'un auftfre MO M?2 {TOUVEe QauUss!ı exprimer Ges deux
valeurs.
Ex latın alveus ‚AUSC, baquet’, maIls Qaussı ‚canot

Iınter ‚AUSC, baquet’, mMals aussı ‚Darque)... ©
En claır, dans Cas d’ambiguite homonymie CcISUS polysemie, optera plutöt
PDOUT la polyse&mie SI la arıete des SCNS CONNUS du mot (ou de la racıne) est attestee
DOUT d’autres mMotfts de langue d’une langue, } possiıble apparentee.
L’exemple 1na cıte par Hospers (supra, 123) ressorTt d’ailleurs
indırectement de methode DU1SqUE, accadıen, la meme racıne manıfeste
Dal verbe sıgnıfıant „resider“ (Sakanu) eft pPar NO signifiant „apparence”
(Siknu), est vraısemblable qUC, hebreu classıque, la meme racıne wn aıt
ONN:! le NO C  on sıgnıfıant „habitatıon“ el le NO "ayin sıgnıfıant „apparence”.,

Du faıt quUC l’hebreu classıque est un langue „morte“ 0} plutöt, uUune angue du
pass lointain, NOUS traıtons Jamaıs directement VOC d’eventuels homonymes
omophones maıs Al ar W d’e&ventuels homonymes omographes, quı est d’autant
plus important YJUC, mMO1Ns primıtıvement, s’agıssalt d’une sımple omographie
consonnantique, le redoublement ef les voyelles n’etant pasS marquees. Cette
caracteristique est bıen CONNUC des epigraphistes ma1ıs faut QUSSI1 tenır Compte
dans un  ® tude se&mantıque de I’hebreu classıque.

Resume (abstract):
En d’une exploitation iınformatıque, l est utile de formalıser la polyse&miıe des exemes
fonction du ontexte (domaine, nıveau de. langue, dıalecte, Epoque). ela SUDDOSC de. 1xXer les
lımıtes de l’hebreu classıque ef d’en un periodicisation.
Pour distinguer les exemes homonymes, le TECCOUTIS la diacronıe e{ la phılologıe sEmitique
comparee parailt indispensable. On peuL auUssı utilıser, de facon gEnerale, la polyse&mı1e
analogıque des exemes d’autres langues sulvant la methode du „parallelısme se&mantıque“ qu'’ıl
faudrait plutöt appeler „s&mantıque parallele“ „polys&mıe parallele“.

Adresse auteur:
Prof. Dr. Lemaıre, Z HLs Avenue de Stalıngrad, F-91120 Palaıiseau, France

Q Ibıd.,
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Bıblıographische Dokumentatıon
Lexikalisches und ogrammatisches Materı1al
bearbeitet VOo.  > Bernd Brauer, ılhelm Breder, Timothy oherty, Benjamin edar-
Kopfstein, Volker Kluft, Armın ange, Hermann Lichtenberger, Hans-Peter Mühller,
O0SE. Pıentka, ZeiNarı Römheld und ran Zeeh

Lexikalisches Material Fortsetzung IH.: 1990, 221-231; I 1991, 95-
94-209; V, 1991, 91-11  D7

mkwn (makön)
Hasel, IThe „Lıittle Horn‘ the Heavenly Sanctuary, and the ime of the End

(F OIlbroo [ed.] Symposium Danıel Introductory and Exegetical Stu-
dıes Danıel and Revelatıon Commiuittee Series Q Washington 1986, hier

mkwn meınt „Fundament“, nıcht „Stelle“, „Standort“.
IDan 8,11

mkr
Lipınskı, In Search of the Etymology of Some Semuitic Loan-Words (YE Ar-

beıtman ed.] Fucus. Semitic/Afrasıan Gathering iın Remembrance ofer
Ehrman |Current Issues INn Linguistic Theory 58], Amsterdam/Philadelphia
1988, 325-333).
Etymologıe Von SyTI, mkr nıcht VOoO  —_ gemeıinsemiıt. mkr (a  e  { mkr), sondern
VON ‚pbabyl mahdi A face”, x equalıze in value“. Akk h/ entspricht el
dem Tam spiırantisierten FK}

mkr (makkar)
rıght, mkr In Kings y 11 Sl 7 and Deuteronomy 39, 1989,

438-448).
„The ord makkar should be viewed OUnN whose meanıng reflects the act1-
Vity inherent ın ıts elated verb mkr Der priesterliche ollzug des
makkär ist als Prozedur iıdentisch mıt AWs@D asam W'keesep hatta P  Ot: Eın
Priester verkauft die In sein Eıgentum übergegangenen nıcht verzehrten Stücke
des Opfertieres.

mktb mktm

mktm (miktam)
odge, Mıktam (A.S Kaye [ed.| Semuitic Studıes |Festschr. Leslau] 17

Wiıesbaden 1991, 634-644).
mktm ıst eıne Ablautform VO  —_ mKtD, dıe auf den ekannten b/m-Wechsel
FruCKzuiuhren iıst Inhaltlıch ırd [Nan dıe Dıfferenz mıiıt den alten Übersetzungen
als Unterschıe des Schreibmaterials bestimmen en AThiSs leaves Papyrus
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4S the probable materı1al for and suggests «Clay tablet» for muktam.  «

ml
Delcor, Reflexions SUT ınvestiture sacerdotale ans onction DD la föte du NOU-

vel d’apres Le Rouleau du Temple de umrän [XAIV, 15-17] Caquot el al
edd.], Hellenıca ef Judaica [Festschr. Nıkıprowetzky], Parıs 1986, 155-164,
bes.
ml ” jd meınt ursprünglich „dıe and mıt Opfergaben füllen (Ex 29,24; Lev
8,27); „mıit eld e  a füllen“ 7:10.12; 18,4); V; dazu assyr.-babyl. mullü
qata en mıt dem dem Priester zustehenden Anteıl der Opfermaterie“
(ARM I1 und ZUuT aCcC Sam 243 dıe Wendung erhält sekundär dıe
Spezlialbedeutung „als Priester einsetzen“ (11Q Temple „15-17):

ml (mal "ak)
Akao, Jahweh and Mal ”ak in the arly Tradıtion of Israel udy of the

Underlying Tradıtions of Yahweh/Angel eophany In FExodus (Irısh 1DI1CcCa
Studies Z 1990, 72-85
Tradıtions- und überlieferungsgeschichtliche Fragen zu  3 eDTraucCc VON mal ”ak
ın Ex 3

ml (mal "ak)
aCcOo! Varıations ef CONstLanies dans la fıgure de l’ange de HWH (RHPhR

68, 1988, 405-414).
Beobachtungen ZUr Vorstellung des ml J hwh, besonders in den Theophanıe-
schilderungen des Buches Exodus.

ml (mal "ak)
EJ  —] Tigchelaar, L’ange quı arlaıt Zacharıe, est-1] PErSONNASC apocalypti-
que? S 45, 1987, 347-360).
Vornehmlıich relıgiıonsgeschichtliche Bemerkungen Zzu angelus Interpres in den
Visionen des achar]ja, IDan Wl Z SOWı1e Henoch

ml (mal "ak)
The Tradıtions in Hosea and Theır Relation enesıs

(ZA 103, 1991, 18-43, 1eT7 32)
\43 hält ml Hos 12 für eıne Glosse, denn „1RD2D 1S CV! used In In
parallel wıth eiıther SN akb al
Hos 12,5a

ml ’kh (m“lakah)
Auld, abbath, Work and Creation: ml "Ich Reconsidered Henoch 8) 1986,

273-280).
beschreibt ottes „whole acft of creation A «craftman’s COommMmM1ss1ON»“

mihmh (milhamah)
Weıinberg, rieg und Frieden 1mM Weltbild des Chronisten (OrLovPer 1 9

1985, 111-129).

ZAH VI/1 9923 129
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Erörterungen ZUTr Semantık und theologischen Bedeutung VO  —_ un ande-
ICN Schlüsselbegriffen des Wortfelds „Krieg“ (bes hjl b mhnh) beım Chronıi-
sten Krıeg als B weıtgehend entmythologisierte und desakralısıerte Ersche1i-
nung”

mik (meelcek)
Fowler Theophorıc Personal Names Ancıent Hebrew upp. Ser

49) 1988 hıer 5() 53
compounds ıth mIk contaın VC lıttle evidence suggest that the element

Was used all but few anythıng other than divine appellatıon for
the Hebrew eı (S2E

mik
Schwemer Gott als Önıg und Köniıgsherrschaft den e-

dern AUS umran Hengel Schwemer [edd Köniıgsherrschaft ottes
und hıiımmlıscher ult |WUNI 391 übıngen 1991 118)
Interpretation der Sabbatlıeder aus umran besonderer Berücksichtigung
der Königsherrschaft Gottes und SC1INECS Könıg-deins des Verhältnisses dıeser
10po1 ZUT alt- und zwıschentestamentlichen Tradıtion der Funktion der
Sabbatlıeder Für Eıinzelheıten muß auf dıe Arbeıt werden

Carmıgnac Rol oyaute el royaum«de dans la lıturgıe angelıque (RQu 12
1986 177 186)

mik Sr jm (melak Sar ım)
Paul MS mlk SrJm Hosea 10 and Ancıent Near Kastern oya EpI1-

thets (ScrHier 31 Jerusalem 1986 193 204)
Vf übersetzt Hos MAaS, melck Sarım mıt Irıbut für den Könıiıg der
Könıge und verbindet den Tıtel mıf akk $ar S$arranı Önıg der Könıge wobe!l
$Sarım autlıc| akk Sarräanı anklınge eıtere wichtige AUS dem Akk ent-
lehnte Königsepıitheta ebr bzw Bıblısch-Aram sınd INCPLC. jareb akk
SAarru rabuü (Hos 13 melcek gAadol akk SArFru rabuü (2 KÖön 18 19 a.)
melek akk SArru dannu (Jes 19 IMNCPL. rab Sallıt akk SAarru
rabuü dannu (Dan 10) melcek ha rasoft akk Ataltı Sra 9;7)
MaATe malkın akk hei SArranı (Dan 47)

mik (moleek) Göttername
Day, Molech God of Human Sacriıfice ı the Old Testament (University of

Cambridge Orıental Publications 41), 1989, DEr
Die alttestamentliche Bezeugung der Gottheit Molech 1St mıiıt dem kanaanäl-
schen Gott mlk (KTU 100 41 107 17) verbinden In akk Jlexten 1Sst dıe-
se Gottheıiıt als malı ekannt der gleichgesetzt werden kann mıL dem Un-
terweltgott Nergal Die hebr Vokalısatıon molck leıtet sıch wohl sekundär VON

OS ab

mik (molek)
Tropper Nekromantıe 223) 1989 7341

Vi pricht sıch für dıe Identität VO  — hebr MOL. mıft malık (Partızıp d der
Verbalwurzel MLK herrschen“ AUS
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mik (molceek) Göttername
eıppert Synkretismus und Monotheısmus Religionsinterne Konfliktbewäl-

ZU: alten Israel (J Assmann ar‘ Kultur und Konflıikt
Frankfurt/M 1990 143 179 hıer

1ST hebr mölek Gottesname mulk- »KÖönıgtum« (abstractum DVTO CON-

creto)
mik (molceek)

Wenın, Samuel eft I’ınstauration de la monarchıe Sam 12) (EHS Ser 2
342) 1988 791

mlk 1st magtıl cConstruıt SUuT le der Wurzel HLK oder YIEK Dıie Verbiın-
dung mlk mMS bedeutet OTIiIirande sacrıfıicıelle de presentatıon (80)

mikh gDjr

Carmıignac sıehe mlk Schwemer 181{1

mikwt mlk Schwemer

mmgrwi{ (mamm guröt) Kontextform
Van der Meer ude woorden warden ecu De Opbouw Va  — het boek Jo€l

(Dıiıssertation Kampen 148f
Joel steht mmgrwt semantısch arallel WSFEW. Vorrat“ und 1ST WIC hebr
mmkr(t) bzw akk namküru Handel(svorrat)“ als Vorratskammer deuten

MGR urc Teıjlassımilation VOonNn stimmlosem /k / stiımmhaftes /m}/
mm

Carmıgnac sıehe mlk Schwemer 82f

mm mIk Schwemer

m6h mimSah)
eppesen, YOou dIC cherub, but God! (Scandınavıan ournal of the Old

Testament 1991, 5394)
V{. erklärt die M ’I-Form mmsSh als „d UuN1IGYUC 'nN-NOUN irom the FrOOL MSMH,
anoınt“.
Hes 28

mm: mIk Schwemer

m({ m Immt m
min)

Caquot, Cinq Observations SUT le Psaume 45 slınger Taylor [edd.],
Ascrıbe the Lord 1DIl1CcCa and other studıies ı ©  Ö of Peter Craigie

Suppl.Ser 6/] 1988 253-.264 hıer
Zur rklärung desn Ps schlägt V{ VOI dıe Präposıition In mıf dem

der ers Sıng lesen daß sıch als Übersetzung dieses Hemistichos
erg]1 depu1s les palaıs 1IVOITC elebre Dar bouche
Ps 150
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Innn (min
D.J  > nes, Job 1-20 (WBC 17} as 1989, 2
Der Parallelısmus membrorum ordert in Hı 311 (mrhm) die Übersetzung
„immediately after“.

S min)
Hospers, Das Problem der so  en semantıschen Polarıtät iIm Althe-

bräischen (ZAH 1 1988, 32-39, hıer 36f.)
Zur Polysemie VO  —_ Hun und dessen Austauschbarkeit mıt 5 und

Innn min)
Wıllı-Plein, Gen 27 als Rebekkageschichte (ThZ 45, 1989, 315-334, hıer 3°M()-

322)
kann Gen „NUur direktional, Von «einem bestimmten usgangs-

pun her» verstanden werden“

B —— D-

Innn irm
mnwh $Iwm

mMNnWwW (m”nühäh)
aC. UÜber »Freiheit« und »Heımat«. Aspekte und Tendenzen der MIR

(D.R Danıiels Gleßmer Ose [edd Ernten, Was [Nan sat [Festschr.
(076 1991, 495-518).

Dijachronisch orijentierte Überlegungen der wechselseıtigen Beeıinflussung
VO:  —; „Freiheıt“ und „Heıimat“ als Interpretationsmodellen für das Verständnıis VO  —_

m” nühaäh
mnwhh SIwm

mnhh (minhah)
Anderson, Sacriıfices and Offerings ıIn Ancıent Israel Studıes in theır Socıial

and 1Ca Importance (HSM 41), 1987, 27-34
Umfassende Studıe mologie und Bedeutungsgeschichte: Das Lexem ist
nıcht VOoO  —_ NHJ (WE Albright, Vocalızation of the Egyptian Syllabıc Orthogra-
phy, New Haven 1934, 53 sondern vVO MNH herzuleiten, vgl phön mnht
„cultic gl und uUßarl. mnh(J) „gift“ Das exem bedeutet ursprünglıch „(profane)
Gabe, Tribut“ (SO ın der Ußarl. Epık, dıie den archaıschen Wortgebrauch überlie-
er und rfährt ine sekundäre Spezifizierung ZUTr kultischen abe („grain offe-

Im lıegen beide Bedeutungen nebeneilnander VOT

mnhh *hdm

mn n“ jm (m’'na an Im)
eıdel, Musık In Altısrael, Untersuchung ZUT Musı  eschichte un Musikpra-

X1S Altısraels anhand bıbliıscher und außerbiblischer ex{ie (Beıträge ZUTr KEr-
orschung des Alten Testaments und des antıken Judentums 12), 1989, 76
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Vf. äaußert sıch skeptisch gegenüber der Übersetzung VO  —_ m na an CR  1m mıt
„Sıstrum“ (HA 570) „Beı einer Ableıtung VOo  —_ NW «schütteln» könnte mMan

eher dıe in der Eısen H-Zeıt verbreıtete Onerne Rassel denken
Sam 6,5

msh/mss
Kedar-Kopfsteın, Synästhesien ım bıblıschen Althebräisc in Übersetzung

und Auslegung (ZA 1: 1988, 47-60.14 7-185, hıer 156)
Zur Verbindung VonNn MSH/MSS mıt Ieh

mskn misken)
1pınsk1, Emprunts sumero-akkadıens hebreu ıblıque (ZA 1" 1988, Bi-

7T3 hıer 69)
NaSSYT. muSkenu, wobeıl beachten ist, daß das ak  A Wort seıit der ababyl.

Zeit einen Bedeutungswandel erfahren hat, der soziologisch auf die Verarmung
der musS$kEnu-Klasse zurückzuführen ist
Koh 4,31;

msknwt (misk“nöt)
Lipinski, sıehe mSskn,
Zu misk nöt V| NaSSyT. maSkanädte (F VOonNn ma$Skantu/ma$kattu); miskenlüt
V NaSSYT. muSkEenütu „indıgence“.
K x I8} Dtn 5,9; Kön 9,18

MSTW mwsrwt{ (mo/öseröt) Ortsname
Radday, Vom Humor in bıblıschen Ortsnamen Augustın K

chunck „Wünschet Jerusalem Frieden“. ollecte': Communications
the X IIth Congress of the Jerusalem 1986 [Beiträge ZU[T Erforschung
des Alten Testaments un des antıken Judentums 131 1988, 431-446, 1eT 440)
Der rTrisname (Num ıst eine humorvolle Fıktion und mıt
„Fesseln, Zügel“ identisch, „denn gezügelt und gezüchtigt wurden sıe auf ıhrem
Weg gemä IItn Ir

MST D (m’särep)
Sh Paul, Amos Commentary the Book of Amos (Hermenelıa), Mın-
neapolıs 1991, TT
„The M3STD WOU then be the ON whose profession 1S anoınt the dead ıth
S”rap, MOST lıkely aromatıc spices.“

6,10

Wolters, TIhe Copper Scroll and the Vocabulary of Miıshnaiıc Hebrew (RQu 1 9
1990, 483-495, hıer 492)
„Münze“.
3015 8,9:10,9

m t (m "at)
ehrle, Zur syntaktısch-semantıischen Funktion der < Präposıitional-

verbindung> ke at ın IJob 3272 (BN 59 1990,-
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Vf{. bestimmt dıe Verbindung „der Präposıition k- «Wi6, gemäß» 1ım semantıschen
Bereich Von «Vergleich» und «Entsprechung»“. Das Substantiv m“ t bezeichnet
el eıne „Quantität, die nıcht präzise fixierbar 1st“ (90) Syntaktısc „fungıert
die als adverbiale Näherbestimmung des Prädıkats iIm Antecedens“ 91)

m‘1 (ma °"Jäh)
ZAV, „NQB*“ M'IL (BethM 101, 1985, 269-273).

„The of Maale-Akravım and Adme-Hanekev dIC erıved Tom the
and serpentine approaches them
1ZBG 33, 1985/86, 292, Nr 1885

m s IMS
mSr (ma ““ser)

Anderson, sıehe mnhh, 78-90
Umfassender Überblick Etymologie und Bedeutungsgeschichte: Zu “&r V:
akkad eSirtu, Ußal. “Saru (eine allgemeıne Steuer, meiıst Getreıide). Entspre-
en ist auch für hebr “&r eiıne ursprünglıch rofane Bedeutung anzusefzen

mMD HWD

mpqd (mipqad)
Garfunkel, The Meanıng of the Word MPOD in the Tell "Ira Ostracon

Leshonenu 5 9 1987, 68-74
Das Wort weith hıer nıcht dıe Bedeutung „Musterung, Zählung auf, sondern ist

POD und SMR sınd Wurzeln SYyNONYM mıt mi$mar „Wache“;
mpqd bezeichnet dıe VO  - Berakjahu befehligte Wachmannschaft.

M$
— ÖOtto, Rechtsgeschichte der Redaktıonen Im Kodex FSnunna und im

„Bundesbuch“ (OBO 85), 1989, 91
Au z  ım Jimmäse ” Dempster, Formula, 91, 199 he verb MS empha-
17Z€eSs the discovery of the crımınal, who 15 caught ıth the condemning evidence

thıs context’; hnlıch Wagner, Art M IhWAT
Ex 22,6

msbh Jd
msbt (masse@bet)

Beale, Isaı1ah VI,; 821  n Retributive Taunt Agaınst Idolatry 41, 1991,
257-278).
Der ergleic muıt 1C un Terebinthe macht den „cultıc Overtone“ eutlıc
der dem Wort in Jes 6,13 zugrundeliegt.

Jetzt H- Müller (ZAH 57 1992, 163-185, bes 1 7/61).
mswh twrh

mabt (maqqeebe
Janzen, Rıvers In the Desert of Abraham and Sarah and 10N Isaıah 51:1-

(HAR 10, 1986, 139-155, hıer 145)
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N: erläutert verschıiıedene Bedeutungsmöglichkeiten VoO maqbt im Zusammen-
hang mıt bör; „the maqgebet wıll then refer the 1ssure in the rock depression
OTr bor holding the water, whiıle in the asSCc of humanly Ore! openıings ıt wiıll
refer hole the enlargement of slıght natural ecrack”, vgl auch ak  A
naqgbum

qds ”’dm
Dımant, 40OFlorilegıum and the Idea of the Community Temple Caquot

eft al Hellenica ef udaıca [Festschr. Nikıprowetzky], Parıs 1986, 165-
189, bes. 176{f1f.).
ach einer Neubearbeıitung VonNn 4Q7 4QFlor) 1,1-13 kommt der Verfasser

dem Schluß the Temple of Men represents interım between the
Temple of Israel of the past (and present?) and the eschatological Temple of the
future“ Der mqd$ "dm meınt dıe real gegenwärtige Gemeıiıinde in Qum-
[anN, „d temple-lıke communıtyBibliographische Dokumentation  Vf. erläutert verschiedene Bedeutungsmöglichkeiten von mqbt im Zusammen-  hang mit bör; „the maqqebet will then refer to the fissure in the rock depression  or bör holding the water, while in the case of humanly bored openings it will  refer to a hole or the enlargement of a slight natural crack“, vgl. auch akk.  naqbum.  mqd5s ’dm  - D. Dimant, 4QFlorilegium and the Idea of the Community as Temple (A. Caquot  et al. [edd.], Hellenica et Judaica [Festschr. V. Nikiprowetzky], Paris 1986, 165-  189, bes. 176ff.).  Nach einer Neubearbeitung von 4Q774 (= 4QFlor) 1,1-13 kommt der Verfasser  zu dem Schluß: „... the Temple of Men represents an interim stage between the  Temple of Israel of the past (and present?) and the eschatological Temple of the  future“ (177). Der mqd$ °dm meint die real gegenwärtige Gemeinde in Qum-  ran, „a temple-like community ... the «congregation of priests»“ (188).  Vgl. M.O. Wise, 4QFlorilegium and the Temple of Adam (RQu 15, 1991, 103-  132).  mahlwt (maghelöt) Ortsname  —- Radday, siehe zu msrwt, S. 437.440.  — Der Ortsname ist fiktiv und bedeutet „Tumult, rebellische Versammlung“ (Num  33,23); vgl. die Wurzel OHL Num 16,19.  mqwh — ”hbh  mqwm (mäqöm)  — D.N. Premnath, Latifundialization and Isaiah 5,8-10 (JSOT 40, 1988, 49-60, hier  55).  —- mägqöm bezeichnet in Jes 5,8b ein kleines bäuerliches Landgut.  mqwm — bjt  matr mg& (muqtär mugga$)  - W. Zwickel, Räucherkult und Räuchergeräte (OBO 97), 1990, 310f.  - „mqtr muß ... Jahwes Anteil am Opfer bezeichnen ... Was für den Menschen ein  Opfertier ist, ist aus Jahwes Sicht eben nur der Rauch, der zu ihm hinaufsteigt.“  G,  matrwt (m“gatt“röt)  - Zwickel, siehe zu mqgtr mg$, S. 328f.  —- Gegen die Versionen ist mqfrwt „als Part. pi. aufzufassen und am ehesten recht  umfassend mit «Räuchergeräte» wiederzugeben.“ (329).  matrt (miqgteret)  —- Zwickel, siehe zu mgtr mg$, S. 243f.  - In Ez 8,11 bezeichnet mqtrt sicher nicht den Altar, sondern entweder Räucher-  tassen oder Räucherkästchen.  —- Vgl. im selben Band die Abbildungen S.41-53 bzw. 91-102.  135the «congregation of priests»“

1se, 40QFlorılegıum and the Temple of dam (RQu 13 1991, 103-
132)

mahlwt (maghelöt) Ortsname
Radday, sıehe w 9 437440
Der Ortsname ıst fiktıv un bedeutet „Tumult, rebellische Versammlung“ (Num
,  > V dıe Wurzel OHEL Num 16,19

mqwh ”hbh

mq wm (maqöm)
Premnath, Latifundialization and Isaıah 5,8-10 4 9 1988, 49-60, hıer

55)
mAaqöm bezeıichnet ın Jes 5,8D eın kleines bäuerliches Landgut

Mqwm bjit
mqtr mg$ (mugtaär MuQ2AS$)

Zwickel, Räucherkult und Räuchergeräte (OBO 97); 1990, 310f.
„Matr mußBibliographische Dokumentation  Vf. erläutert verschiedene Bedeutungsmöglichkeiten von mqbt im Zusammen-  hang mit bör; „the maqqebet will then refer to the fissure in the rock depression  or bör holding the water, while in the case of humanly bored openings it will  refer to a hole or the enlargement of a slight natural crack“, vgl. auch akk.  naqbum.  mqd5s ’dm  - D. Dimant, 4QFlorilegium and the Idea of the Community as Temple (A. Caquot  et al. [edd.], Hellenica et Judaica [Festschr. V. Nikiprowetzky], Paris 1986, 165-  189, bes. 176ff.).  Nach einer Neubearbeitung von 4Q774 (= 4QFlor) 1,1-13 kommt der Verfasser  zu dem Schluß: „... the Temple of Men represents an interim stage between the  Temple of Israel of the past (and present?) and the eschatological Temple of the  future“ (177). Der mqd$ °dm meint die real gegenwärtige Gemeinde in Qum-  ran, „a temple-like community ... the «congregation of priests»“ (188).  Vgl. M.O. Wise, 4QFlorilegium and the Temple of Adam (RQu 15, 1991, 103-  132).  mahlwt (maghelöt) Ortsname  —- Radday, siehe zu msrwt, S. 437.440.  — Der Ortsname ist fiktiv und bedeutet „Tumult, rebellische Versammlung“ (Num  33,23); vgl. die Wurzel OHL Num 16,19.  mqwh — ”hbh  mqwm (mäqöm)  — D.N. Premnath, Latifundialization and Isaiah 5,8-10 (JSOT 40, 1988, 49-60, hier  55).  —- mägqöm bezeichnet in Jes 5,8b ein kleines bäuerliches Landgut.  mqwm — bjt  matr mg& (muqtär mugga$)  - W. Zwickel, Räucherkult und Räuchergeräte (OBO 97), 1990, 310f.  - „mqtr muß ... Jahwes Anteil am Opfer bezeichnen ... Was für den Menschen ein  Opfertier ist, ist aus Jahwes Sicht eben nur der Rauch, der zu ihm hinaufsteigt.“  G,  matrwt (m“gatt“röt)  - Zwickel, siehe zu mqgtr mg$, S. 328f.  —- Gegen die Versionen ist mqfrwt „als Part. pi. aufzufassen und am ehesten recht  umfassend mit «Räuchergeräte» wiederzugeben.“ (329).  matrt (miqgteret)  —- Zwickel, siehe zu mgtr mg$, S. 243f.  - In Ez 8,11 bezeichnet mqtrt sicher nicht den Altar, sondern entweder Räucher-  tassen oder Räucherkästchen.  —- Vgl. im selben Band die Abbildungen S.41-53 bzw. 91-102.  135Jahwes Anteıl pfer bezeichnenBibliographische Dokumentation  Vf. erläutert verschiedene Bedeutungsmöglichkeiten von mqbt im Zusammen-  hang mit bör; „the maqqebet will then refer to the fissure in the rock depression  or bör holding the water, while in the case of humanly bored openings it will  refer to a hole or the enlargement of a slight natural crack“, vgl. auch akk.  naqbum.  mqd5s ’dm  - D. Dimant, 4QFlorilegium and the Idea of the Community as Temple (A. Caquot  et al. [edd.], Hellenica et Judaica [Festschr. V. Nikiprowetzky], Paris 1986, 165-  189, bes. 176ff.).  Nach einer Neubearbeitung von 4Q774 (= 4QFlor) 1,1-13 kommt der Verfasser  zu dem Schluß: „... the Temple of Men represents an interim stage between the  Temple of Israel of the past (and present?) and the eschatological Temple of the  future“ (177). Der mqd$ °dm meint die real gegenwärtige Gemeinde in Qum-  ran, „a temple-like community ... the «congregation of priests»“ (188).  Vgl. M.O. Wise, 4QFlorilegium and the Temple of Adam (RQu 15, 1991, 103-  132).  mahlwt (maghelöt) Ortsname  —- Radday, siehe zu msrwt, S. 437.440.  — Der Ortsname ist fiktiv und bedeutet „Tumult, rebellische Versammlung“ (Num  33,23); vgl. die Wurzel OHL Num 16,19.  mqwh — ”hbh  mqwm (mäqöm)  — D.N. Premnath, Latifundialization and Isaiah 5,8-10 (JSOT 40, 1988, 49-60, hier  55).  —- mägqöm bezeichnet in Jes 5,8b ein kleines bäuerliches Landgut.  mqwm — bjt  matr mg& (muqtär mugga$)  - W. Zwickel, Räucherkult und Räuchergeräte (OBO 97), 1990, 310f.  - „mqtr muß ... Jahwes Anteil am Opfer bezeichnen ... Was für den Menschen ein  Opfertier ist, ist aus Jahwes Sicht eben nur der Rauch, der zu ihm hinaufsteigt.“  G,  matrwt (m“gatt“röt)  - Zwickel, siehe zu mqgtr mg$, S. 328f.  —- Gegen die Versionen ist mqfrwt „als Part. pi. aufzufassen und am ehesten recht  umfassend mit «Räuchergeräte» wiederzugeben.“ (329).  matrt (miqgteret)  —- Zwickel, siehe zu mgtr mg$, S. 243f.  - In Ez 8,11 bezeichnet mqtrt sicher nicht den Altar, sondern entweder Räucher-  tassen oder Räucherkästchen.  —- Vgl. im selben Band die Abbildungen S.41-53 bzw. 91-102.  135Was für den Menschen ein
Opfertier ist, ıst Adus Jahwes Sıcht eben NUur der auc der ıhm hinaufsteigt.“

maqatrwt (m“”gatt’röt)
Zwickel, sıehe matr m@S, 378.
egen dıe Versionen ıst matrwt ‚alSs art D1 aufzufassen un ehesten recht
umfassend mıt «Räuchergeräte» wıederzugeben.“

maqtr: (miqteret)
Zwickel, sıehe matr m@S, 2431
In Ez 8,11 bezeichnet sıcher nıcht den Ailtar, sondern entweder Räucher-
tassen oder Räucherkästchen

1m selben Band dıie Abbildungen 41-53 bzw 11
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mal Sqd MAaqqe $Aaqed)
Van der O0TN Dıd Jeremiah See Aaron OT 9089 873 94 bes

O() 92)
magl $Sqd stellte dıe künstlerische Nachbildung des Stabes dar der nach der
Atiologıe Num 25{ gestaltet Walr und als Kultobjekt vorexılıschen Tempel

Platz hatte
Jer 11 v

manh mignceh)
awyer, Caın and Hephaestus. OSS1DIe Relıics of Metal-Working Tradı-

tıons Gen (AbrNahraın 2 9 1986, 155- 166, hıer 160)
manh meın allgemeın Besıtz“ wobel Viehbesıtz eingeschlossen SCIN kann, aber
nıcht muß Die Wendung JS Al wmgn dann traders who dwell

INT

Fıtzmyer Ihe Qumran Scrolls and the New Testament After orty Years
(RQu 13 1988 609 620 hıer 618)
mrh $mMmy 1  e  DpO vgl Tob Mt 11 25 LK 271 ferner
Jud 12

Inr (mar)
Kedar-Kopfstein sıehe msh /mss 147 154

geht Verbindungen Cin mıL Öörtern AUS dem aqudıtıven (S SO
und transsensorıschen Bereich

Gen 1 Sam 3() Kön Zef Spr Sır 25(32)} Est

Inr 111 mrh

INT h (mar ceh)
slınger Change of Heart“ Sam slınger Taylor edd.]

Ascriıbe the Lord 1DI1Ca and Other Studıes emOTY of Peter Craigıie
uppl.Ser 67] 341 2361 hıer 356)

V{i bespricht die Bedeutung VO  — der rzählung VON Davıds rwählung
Dabe!1i kommt der Wurzel dıe Rolle Leıtwortes
1 Sam D}

MNT: 3— bdn
mrd

Hardmeıer, Prophetıie Streit VOT dem Untergang as W 197)
1990) 764 2931
In K7 17 15 1St doppeldeutig Der Auifstand ebukadnezar
(polıtisch) ırd (theologisch) als eDelllon We gedeutet Das Wort be-
zeichnet auc KÖön 20) Gegensatz dıe Aufkündıgung
Vasallenverhältnisses und 1ST überhaupt erst frühen Jh unter dem Fınfluß
des Reichsaramäischen (1ım AT) heimısch geworden
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mrh
oenen, Textkritische Anmerkungen schwierigen Stellen iIm Tritojesaja-

buch 69, 1988, 564-573, hier 568-570).
Vf{f. konjiziert fitjammarü nach titmarü „ihr werdet mästen“, wobe!ı die zugrunde
lıegende Wurzel als eıne Nebenform VO  - 111 angesehen ırd
Jes 61,6

mrzh (marze‘h)
Ph.J King, TIhe marzeah Amos Denounces (BAR 14, 1988, NT. 4, 34-44
„The mar zeah Was rıtual, that took the form of socıal and elıg10us
aSsSOCIlation. Ihe term maYy denote the SI OUD of people who partiıcıpate in the
rıte, the buiıldıng where the rıte took place 36)

mrzh (marze‘h)
O’Connor, Northwest Semuitic Designations for Elective Socıal Affinıties

18, 1986, 67-80, hıer 70-72
Vi. diskutiert hebr mrzh 1im Zusammenhang mıt weıteren westsemuıt. Belegen

*marzıh generally had under members“. wWwel „patterns” sınd beobach-
ten „One iınvolves nıne lay members and OonNne «priest»‚ «president» «SYIN-
posiarch» TIThe other patternBibliographische Dokumentation  ——  mrh  — K. Koenen, Textkritische Anmerkungen zu schwierigen Stellen im Tritojesaja-  buch (Bibl 69, 1988, 564-573, hier 568-570).  — Vf. konjiziert titjammärü nach titmärü „ihr werdet mästen“, wobei die zugrunde  liegende Wurzel MRH als eine Nebenform von MR ? II angesehen wird.  — Jes 61,6.  mrzh (marze‘h)  — Ph.J. King, The marzeah Amos Denounces (BAR 14, 1988, Nr. 4, 34-44).  — ‚The marzeah was a pagan ritual, that took the form of a social and religious  association. The term may denote the group of people who participate in the  rite, or the building where the rite took place.“ (36).  mrzh (marze‘h)  — M. O’Connor, Northwest Semitic Designations for Elective Social Affinities  (JANES 18, 1986, 67-80, hier 70-72).  — Vf. diskutiert hebr. mrzh im Zusammenhang mit weiteren westsemit. Belegen:  „... *marzih generally had under 25 members“. Zwei „patterns“ sind zu beobach-  ten: „One involves nine lay members and one «priest», «president» Or «sym-  posiarch» ... The other pattern ... includes twelve lay members and a head ...“  (72).  C  mrjrj (m ’ riri)  — J.C. de Moor, „O Death, Where Is Thy Sting?“ (L. Eslinger - G. Taylor [edd.],  Ascribe to the Lord. Biblical and Other Studies in Memory of Peter C. Craigie  IJSOT, Suppl.Ser. 67], 99-107, hier 10522).  — Zu Dtn 32,24 „compare Ugaritic $mrr «poisonous»“  — Vgl. auch D. Pardee, ZAW 91, 1979, 401-406.  mrmh (mirmäh)  — Y. Minokami, Die Revolution des Jehu (GTA 38), 1989, 81f.  8  — Vergleich der Gebrauchsweisen des Terminus mrmh in 2 Kön 9,23b und in der  aram. Vertragsinschrift Sefire II (KAI 224,22; 8 Jh. v. Chr.).  mr“ hw (mere “ehü) Kontextform  — J.D. Safren, Ahuzzath and the Pact of Beer-Sheba (ZAW 101, 1989, 184-198,  bes. 191-198).  Zu mr “hw Gen 26,26 vgl. ababyl. (Märi) merhum I (AHw 646 „ein Funktionär  [Oberrichter?]“). Vf. schlägt vor, mr“ hw als mar“ehl „his (Abimelech’s)  pasturage supervisor“ (198) zu vokalisieren; die Lesung mere “ehü „sein Freund“  ist aufzugeben.  mrr II  — Janzen, siehe zu mqbt II, S. 15016.  — Vf. erläutert die Möglichkeit, die Form hämir in Ps 46 als Inf. constr. von mrr II  anzusetzen; vgl. arab. „pass by, go, (sometimes) flow“, marmara „cause to flow“  und mamarr“" „‚water-course“.  137includes twelve Jay members and head
72)
”mr jr} (m rır1)

de Moor, „O ea ere Is Ihy Sting?“ slınger Taylor
Ascrıbe the Lord 1DI1Ca. and er tudıes In em of efier Craigıe

Suppl.Ser. 6/], 99-107, hıer 10522).
Z7u Ditn 32,24 „COMPDAIC Ugarıtic mrr «DO1SONOUS»"

auch Pardee, Z  Z 91, 1979, 401-406

mrmh (mirmah)
Minokamı, Die Revolution des Jehu (GIA 38), 1989, 81{1.

ergleic der Gebrauchsweisen des Terminus mrmh in KÖön 9,23b und in der
AL anMl. Vertragsinschrift Sefire 111 9  9 Chr.)

mr hw (mere ‚ehü) Kontextform
Safren, uzza and the act of eer-Sheba (ZAW TOT. 1989, 184-198,

bes. 191-198).
Zu mr hw Gen 26,26 vgl ababyl. (Marı) merhum (AHw 646 „e1ın Funktionär
[Oberrichter?]“). V{. schlägt VOIL, “hw als INMar ehü „hıs (Abimelech’s)
pasturage supervısor“ vokalisıeren; dıie Lesung MertTe ehü „se1ın Freund“
ist aufzugeben.

11
Janzen, sıehe mabt IL,
V{. erläutert dıe Möglichkeıt, die orm hamıir ın Ps als Inf. CONSTr. VOoO  —_ HUT 1{1
nzusetzen; vgl rab „PasSS Dy, O, (sometimes) {l1ow“, MArmard 9  u flow“
und MAMAFTR „water-course”.

13’7



Bıbliographische Dokumentatıon

m6$” I (ma$$a “)
Weıippert, The Balaam ext TOM Deir “Alla and the udy of the Old

Testament (3 Hoftizer Van der Ko01], Ihe Balaam ext firom Deır Alla
Re-Evaluated, Leiden 1991, 151-184, hıer 155°
Hebrew MASSa  aR,Bibliographische Dokumentation  m$” I (ma$$a”)  - M. Weippert, The Balaam Text From Deir °Alla and the Study of the Old  Testament (J. Hoftijzer - G. van der Kooij, The Balaam Text from Deir Alla  Re-Evaluated, Leiden 1991, 151-184, hier 155!9).  - „Hebrew ma$$@” ... is, in my opinion, an abbreviation of an original *ma$$a qol,  a nomen actionis derived from NS ” + qol, «to utter»“.  m5” I (ma$$a”)  — Wenin, siehe zu mlk, S. 79£.  — m$” kann die Bedeutung „presentation, offrande“ haben.  m6$°h (ma$$a”äh)  - R.C. Bailey, David in Love and War (JSOT, Suppl.Ser. 75), 1990, 97£.  — In 2 Sam 11,8b sollte übersetzt werden: „the one to give the signal to the king“.  Dessen Aufgabe bestand darin, Uriah auf frischer Tat beim Brechen des  „soldier’s oath“ zu ertappen.  m6$’t (ma$ ’et)  - Anderson, siehe zu mnhh, S. 129.  — m$°t ist von NS? „tragen“ herzuleiten: man$i’t > ma$$i’t > ma$$e (°)t >  ma$’et (Formenbildung unter Rückwirkung des Pl. ma$°öt); vgl. pun. m$ °t  (eine Abgabe an den Opferpriester). Das Lexem bedeutet althebr. ursprünglich  „Geschenk“ und wird sekundär zum Opferterminus und zur „Tempelsteuer“.  mö3h I  —- J.K. Kuan, Third Kingdoms 5,1 and Israelite-Tyrian Relations During the Reign  of Solomon (JSOT 46, 1990, 31-46, hier 33).  — mö$h kann auch für sich allein die Salbung zum König bedeuten, ohne daß dieser  ausdrücklich genannt werden muß. In diesem Fall wird “/ nicht gebraucht.  mö3$hh  — Wolters, siehe zu m h, S. 492.  —- „(Anointing) oil“ (3Q15 12,12).  mö5hjt (ma$hit)  - H}rdmeier‚ siehe zu mrd, S. 347-351.  - „SHH (Hi) bezeichnet «das aktuelle, absichtliche ... Verderben»“ (348f.). Beson-  ders das Partizip m$hjt ist Terminus technicus der Militärsprache. Der Schwer-  punkt der Verwendung liegt aufgrund der konkreten Erfahrungen mit babyloni-  schen Plünderern im Jeremiabuch.  mö$hjt (ma$hit)  —- V.Ph. Long, The Reign and Rejection of King Saul (SBL, DissSer 118), 1989, 97.  — Die „raiding parties“ in 1 Sam 13,17 werden mit dem „technical military term“  m$hjt bezeichnet, d.h. „their duties included plundering and ravaging the land“.  mö8$k I — q$t  1381S, in INYy opinion, abbrevıjatiıon of orıgınal * mas.  'a qol,

ACtHOoNLS erıved from qöl, «{IO utter>»

m&” mas$$a “
Wenin, sıehe mIkK, 79T.
mMS kann dıe Bedeutung „presentatıion, offrande' en

m6& (ma$$a "ah)
alley, Davıd in Ove and War Suppl.Ser. 7T3 1990, 07f.

In Sam 11,8b sollte übersetzt werden: „the ONe gıve the sıgna the
Dessen Aufgabe estand darın, Urijah auf frıscher Tat beım Brechen des
„soldıer’s oath“

mö6’t (ma$ "et)
Anderson, sıehe mnhh, 129
mS °"t ist VO  —j NS ? „tragen“ herzuleıiten: mansSi "t ma$s$i”t MAaSSe (
mas  et (Formenbildung unfer Rückwirkung des PI mas$ "Öt); vgl DUn mMS
(eine Abgabe den Opferpriester). Das Lexem bedeutet Ithebr ursprünglıch
„Geschen und WIL sekundär ZU Opferterminus und ZUT „T’empelsteuer“.

mö6h I
Kuan, 1r ıngdoms 5: and Israelıte-Tyrıan Relatıons During the Reıgn

of olomon 46, 1990, 31-46, hıer 33)
mSN kann auch für sıch alleın dıe Salbung ZU Köniıg bedeuten, ohne daß dieser
ausdrücklich genannt werden MUu In diesem Fall ırd “] nıcht gebraucht.

m$Shh
Wolters, sıehe ch’ 497
„(Anoımting) 011“

mö$hjt (ma$hit)
Hardmeier, sıehe mrd, 34 7-351
ITE Hı) bezeıichnet «das aktuelle, absıchtlicheBibliographische Dokumentation  m$” I (ma$$a”)  - M. Weippert, The Balaam Text From Deir °Alla and the Study of the Old  Testament (J. Hoftijzer - G. van der Kooij, The Balaam Text from Deir Alla  Re-Evaluated, Leiden 1991, 151-184, hier 155!9).  - „Hebrew ma$$@” ... is, in my opinion, an abbreviation of an original *ma$$a qol,  a nomen actionis derived from NS ” + qol, «to utter»“.  m5” I (ma$$a”)  — Wenin, siehe zu mlk, S. 79£.  — m$” kann die Bedeutung „presentation, offrande“ haben.  m6$°h (ma$$a”äh)  - R.C. Bailey, David in Love and War (JSOT, Suppl.Ser. 75), 1990, 97£.  — In 2 Sam 11,8b sollte übersetzt werden: „the one to give the signal to the king“.  Dessen Aufgabe bestand darin, Uriah auf frischer Tat beim Brechen des  „soldier’s oath“ zu ertappen.  m6$’t (ma$ ’et)  - Anderson, siehe zu mnhh, S. 129.  — m$°t ist von NS? „tragen“ herzuleiten: man$i’t > ma$$i’t > ma$$e (°)t >  ma$’et (Formenbildung unter Rückwirkung des Pl. ma$°öt); vgl. pun. m$ °t  (eine Abgabe an den Opferpriester). Das Lexem bedeutet althebr. ursprünglich  „Geschenk“ und wird sekundär zum Opferterminus und zur „Tempelsteuer“.  mö3h I  —- J.K. Kuan, Third Kingdoms 5,1 and Israelite-Tyrian Relations During the Reign  of Solomon (JSOT 46, 1990, 31-46, hier 33).  — mö$h kann auch für sich allein die Salbung zum König bedeuten, ohne daß dieser  ausdrücklich genannt werden muß. In diesem Fall wird “/ nicht gebraucht.  mö3$hh  — Wolters, siehe zu m h, S. 492.  —- „(Anointing) oil“ (3Q15 12,12).  mö5hjt (ma$hit)  - H}rdmeier‚ siehe zu mrd, S. 347-351.  - „SHH (Hi) bezeichnet «das aktuelle, absichtliche ... Verderben»“ (348f.). Beson-  ders das Partizip m$hjt ist Terminus technicus der Militärsprache. Der Schwer-  punkt der Verwendung liegt aufgrund der konkreten Erfahrungen mit babyloni-  schen Plünderern im Jeremiabuch.  mö$hjt (ma$hit)  —- V.Ph. Long, The Reign and Rejection of King Saul (SBL, DissSer 118), 1989, 97.  — Die „raiding parties“ in 1 Sam 13,17 werden mit dem „technical military term“  m$hjt bezeichnet, d.h. „their duties included plundering and ravaging the land“.  mö8$k I — q$t  138Verderben»“ (348{[.) Beson-
ders das Partızıp] ıst Terminus technicus der Miılıtärsprache. Der Schwer-
pun der Verwendung lıegt aufgrund der konkreten Erfahrungen mıt abylonıi-
schen Plünderern im JeremıJjabuch

möShjt (maß$hit)
V.P  y Long, Ihe Reıgn and Rejection of Kıng Saul (SBL, DıissSer 118), 1989, 9’7
Dıe „raıdıng partiıes“ In Sam 1314 werden mıt dem „technical milıtary term“
3 bezeıichnet, „theır duties nCcludge: plundering and ravagıng the an:

mSk qst
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Skb
Wolters, sıehe 489
Das Lexem bedeutet In 3015 11,16 „tomb, grave“.

möl
H.-Chr. Schmiutt, Das Hesbonlied Num aß-30 und die Geschichte der Stadt
Hesbon 104, 1988, 26-43, hıer 32f.)
MSL qgal ist mıt „einen Spruch, eın Gleichnıis, einen Spottvers machen“ wıeder-
zugeben. Dıe mo lLim NumZ sınd als „Spruchdichter“ anzusehen (33)

mö6$l
51 Schmaitt, Like Eve, Like dam mS17 in Gen 3,16 TD 1991, 1-22)
V{. pricht sıch für dıe Ableitung VO  —_ MSL . represent, be lıke“ Au  N

m6l mä$al)
Nıelsen, ere 15 Hope for ree Suppl.Ser. 65) 1989, 245{.

V{. diskutiert dıe Bedeutungsbreıte VO  —_ mäaS$al, besonders ın Jes the rOo[ W
orıgıinally indıcated simılarıty, and COUuU be used about both proverbs and
parables. The basıc meanıng has been forgotten OVCI the Ci  , and therefore
- COU. also be used about proverbs that contaiıned comparatıve 1gura-
tıve elements, about the satırıcal POCM, and about VarlOus other forms of
speech“

mSmr (mi$mar )
anzen, Another Look aft aftc| OVET Job (IBE 108, 1989, 109-

113)
V{. diskutiert die Bedeutungsnuancen VO mS£mr: mMLS$MAFr Can refer nOoTt only

defensıve guar lookout, place of custody after capture arresi,
but also d siege OCKaAade of mM not yel ubdue: 10)

Snh (miS$neeh)
Lindenberger, How uch For Hebrew Slave”? Ihe meanıng of mSnhA in Deut

15:18 (JBL 110, 1991, 4'79-482, hıer 479)
V{f. plädier mıt M.TISsevat („Alalakhıana"”, HUCA 29, 1958, 109-143, bes 17
126) nach ak  Z mMmIL$taANnu für dıe tradıtionelle Übersetzung als „twıce much“,
double“
Gen 3.12.:15: Kx Jes 61.7; Jer 1716 Sach 9 12:; Hı 42,10

Snh (miS$nceh)
1pınsk1ı, sıehe mkr L 3727
Als etymologische Beziehung zwıischen ak  z maSennu/masennu, ußar. min und
Ithebr Snh kann dıe Basıs {n] oder nn („Iny and dnn“) aAaNgCNOMMmMECHN WCI-

den, „expressing the ıdea of Copyıng somethıng SOMMCONC The semantıc 1e6
of thıs rOoof wıll extend, In ONSEQqUENCC, from the notatıon of «repeating»
someone’s words «secondıng» «replacıng» somebody in the exerciıse of his
functi0ons, eVCN «takıng (MN>> SOMECSCONC else’s appearence.”
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mS (mi$ 1)
Görg, Eın verkanntes Wort für dıe „Hebamme“ \ 16, (BN IS 1991, 13-

16, bes. 15)
V{. dıiskutiert Zusammenhang mıt dem demotischen ] exem INMNMS-

(„Hebamme das alteres M-Sf ersetzt

mSphh (miSpahäh)
erge Diıe eıt des Jahwisten (BZAW 186) 99)

mSphh bezeıiıchnet nıcht staatspolıitische Eıinheıiten sondern vorpolıitische Kın-
heıten (62) Der ahwiıst bezeichnet Gen 10 nıcht alle Natıonen und Olks-
ZITuUDDCH als MILSD hot NUTr dıe nächsten achbarn sraels dıe noch keine Natıo-
nalstaaten ebildet en (61)

mS$Spt (mi$pät)
Cazelles utour de ’”Exode (Etudes) (Sources Bıblıques Parıs 198 / 167-

174)
Vergleichende Studıe mSpt und ußal mtpt

mSpt (miSpat)
Crüsemann, Das Bundesbuch Hıstorischer Ort und institutioneller Hınter-

grund (J Emerton [ed ] Congress Volume Jerusalem 1986 [ 40]1, 1988
E
V{ legt thetisch dar, daß dıe mıL$Spatım Bundesbuch dıe Königszeıt
datiıeren sınd Für ıhre erKun 1st dıe Instiıtution des Jerusalemer Obergerichts
(vgl Chr 19 RIt anzunehmen

Spt mMILS]
Stansell 1Ca and Isaıah orm and Tradıtion Hıstorical Comparıson

(SBL DıiıssSer 85) 085 105
the context of Micha] 1ff Off (cf iındıcates that the rophet

»JUSLICE«
mSpt
mSpt twrh

mSptj - Spf
m6$S$

Kedar-Kopfstein, sıehe MSN / MSS,
Zur Verbindung VO  - MSS mıt h$k
Ex 10,Z Ijob 1 9

mtw6&"l (m tÜ$SQa el) Personenname
KvanVvıg, Roots of Apocalyptic (WMANT 61) 9088

mtw& ”I AQus (akk hebr.) mut(u) Mann und $ w/ Unterwelt“
Gen 18

mtht
Thorion Beıträge ZUTr Erfassung der Sprache der Kupfer Rolle (RQu

1986 163 176 hıer 162)
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„In dem AQUuUSs drei en zusammengesetzten mtht und mtht f en sowohl als
auch ıhre ursprüngliıchen Bedeutungen verloren; s1e en keine Bedeutung
mehr, daß die Bedeutung des Komplexes mıt der VOonNn tht- «untfter>»
ıdentisch ist.“

min il (mattan) Personenname
al-Khraysheh, Dıe Personennamen den nabatäischen Inschriften des

OTrpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum, Marburg/Lahn 19806, 161.
Zum nabat Frauennamen MENW; ergleıc! mıt dem Personennamen min bzw.
mıt Mtn zusammengesetzlten Personennamen Im Safaıt., Phön., Pun., almyr.
und Hebr., SOWIe dem arab. Personennamen Mutannd. V{. referijert dıe beiden
Möglıichkeiten der Ableıiıtung Von mitn entweder Von NTN „geben oder Von
arab. MTN „stark seıin

mitnh (mattanah)
Gelı0, Osservazıon1ı critiche sul ma$sal dı Qoh 7,5-7 (Lateranum 5 ’ 1988, 1-

15)
S1 DUO affermare che la deriıvyvazıone dı mtnh (TIM mattanah) dalla radıce

yandh, determınando la SUa funzione nel confronti dı et Ieb, oltre risolvere
dıfficoltä grammatıcalı, lega aa  DIü stirettamente % I’insıeme del

fa dı Ooh 7,5-7 una unıtä bene costruıta chiasmo attrıbuisce alla
personalıtä del sagg10 qualifiche che ONO riconoscıute nell’ambıto della
letteratura sapıenzliale.“ (13)

mtnjh Personenname
St Tımm, Anmerkungen vier hebräischen amen (ZA 2) 1989, 1858-
198, hiıer 189)
Auf dem beı Oorareu Catalogue des SCCaUuxX ouest-seEmitiques inscriıts de la
Bıbliothe&que Natıionale, du Musee du ] ouvre ef du Musee ıblıque de
Terre Saıinte, Parıs 1986, als Nr veröffentlichten Sıegel ıst in Zeiıle der
eigenartigen Namensform mtnjh das gebräuchliıchere mtn yhfiz lesen.

mtnjhw JIh(w)/-jw
mtnjhw mtn]
m{q

Kedar-Kopfstein, sıehe MSN /MSS, 531
Zur Verknüpfung von MTO mıt Wr und mıt Ausdrücken des Redens
Koh LEL

mtah (mitqäh) Ortsname
Radday, sıehe 440
Der Ortsname iıst fıktıv und bedeutet „Versüßung“, Vergebung (Num ,  ,
V die Wurzel MIO

mirgm (m“turgam)
Von oden, Dolmetscher und Dolmetschen im Alten Orient Cagnı H.-
er VOoO  —_ en Aus Sprache, Geschichte und Religion
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Babyloniens [Istituto Universitarıo Orientale. Dıipartımento dı Asıaticı.
Series Mınor 52 Neapel 1989, 2351-357
Das part pasSS. m°turgäm In Esr 4, ist eın Aramaısmus. Das Wort selbst ıst
Alten Orıent seıt der altassyrıschen eıt elegbar. Da weder eıne semiıtische
(ragamum bedeutet nıcht „dolmetschen“, außerdem gıbt keine Nominalform
fADrUSANNU ) noch eıne indoeuropäische Etymologıe ın Frage kommt, wırd das
Wort auf einen dem heth tarkummai- /tarkummliia- „(Opfergaben) nkündı-
gCN, (Ankommenden) melden; (jemanden) zıtıeren; (für Beter) vermittelnd eın-
treten“ (  en entsprechenden altkleinasıantıiıschen Wortstamm *tar-

zurückzuführen und 1M Semitischen eın Lehnwort sSeıin

n I(na
Rouillard, Rofe Nombres 12.13 (Sem 37, 1987, 17-46, bes 17-22).

a  \a&n  ut V{. kann dıe artıke. S auch nach einem Nomen stehen: el Na T Da
> Iah „El! Je prie, gueris-la, Je prie!“ (Num ’ (17) Dıe ftmals
vorgeschlagene Konjektur VO  — el S ”al  E „nıcht OC WIr': abgelehnt,
da 7al Imperativ unmöglich ist

—
Seybold, Profane Prophetie (SBS 133), 1989, 5614

„Agypt s (für Stadt und Gau) oder ınfach ANW.  s ‚Stadt’, auch I -ape DZW.
)jeme, ak  z Nıi-1, heth Nıja, hebr No ( ”Amön), griech. ALOG(TOALG); vgl
521

n d (nO "d)
Tropper, sıehe miIk, bes 307
Hob 32,19 steht ”wb anstelle eiınes ursprünglıchen “ „Weınschlauch“.

n wt  -
C An wt Otf) Kontextform
ayes, Amos, Nashviılle 1988, 64{f.

wt (Am 1;2) ıst nıcht VO  _ NWH, sondern VO  - N H herzuleıten und mıt
„Oasen“ übersetzen.

n kr nkr

n m (n um)
Gordon, Eblaitica ers. el al [edd.], FEblaıtica ESSays the Ebla Archı-

VecsS and Eblaıte nguage, Wınona Lake Ind 198 7, 19-28, hıer 21)
hebr -  um eblaıt Nn-MmMd (akk UM-MAa) „but genetic connection be-

tween them 00 phonetically remote that ONC assocıated them However,
Eblaıte H- »SO SayS X << brıdges OMmMe of the SaD, at least ıth regard the
fırst ConsonantBibliographische Dokumentation  Babyloniens (Istituto Universitario Orientale. Dipartimento di Studi Asiatici.  Series Minor 32], Neapel 1989, 351-357.  — Das part. pass. m“turgäm in Esr 4,7 ist ein Aramaismus. Das Wort selbst ist im  Alten Orient seit der altassyrischen Zeit belegbar. Da weder eine semitische  (ragämum bedeutet nicht „dolmetschen“, außerdem gibt es keine Nominalform  taprusannu) noch eine indoeuropäische Etymologie in Frage kommt, wird das  Wort auf einen - dem heth. tarkummai- /tarkummiia- „(Opfergaben) ankündi-  gen; (Ankommenden) melden; (jemanden) zitieren; (für Beter) vermittelnd ein-  treten“ (H.Otten) entsprechenden - altkleinasiatischen Wortstamm *far-  kum(m)- zurückzuführen und im Semitischen ein Lehnwort sein.  n’ I (na  - H. Rouillard, E/ Rof& en Nombres 12,13 (Sem 37, 1987, 17-46, bes. 17-22).  => e _ =>  — Laut Vf. kann die Partikel na  auch nach einem Nomen stehen: ’el  na° r'pa  nä° lah „El! Je te prie, gueris-la, je te prie!“ (Num 12,13) (17). Die oftmals  vorgeschlagene Konjektur von ’el na” zu ”al-na” „nicht doch“ wird abgelehnt,  da °’al + Imperativ unmöglich ist.  n° (n6°  — K. Seybold, Profane Prophetie (SBS 135), 1989, 5614,  - „Ägypt. w3s.t (für Stadt und Gau) oder einfach nw.t ‚Stadt’, auch T-apet bzw.  Djeme, akk. Ni-i, heth. Nija, hebr. No? (° Amön), griech. Au6s(xoALG); vgl. HAL  621.°  n’d (no °’d)  - Tropper, siehe zu mlk, bes. 307.  — Ijob 32,19 steht ’wb anstelle eines ursprünglichen n °’d „Weinschlauch“.  n’ — n ’wt  >a  n’wt (  n ”öt) Kontextform  —- J.H. Hayes, Amos, Nashville 1988, 64f.  - n’wt (Am 1,2) ist nicht von NWH, sondern von N°’H herzuleiten und mit  „Oasen“ zu übersetzen.  n’kr — nkr  n’m (n° ’°um)  - C.H. Gordon, Eblaitica (ders. et al. [edd.], Eblaitica: Essays on the Ebla Archi-  ves and Eblaite Language, Winona Lake / Ind. 1987, 19-28, hier 21).  Vgl. zu hebr. n“ ’um eblait. en-ma (akk. um-ma): „but a genetic connection be-  tween them looks phonetically so remote that no one associated them. However,  Eblaite en-ma X »so says X« bridges some of the gap, at least with regard to the  first consonant. ... It is the syllabification of n& ”üm that makes squaring it with  en-ma so difficult. Transposing the ” and n in en-ma/ne °üm is rather jarring.  Accordingly, we are posing a problem rather than claiming to solve it.“ (21).  nb?  — P. Michaelsen, Ecstasy and Possession in Ancient Israel (Scandinavian Journal  of the Old Testament 1989, Heft 2, 28-54).  142It 1S the syllabıfıcatıon of ne um  PE that makes squarıng ıt ıth
en -Md dıfficult Transposing the and In en-ma/ne "üm 15 rather arrıng.
Accordıingly, Ar posing problem rather than claımıng solve e (21)

nb
Miıchaelsen, Ecstasy and Possession in Ancıent Israel (Scandınavıan Journal

of the Old lestament 1989, eft 2’ 28-54
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V{f N Auseinandersetzung mıf Parker Wılson und
Peterson das Verständnıs VO  —j Ekstase un Geıistbesıitz eın el macht V{f
zahlreiche Bemerkungen ZU kontextspezifischen Verständnıis VonNn nb

nb} (nab
tansell sıehe mSpt 99
ViIi erläutert Bedeutungsfeld der (J) F Mı und Jes VOL allem
Opposıtıion den verwandten Berufsgruppen (hozeeh qosem)

nb) (nab
Tsukımoto mar and the Old Testament (AJBI 15 1989 24)

Wenn hebr nb]J mıf nabuü zusammenhängt, NC cCannot deny 1fSs etymoO-
OgI1iC ıf not phenomenological relatıonshıp wıth anabbitu (or better
munabbitu?) mar  ‚ (15%

Arnaud Recherches DayS stiata mar &4{9 3’79 11 383

nb (nebeel)
Watson, Lexıcal Notes (Newsletter for Ugarıtıic Studıes 1988 10-

12 hıer 11)
nbl bedeutet „amphora On Hebrew nebel SCC the exfensıve dıscussion by
McKane Jeremiıuah 1986 297 798

nbi 1/ nblwt

nbi abal) Personenname
Grottanellı Storıe dı 1U Egıtto S Vıcıno Orıiente 11 1988 167 183 hıer

168)
Der bezeichnet 6In „PCISONA che nNnO  —_ comportarsı das Wort entstammt
der Terminologie der Blutrache
am vgl 2 Sam 33

nbi I1 /) Personenname
Radday, Humour Names ers. renner [edd On UuUumour and

Comiuc ı the Hebrew SuppLl.Ser. and Liıterature Ser
23], 1990 59 hıer 62f.)
nbi Sam 75 Z3) palındrome of an (Gen 29 31) another rich shepher':
and exactly much of Nabal“

nbih (n balah)
nes sıehe
In Hı 10 the adjective should probably be taken here essentıally ICS soc1al

«low class» INIMMO ıth the unambıguous Overfifone of 1Sappro-
val moral relıg10us grounds

nblwt (nablüt)
yan, AIn the 1g of Her Lovers On the Interpretation of nablüt Hos

12 (BZ 316 19972 75 261 bes 261)
Angesichts der omophonıe der Wurzeln NBL und I1 können dem Wort
nblwt zumındest ler Bedeutungen mitschwingen foolıshness „sexual IMISCON-

duct“,”of the Omman ıteral nakedness „degeneratıon
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ngd
Eskhult, Über einige hebräische Verben des Sprechens mologıe und

etapher (OrS 1989/1990, 31-36
gemeinsemit. NGD „zıehen, führen Dıe Bedeutungsentwicklung

ebr „anführen, vorbringen, berichten“, wobe1ıl vielleicht dıe 1C Vor-
tellung VO „Hervorbringen der orte‘' erkennbar ıst

ngh
Dıiımant Strugnell, The erkaba Vısıon In Second Ezekıel (4Q585

(RQu 14, 1990, 331-348, hıer 338)
A ngh mr! In 4,6

ngjd (nagid)  DD
Brettler, God 1S Kıng, Understandıng Israelıte etaphor

SuppLl.Ser. 76), 1989, 3325
ebr. ngjd ist eın „devıne designee“, keın „‚prince* (33) Eın Zusammenhang mıt
NGD hıph besteht nıcht.

Baumgarten, Ihe adokKıte Fragments Skın 1sease 41, 1990,
153-165, bes 158f.162f.).
Zu ng 4Q Da Kol 17 13 !l 21 des „Composıte Text‘) un
13,4-7; 105 4,9-12

Qimron.

Kedar-Kopfstein, sıehe msh /mss, 155
bezeıichnet auch „(geistig-seelisch rühren“.

Sam 10,26

Qimron, Notes the adokıte Fragment Skın 1sease 42, 1991,
256-259, hiıer 258)
Zur enannten Stelle (— ng Baumgarten) V auch 110©Ps2 2413 Ng 15
clearly skın dıisease“; 1Q  en 132 „skın disease caused by evıl spirıt)“ SOWIe
1Q 526

ng$S mg$
nd (ned)

Wolters, Not Rescue but Destruction: Rereading Exodus 15:8 (CBQ A 1990,
223-240).
ned ist umzupunktıeren In nod und dann mıt und als „wiıneskın“ VCI-

stehen. Zu vergleichen ist Tam nOda und ak  A nadu

ndd
Iropper Verreet, Ugarıtisch NDY, YDYT, HDY, NDD und D(W)D (UF 20,

1988, 339-350, hıer 345)
Zu hebr NDD vgl jetzt Uußgal. NDD „flıehen, entwischen, weggehen“.
— gdd }
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nd
ITropper Verreet, sıehe 348{1.
Z/u hebr NDH vgl ußarl. YDY „austreiben, entfernen“.

ndj
Clines, sıehe mMIN, 301
Zur Ableıtung VO  _ NDB 87 volunteer“. Ijob 1221 ınd also „miliıtary leaders“
gemeınt.

nhirh
Puech, Le testament de arameen de Ia grotte (ROQu 15

1991, 23-54, hıer 37£.)
Zur Verwendung VO  —_ nhr und nr in 4Q TOQah 1,1-2,1

nhr näahär
Lohfink, Ditin 121 und Gen 15,18 Görg [ed.] Dıe ater Israels [Festschr.

Scharbert], Stuttgart 1989, 183-210, hıer 19958
V{. wendet sıch dıe Emendation in nhl un versteht unter nhr hiıer den
Nıl, wohl in Gestalt eines östlıchen Nılarmes

nhr nahar
Sekıne, Dıie Tritojesajanische ammlung (Jes 56-66 redaktionsgeschichtlic

untersucht 173), 1989, 269
„nahär als «Vergleıch des herankommenden Heiıls» findet sıch NUTr Z7We] Stel-
len bei Trtjes angesichts Belegen beı den Propheten iınsgesamt”.
Jes 59,19; 66,12

nhr nh]ır
NW!  C NO Landesname

Radday, sıehe MMNSTFWE, 447f.
Der Landesname nwd ıst fıktıv und leıitet sıch als Wortspiel ; VOonN

„schwanken“ ab Kaın wohnt immer sıch nıederläßt auf schwan-
kendem en (Gen 4,16)

nwh (naweeh)
Malamat, Pre-Monarchıical Socıial Institutions In Israel in the 1g of Marı

(J.A Emerton [ed.] ongress Volume. Jerusalem 1986 S 40], 1988, 165- 176,
bes. 168-172).
Zur Aquivalenz und Bedeutungsnuanclıerung VON Mari-Akkadısch nawüm und
hebr naweenh (168-172
AR  z 6:206-8; 5-11; I1 S32 45:10; 3

nwh nö°h) Personenname
al-Khraysheh, sıehe mMn IL, 119
e1m nabat Personennamen Verwels auf hebr Personennamen NEh

nwh $wm
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nwi
Scoralıck, Trıshagion und Gottesherrschaft (SBS 138), 1989, 1807272

Kurzer Forschungsüberblick ZU Hapax legomenon tnwi „‚wanken“ (Ps 99,1) und
der verwandten ugar. urze NFT
:

Hardmeıer, „Geschwiegen habe ıch seıt Jangem, WIıE dıe ebärende schreiıe
ich Jjetzt“ Zur Komposition und Geschichtstheologie VonNn Jes 42,14-44,
(WoDie 2 9 1989, 155-179, hıer 1607).
Anstelle Von hnh hnım ist In Jes a als der allerdings NUur

elegten Wurzel 07 J“ lesen, dem eın hnn] voranzustellen ist.

NWN (nün) Personenname
Gordon, sıehe M,

ZzUu hebr Personenname JLW vielleicht eblaıt AU-NÜ, dieses wıederum
Su Lehnwort: GIS.NUN „Zeder“?

NW|
Dıietrich Loretz, Dıe Wurzel „hoch Sein 1M Ugarıtischen (UF 22

1990, 67-
Ug_aritische Belege (v.a 1.3 VI 9) zeıgen, daß im Ugaritischen eine Wurzel

„hoch seıin“ exıstierte, die auch dem hebr Nomen tnwph zugrundeliegen
dürfte

noOpD
Barre, The Seven Epithets of 10N In Ps 45,2-3 69, 1988, 55/7-563, hıer

NOD Ps 48,3 bezieht sıch auf die ägyptische Stadt Memphıs Im ıst Memphıs
1Ur den Formen (SO eınmal in Hos 9,6) und M (alle anderen Stellen)
ele erst 1m egegnet auch dıe Schreibung NW, Vielleicht erband der
Psalmıiıst NOD anglıc mıt a nfr (nüufe*) „schön“.

nhwm (nahüm) Personenname
Seybold, sıehe 544
uflıstung einıger nschriftlicher Belege für den amen nahüm dUus>s dem Juda
des 7./6 Ih.s

nhl (nahal)
Kennedy, Isaıah 5736 om In the Rocks (BASOR 273 1989, 47-52, hıer

5())
„nhl should thus be recognızed here term for V tomb, possıbly
havıng d ıts orıgınal referent those tombs CuLl into the sıdes of rock „
whether In adı beds not.“

nhl msr jm (nahal misrajim)
Görg, Josua (NEB 26), 1991,

„Miıt dem »Grenzbach Ägyptens« dürfte zunächst der Na habb SOT, In nach-
exılischer eıt das wäadı el- arTtı$ gemeınt eın  «
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nhih (nah“lah)
Malamat, sıehe nwh, 1725175
Zur Aquivalenz un Bedeutungsnuancierung VOoO  —_ Marı nahalum (nomiınales
Derivat nihlatum) und hebr NHL (nah”lah).
AR  z 91:6; I 11-14;

nhlt jhwh (nah”lat JAW.
Loewenstamm, „nhit A (ScrHier 31, Jerusalem 1986, 155-192).

43 bietet ıne ausführliche Dıskussion ZUr Wendung nah”lat Jhwh esi
JH im AT, zieht reliıgionsgeschichtliches Vergleichsmaterıal heran und
erorter dıe theologische Aussage den einzelnen Belegstellen.

nhm nıph
Jongelıng, Joab and the Tekoite Oman 30, 987/88, 16-121)

NH. nıph bedeutet A1N Out of 48 ınstances «IO have eelıngs», «{IO be
SOITY fOor»“. Dıes ist auch für Sam 13,39 anzunehmen.

nh$t (n”hoSet)
errmann, Dıie erKun der „ehernen Mauer“. ıne Miszelle Jeremia 1,18

und 1520 Oeming Graupner edd.], Altes JTestament und christliche
Verkündigung |Festschr. AHJ Gunneweg], Stuttgart 1987, 344-352).
Miıt I”homöt n hoset (Jer 1.18; ist sowohl der Prophet nıcht UTr selber als
„eherne auer“ und damıt als der Geschützte bezeichnet, „sondern auch erJe-
nıge, der Urc seıne göttliche Beauftragung und seiıne Botschaft Schutz und
Rettung denen ImM an: bedeuten könnte, die dem prophetischen Wort Velr-

trauen“

nfr
H.-J Heıinivetter, Das onelıe': als programmatısche Komposıition (BBB 69),
1988, 7613
Der Tıtel noteran ”°ret-hakk ramim implızıert ın HIid l, einen „bezeichnenden
Doppelaspekt“. ach eiıner Stelle 1Im Pap.Anastası wurde „«Weinberghüterin»
wohl ne mıt erotischen Assozlatiıonen verbunden“.

Görg, 21 1983, 116 H.- üller, 16/2, 1992, 158

nkn (n ’konäh)
agner, Theologischer Versuch über Ijob 42,7-9(10a) (J ausmann H.J

Alttestamentlicher Glaube und Biıblische eologie [Festschr.
reußs], Stuttgart 1992, 2106-232, hıer 218)
„Die Bedeutungsbreite VOoO  - n konah umfaßt dıe deutschen Aquivalente Wahr-
aftıges, Begründetes, Zuverlässiges und Rechtes.“
Hjob 42,7b

nksım (n”käsim)
Lipıinski, sıehe 691
n kasiım „bıens'  ba  9 „DOSSESSIONS“ ıst entlehnt VO Tamı nik“ sin, das seinerseı1ts VON

nbabyl. nLIkassu stammt „Le ocable adıen derıve, S()  — tOUT, du sumeriıen
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18 ka/k a° /k 89‚ dont le second Jement n est pas HC© explıque d’une
manıere satısfaısante (70
Jos 22.8 6.12 Car 1:44

nkr
chuller ext about Joseph (RQu 1990 349 376)

Zu SW ] "ker 372 %s 11 ZUr Schreibung mıiıt 1mron, Lesho-
NECNUu 39, 1975, 135 und ZUuU eDrauc der nichtbiblischen Wendung 14, 1 9
11Q1 I%11; 64,7

nkr
Vogels Hosea ıft Gomer (Hos 198 / 12 421)
kk rceh Hos hıegt dıe Wurzel zugrunde
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Artıkel
OTr for i1sdom
ma 195 and HaDa 1075719 an Ea X and =mınl

ichael FOxX (Madıson, WI)

Introduction
1DI1CcCa Wısdom Literature employs arge vocabulary designate the cognıtive
POWCTIS and actıons ıt describes and iınculcates, 1C mMaYy gıve the mbrella
term wısdom. Ihe eneral denotatıons of mMOS of these erms AIc Clea£; and do
not iıntend PrOpPOSC tundamentally NCW definıtions. But do thesJustice,
must attempt calıbrate IMOTEC finely the definıtions of the words iın the semantıc
fıeld important them TIhe erms tudıed here dIc ypıcal of Wısdom
Literature and ıth disproportionate requenCy In Wısdom but MOSTL
dAdICcC frequent iın other CNICS well wıll approac these erms by paırıng Cal-

highlıght the semantıc shape of each, eavıng for later study the
COa and central designated hokman and da at, well A few mınor

consıder and the uses in the extfant Hebrew of Ben Sıra alongside the
and nclude the few 1Dlıca Aramaıc OCC)  S’ 1C| conform entirely

theır Hebrew cognates.
Gerhard VO  3 Rad oubted the value of "Begriffsuntersuchung" of these words, In
V1eW of the fact that "Israel auch In seınen theoretischen Reflexionen keineswegs
mıt eiınem einıgermassen präzisen Begriffsapparat arbeitet".2 But Judge bıblıcal

The following commentarıes ATIC referenced Dy am of author alone ıth abbreviated
title:
efer Craigie, Psalms 15} Waco, TK 1983
Edward Curtis, Chronicles Edinburgh, 1910
Edouard Dhorme, Job, Nashville, Tenn,, 1984 (or1g. 1926)

Driver, and Gray, Job Edinburgh, 1921
Berend Gemser, Sprüche Salomos (HAT I) 16)) Znd edn Tübingen, 1963
Robert Gordis, The ook of Job, New York, 1978
Norman Habel, The ook of Job Phıladelphıa, 1985

Hartman and DıLella, The Book of Danıel (AB), 1978
Wılliıam cKane, Proverbs London, 1970
W.O Oesterley, The Book of Proverbs (WC) London, 1929
tto Plöger, Sprüche Salomos (BK Neukırchen, 1984
Marvın Pope, Job (AB 15X Garden City, N 1973
Helmer Rınggren, Sprüche (ATD 16), Göttingen, 1962

Segal, The Complete ook of Ben Sıra |Hebrew/|], Jerusalem, 1958
Toy, Proverbs 1959, Edinburgh, 1899
Tur-Sinal, The Book of Job, Jerusalem, 196 /
Tur-Sınal, Proverbs of Solomon [Hebrew], Tel AYVvIV, 1947

John a  S Isaıah 1-33 (WBC 24), Waco, Texas, 9085
Gerhard VO Rad, Weısheıt ın Israel, Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1979,
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Hebrew vocabulary imprecıse 15 ASSUMmMe that rea. 15 segmented into neaft

compartments and that "We" have Map of the terrıtory agaınst 1C Can

how precisely another anguage fıits ınto them In fact, neıther 1D11CcCa Hebrew NOr

modern languages have "nräzısen Begriffsapparat”" such matters, by precision
IMNCcan that each term has discrete and invarıant semantıc NSC. TIhe

boundaries between such erms dIe necessarıly VaguC, and in ManYy 0)4

IMOTE of them COU. fıt the Conftext quıte well nglıs "understandıng", for example,
1S eren firom "vısdom" (1t 15 possıble have understanding of 1ssue but ack
the ısdom uUusSsc that understandıng 1ghtly), yel great ManYy Circumstances
eıther ord fits. Sımularly, should NOL fınd discrete types of
intellection Ned hbhincah and tbunah The goal 15 discover why certaın ord
Was chosen for specıfic context, but ıt 15 dogmatic 1n that only ON  ® word in
the semantıc 1€. COU. have served. Nevertheless, of uUsSC how that ach
term has ıts OW!] slant, tone, [OCUS, and these Can be recovered only by exegesI1s.
In the absence of lıving ınformants, the FECOVCLY mMust inevıtably be artıal and
uncertaın.
The WOT. princıple of thıs study 15 the "presumption of mMONOsemYy"”, A

formulated by Charles Ruhl, according 1C| analysıs of exıcal meanıng
should wıth the assumption that each word has sıngle, hıghly abstract, COIC

meanıng that ıt brings the context; hence apPCAars be number of
SCNSCS, poss1ıbly 1g  y dıfferent and unrelatable, Can better be analyzed

sıngle eneral exıcal meanıng that Can be varıously ‘modulated’ by NSC of
pecıfic interpretations".*
The heurıistic princıple ofN}  HN by IMeddnis denıies the ıstence iımportance of
polhysem,y. It does, however, hold that ıf admıt multıiple meanıngs tO00 quickly,
wıll nOL advance beyond paraphrasıng of contextual functions and wıll learn
nothing about what the ord contrıbutes NCW Tue polysemy should be
conceded only when the dıfferent contextual SCNSCS OV' discontinuous and
incompatıble, and then unıty should be sought wıthın each dıfferent meanıng
granted. FOor example, "\zısıon" and "mirror" dIC dıscrete meanıngs of MAr ”ah SUuC

COUuU also be described dıfferent homonymous words). Wıthın the fırst
CategorY, however, should NnOoL distingu1s "prophetic visıon" and "dream"
dıfferent exıcal meanıngs, AdS ıf Hebrew speakers understood these distinct
phenomena 1C| appene: be designated by the SAaMec sound.
In Su rather than viewing word bearıng multiple-choice ıstıng of dıfferent
meanıngs, ıt 15 INOIC productive VIEW ord untıl proved otherwiıse
offerıng single, flexible "packet” of meanıng ' exıical meanıng) that AaSSUMCS
eren shapes ("senses" under of Context !l contextual meanıngs
applications).

attempting ascertaın hat meanıng author COUuU expect hıs readers
bring cContext. Thıs meanıng, eing Pr10Tr the and 97011 equivalent ıts
MCSSAHC, must be abstracted from the actual usc>s of the words INn question. 10 fiınd
thıs meanıng does nolt requıre finding sıngle Englısh ord that satisfactorily

Charles Ruhl, On Monosemy, Albany, N.  9 1989, and passım.
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renders the Hebrew in all contexts; there dIiC usually several appropriate glosses,
NONC of1C COVEIS exactly the Samllc semantıc terrıtory.

semantıc study has be alert the possıbilıty of hıstorical in meanıng. In
thıs Can be done only approximately, ince mManYy words CVOCNMN SOMINNC ımportant

ONc$s diC attested only skımpily and much of the materıal 15 undatable; thıs 15
especılally frue of proverbıal wısdom. As far Can tell, however, wıthin the
bıblıcal materıal (includıng Ben ıra there AI important shıfts in the uses of
the erms tudied here. In the Casc of binah, however, ONC otable USC In Danıel 15
not attested earlhıer
'IThe applıcatıons of wısdom-terms fall into three categorIies: faculties, actıvıties, and
knowledge. faculty 15 19} undertake Varıo0us Lypes of mental act1ons; ıt
exıists pr10r them and 15 present ven when noft eing used. mental activity 15
the tself, the exercıse of the M1N: urıng definıte per10d of tıme.
owledge the communıcable content of oughts and ıdeas 15 the product of
mental actıvıty. In the ASCc of the words under study, do not regard these
applicatıons meanıngs, Ven compartments wıthın
sıngle meanıng, but three possible realizations of sıngle meanıiıng.

Bınah and t“bunah
The fırst dıfficulty presented by hinah and t bunah 15 determine hOW they dıffer
from each other. Ssolute in anYy anguage 15 rarıty and ıt 15 faır
ASSUMC these words WeIC nOTL completely interchangeable. Ihe L translators,
however, treated them 4S such. Ihe mMoOst COMMON renderings of both dIC WOOVYNOLG
and CÜVECLG, wıth few other erms occasıonally used for eıther. As far Can tell,
the partıcular choice of Tree renderıng for term 15 nOot determiıned eıther by the
translatıon unıt by ıts function In Confiext (note hOow INa 15 rendered EMTLOTNLN

Job 20° 17 and SÜVEOLG In the identical ın 20)
ınah (40x Heb,., 1x Aram.) 15 gal inf. of Jbyn, "DerceiVve”, though ıts
closer that of the 1p "t0 understand" (binah V visual perception).
T bunah (44x Heb.) 15 taqtul formatıon characteristic of OW verbs and elated

the of both the qgal and hıphıl.“
Some significant dıfferences in syntactic USapCcS aAIec that ONC 15 saıd do things
orm heavens, defeat CNCINY, make wealth, ead dependents A  1n byn (D-)
t“bunah, but NOL A  1n 0)4 by“ INa INda. 15 NnOL IUr of activity. oreover,
people dIC saıd "KnOWw bınah" but not "KnOow t“bunah".
As infınıtıve formatıon, INa bears whatever transıtiviıty the verb has. Nouns of
the taqtul pattern AT implıcıtly intransitive.? Thus there Can be "semantıc objects
of bhınah (for example, ON Can have INa of anguage, dream Or sıtuatıon),
whıle t“bunah vVe: refers actıon that, verb, mig SOVEIN direct object
us, for example, though INan of t“bunah Can fathom SOMEONE'’'S  2 plans ro
20:5], the knowledge of those plans IS NOL t“bunah). One maYy have t bunah and do
ings in t“bunah, but t“bunah 15 NnOL actıon done something. INa LOO 15

Bauer and Leander, Hıstorische rammatık der Hebräischen Sprache des AIs,
1922 (repr. 1962, Hıldesheim), S61rn

An exception 15 t“rupah, 'healıng", which suggests transıtivity.
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faculty continuously resident ın ıts POSSCSSÖT, but ıt May also be mental act
exerciıise of mental upDON object.
There 15 evident semantiıc distinction between the sıngular and the plural forms.
Ihe plural 1INO CCUTS ONCC, In Isa BF where notion of pluralıty 15 relevant
("Ior ıt [Israel 15 NOL people of binot"). The plural t“hunot 15 clearly abstract ın Ps
78:72, "  and by the t“bunot of hıs an he led them"”, and ıt be abstract In
other OC  65 well (Ps 49:4; TOV FEA 28:16; Job TIhe ack of
dıstinetion between plural and sıngular 15 SCCM ın the fact that Sar Ieh 15 paralleled
by both 18 t“bunot FOV and 78 t“bunah TOV Ihe plural t“bunot

denote pluralı of sayıngs In Ps 49:4 and Job 39711 (// d”barim), but
sSınce the sıngular O0 Can In effect refer ser1es of sayıngs, In TOV r the
plural 1$ noL dıfferentiated from the sıngular in that WaYy eıther.
The dıistinction between t“bunah and hinah 15 essentially thıs t bunah designates
the pragmatic, applied aspect of hought operating In the 1e6 of actıon; ıt 1mMs at

efficaCy and accomplıshment. Binah 1S the conceptual, interpretive actIvity of
hought, operatıng In the 1e| of meanıng; ıt a1ms al perception and
comprehension.
B T “bunah
The able al the end of the artıcle notfes words that aAaDPCAT In collocatıon ıth the
wısdom erms, whether In parallelısm, antıthesıis, quası-parallelism,® SYNONYM

In the body of the artıcle mention only the data that help define the
words ın question.
One sıgnıfıcant cluster of collocatıons ıth t“bunah that 1$ NOTL shared by hbhinah
ıncludes “esah (Isa 40:13-14; Job KZUIS: TOV 21:30);” m zimmah FOVZ koah
(Job and g“burah (Job ese dIe concerned ıtho and plannıng
for actıon and point the practical orıentation of t bunah T“ bunah, together ıth
hokmah and "esah In TOV 21:30, designates OWETIS plans that m1g be used
agaınst OMECONEC though agaınst the 1Or0. of COUTSC, they nugatory Binah,
by understandıng, does noft have that kınd of diırectedness:; ON WOU nOL 5SdYy
that there 15 (or 15 not) bıinah "agaınst" the Lord, Just WOU nOL naturally USC

Englısh "perceptiveness" "discernment" in that WadY.
T“ bunah and INa parallel each other only ONCEC, in TOV 23 where they dIC both
epithets of wısdom. Thıs does nOL OV' that the erms dIC identical, sınce
they MaYy designate dıfferent aSspects of Lady Wısdom.
21  — T bunah AS faculty nOoW-how, Compelence, good sense)
As faculty, t“bunah produces decisions and actıons appropriate the
Circumstances. 15 the cCompetence deal ıth ciırcumstances, and ıt generally
mplıes ollow-up, at least the possıibılıty of follow-up, In actıon. T bunah
always refers d practical ıstuteness COMIMMON C  S  ' rather than d

analytıcal, conceptual exercıse of iıntellect. It 15 also the Knowledge produce Dy hıs
faculty T “bunah does not ımply da understandıng of CaUuUSCS, sıgnıfıcances, and
implications. In short, t“bunah 15 know-how, whether In the execution of A particular

Quasi-parallelism refers words hat provıde sımılar semantıc ontent paralle! lıne but
fill dıflferent syntactic function.

In Prov 8:14, personified binah 5SayS hat she has, nOL hat she S, “esah, (uSi yyah, and
g“burah. The point 1S hat intellectual penetratiıon Iso supplhıes practical DOWECTIS,
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task Or socıal relatıons generally. Englısh "rnow-how" IMay be the closest
equiıivalent of t bunah Sometimes M,  wıt" and "  COoMMON sense”" dIC the best glosses.
As faculty, t“bunah designates talent from 1C effective actıons spring.
t“bunah served hım In creating the WOT. (Jer 10:1Z: D: Ps 1306:3; TOV 3:19)
(Sıgniıficantly, hbhınah 15 saıd be the instrument of these deeds.) When God
created the WOT. ONC showed hım ere. t“bunot, WaYy of competence”;
other words, ON had ShOW God how do SO about hıs work (Isa Isaiah
40:28 usc>s t“bunah ın peakıng of God’s abılıties of history: he who Was>s

able create the WOT. "does NnOLt tıre and does nOotTt WCAaILY, and his t bunah 15
beyond investigatıion"”. avıng t“*bunah 15 here opposed wearıness rather
than ignorance ack of understandıng. T “bunah 15 mM the PDOWCIS God
employs buildıng and healing, in counting and namıng the (Ps 147:4-5), in
defeating (Job and iın Varıo0Ous aCfts of decıisıve L9) which INa  —_

Can undo (Job 12:13: alongsiıde hokmahı, "esah, and t“bunah).
Occupatıona. skılls AIe t bunah shepher (Ps merchant ZE
28:4), and craftsman have t*bunah (e:g;, Exod 338 35:3%0: 1 Kgs 7:14) (However,
ince the craftsman also has hınah (as well Ma and da “at), cannot be
SUTEC exactly Just 1C aspect of hıs skills 15 designated by thıs term); SCC elow,

The amoral skılls of polıtical advısors nclude £t“bunah (Ob 8).8
T bunah 1S phronesis in Arıstotle’s „ reasoned and frue capacıty aCT wıth
regard human goods”" (Nıc Eth VL3) In Isa 44:19, da at and t“bunah dIC the
qualıities the dol maker lacks; ıf he had them he COUu draw the obvious conclusıon
that the tatues dIC inanımate. Perhaps bhinch OO COUuU have been used here
designate reasonıng DOWCTIS, but by usıng “*bunah the author May be suggesting that
the stupıdıty of dolatry 15 evıdent CVCIN ordınary good (YPOVNOLG,
t“bunah 15 appropriately rendered ere), let alone intellectual penetration.
In Proverbs, the „  man of “bunah" 15 competent iın human relatıons; he 15 patıent

quıiet (14:12) and reserved He draws Out other eople’s
oughts He wa the straıght path (15:21) and en]Ooys acting wisely. These
virtues AdICc In the realm of attıtudes and socıal skılls rather than intellectual
penetration and comprehensıon. One Erson COU. of COUTSC, have both, but the
term 18 t“bunah sıgnıfıes partıcular facet of character. Let emphasıze: all
these qualities should NnOT be packed into OUT definıtion of t bunah Rather, t“bunah

"competent”, and thepAI teachıng what iIrue Compelence consısts ın
Lady Wısdom, who personifıes the DOWCIS of wısdom taught by Proverbs, 15 ca
t bunah well hınah and hokmah in TOV 8:1 She 15 personıfication of the
faculty rather than (as happens ın Ben 1ra of specıfic teachings.
Outsıde Proverbs and Sıra,? t“*bunah VE ımplıes moral virtue. 15 only the
who assert that t“bhunah makes ONC better PCIrSON ethically.

sıgnıfıcant in spıte of ıts obscurıty 15 7, where IngQ, ‚OT , 1S saıd ack
t“bunah. The MOSTI lıkely meanıng of 1a4 ZOTFr 15 "tra (KBL>* and MAanNYy, SOMIMEC emend mswd).
The competence of d fabricator of product 15 ascribed the product, OT, ın hıs partıcular
Casl, denied. The only kınd of "understandıng" hat Can be commuted from maker the
product 1sS practical compeftence.

And possıbly eut 32228 where, however the people’s ack of t“bunah maYy INCan Just hat
they dIC sılly-headed and confused, ”obad “esot, they dAdIC called there.
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DE  N T bunah cContent (sensible teachıings)
Words and teachings engendered by t“bunah AI themselves t“bunah t“bunot,

Job S28 . lıstened for yOUr t“bunot". 'Ihe teachings of Proverbs 14 AIiIcCc Ca  e
ONg other things, t bunah TOV 2 6; Sl cf. Ps 49:4) 'Ihe Wısdom teacher
ascrıbes all types of intellectual OWEIS hıs teaching and thus makes ıt ICU.
dıfferentiate M them Ben Sıra calls personiıfie wısdom t“bunah well
hokmah (14:20) In 0-15 Ben Sıra treats Lady Wısdom personification
of wısdom teachings and iıdentifies her wıth ora 1C Can be mediated and
contemplated (v. 20) In both Proverbs and Ben Sıra, the type of teachings
designated t bunah be distinguished from those ca binah, hokmahı, 0)8
da at, 1NnCce all these erms dIeC applıed the Sa”me materı1al.
R Bınah
D  — Uses of hbhınah
Bınah 15 the faculty of intellectual dıscernment and interpretation, the exercıse of
that faculty, the product thereof, In words nCiS It 15 intellectual understandıing
In and of ıtself. Thıs 15 NOL SaYy that binah 15 NOl practical; rather, the term 15 noft
marked for practicalıty.
ınah 15 the term closest nglıs "understandıng" (the usual rendering), 9l
the of the comprehension of meanıngs and perception of CausesS Bınah
includes ITCason, the intellectual faculty used In olving problems and educing
truths. Ihe La  < faculty of binah, insofar ıt 15 possessed Dy iındıyvıdual
independently of applicatıon, 15 sıimıiılar the modern Concept of intelligence.
("Understandıng", "reason"”, and "intelligence" aAIec NOL well dıstinguished EevVen In
Englısh, and attempt define and descrıibe such WOU quickly ead
into the labyrınths of epistemology and psychology) In Hebrew these faculties and
theır products AIiIe encompassed ıIn INa sıngle ConceplL. INa 15
intellectual, noft inherently moral viırtue, althoug the SCS assert that ıt almost
inevıtably engenders moral actıon.
Of the Varı0us collocatıons of binah, only the TOAa: erms hokmah and hakam

hakkim) AdIe shared wıth t“bunah. Ihe unshared collocations of INa (Sekel,
legah, $SAaAMOAa MUSAar ) cluster around the notion of intellectual understandıng IMNOTIC

than practical behavior.
2001 ınah faculty (reason, ıntelligence)
Bınah resides wıthın CrsSon and nables understandıng and mental perception.
God avored olomon wıth hınah (as well hokmah and Sekel) enable hım
conduct Israel’s ffaırs wiısely Chr Bınah 15 ON  M of severa| faculties (as
ruah 15 frequently best translate that the ea ruler wıll recelve, including binah,
“esah, g“burah, da at, and yır at YHWH (Isa 11:2) The ÖOu in the ser1es AdICc NOl

SYyNONYMOUS, but designate several aSpecCts of the ideal.10 INa here 15 presumably
the Samme faculty wıth 1C Solomon Was ndowed
TIThe binah that God BaAaVC the obscure sekwi whetlher ıt ncockn 0)8 "Mercury"
(Job and that the ostrıch (Job and eNoboam (Sır ack 15
certamnly intelligence rather than partıcular knowledge sk Zophar’s INa

10 Hence the of g“burah these. qualıties 0€Ss nOL contradıct the observatıon
above about the collocatıons of INa
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and S spirıt from bınah ANSWEI>S me  M (Job 15 the SOUTICEG of the eaching
that he expounds in subsequent VerSCS. TOV 3:5 against elyıng one’s OW)

binah, 1C| must be the reasoning W 0)4 intelligence that engenders plans
“esot).1}

The hokmah of the häkamim and the hinah of the n bonim refer
eıther polıtica. advisors ÖL, MOTIe generally, the intelligentsia) wiıll, Isaıah
threatens, be obfusticated (29:14) Ihese Ad1iC intellectual DOWCECIS of genuine value,
for theır deprivation 15 punishment the entire people, comparable the
linding of the prophets threatened in V. Thıs bınah 15 nOof the specific plan
interpretations the 155e INCN O  er, but rather theır intellect tself, faculty
comparable the VISION (n  E of the prophets (v. 10)
Bınah the abilıty interpret, 1.e. decode S1gNS; these mMaYy be in the form of
events, anguage, EeX] Isaı1ah 2A11 condemns Israel for nOof eıng "  an intellıgent
people (“am binot)" Ihe faılure 1ın thıs CasSc 15 NOL l0ss of practical good
but wıllful ına comprehend the meanıng of events Isaıah has been
condemning the people for thıs ullness irom the beginnıng of the book (1:3) usıng
the figures of ndness and deafness,!? for he egards the exercise of intellect
INa Ma moral demand sımılar UuUsSC 15 Jer 23:20, where Jeremiah
SayS that .. the future yOUu wıll understand ıt [God’s plan well", ııt., "understand ıt
wıth bınah (titbon”nu bah binah)". rough binah Israel wıll kNnOw HhOW read the
meanıng ıIn events. Bınah refers sımılar interpretive intellıgence ın Sır 38:6;
people who uUsec ıt dICc able recognize God’s 18}  c In events such the
sweetening of the waflers of Marah and in the proviısıon of pharmaceutical plants.
Bınah 15 used of the abılıty understand Janguage: A people. whose tONgueE 15
barbarous (nil ag) beyond understandıng eyn inah)" (Isa (One WOU
NnOL SaYy that there 18 t“bunah of anguage, for t*bunah 15 NnOL the abılıty
decode S1gNS. Bınah 15 noft used of socı1al skılls, such LESCIVC and patience.
DBınah confifent (teaching, understandıng)
owledge produce by binah, whether one’s OW)| another’s, 15 ıtself bınah
proverb Can CONVCY INa hence Ben Sıra speaks of maß$Sal binah Biıinah 1n
thıs 15 sometimes the object of yada "kn OW", and lamad, "Mearn". When the
erring Israelıtes ONe day e theır hıldren In theır mıdst, they wiıll "KnOWw binah“ and
"earn lesson leqah) (Isa IThese dIC the particular conclusions that the
people wıll draw from observing the unfolding of God’s wıll Bınah here 15
owledge that corresponds vVC closely the interpretive faculty indıcated In Jer
23:20) Although thıs understandıng wıll certaminly affect behavıor, the knowledge the
Judahıtes wiıll have accordıing Isa 29:24 15 NnOL intrınsıcally aımed al actıon; ıt 15

11 hat 1s the of bıinah ın Prov accordıng the usual interpretation: "don’t straın
become rich, "Irom yOUTr intelligence, avoıd domg so  n (mibbinat“ ka hädal). Bınah hen

refers "\"intellectual diseriımınatıon" (McKane, 382) But hadal mun in(. elsewhere
desıist from not do somethiıng (Exod 235 Kgs Hence the inf. bınah ere 1s

probabily gerund from the qal of Jbyn sed ın the Sam«ec WaYy in "look at”, "stare at”,
wıth the implıcıt dırect object n  wealth" supplıed from 4a (v. cshOows that hıs implıcıt dırect
object has indeed been actıvated).
12 observed by a!l  S, Isaıah 1-33, 1985, 34 9 35()

155



Michael Fox

understandıng of somethıng that has already occurred, nOTL the knowledge of hOow
do something.

Chr 12:33, 1C| refers the Issacharıtes "vho have [lıt., know|] hınah wıth
respect the times yod” ey binah Ia "ittim), know what Israel should do"
ompare the ıdıom yada“ hinah in Isa 29:24; Job 38:4; and Chr 2511 12.) It 15
uncertaıin Just what domaın of knowledge 15 strology 15 ONC possibility, !®
ough ıt eIy that the author of Chronicles WOU AaDDIOVC of astrologers

imagıne the trıbe of Issachar 4A5 avıng undred of them sımılar phrase 15
used Esther 143:; in 1C "he WISE INCN who understand the times yod“ ey

“ittim)" employ LTCasSsonNn (though of foolısh sort) rather than astrology analyze
the needs of the "times", 1.€., the present cırcumstances. The Issacharıtes’ hinah 15
probably of the ame SOTt
In Job 38:4, God asks Job, "Where WeEIC yOUu when ounded the earth? Tell ISCH
the answeTIs the following questions], ıf YOU have (hıt NOW ınah” Here hbhınah 15

intellectual understandıng of the Or1g1ns and operatıons of the WOT. ıt 1S nOTL
Oow-how sk
Job redefine the OD of the hokmah and binah, and
doing reveals theır meanıng prior redefiniıtion. The POCM appends hınah
hokmah and treats the [WO sıngle entity, askıng rhetorically, "Rut wısdom
where does ıt COM irom, and where 15 the place of binah?" (vv. I2 20) TIhe poem’s
ANSWEI 15 that ıt hokmah-binah) Cannot be located; God alone knows where ıt 15.
The pOCmM must be using Ma and hinah wıth reference speculatıve,
intellectual knowledge about the WOT. for only that (and nOL practical good sense)
15 what 15 inaccessıble human investigation, and ıt 15 sef of truths known only

God rather than faculty mental actıvıty, for those aAIc nOoft objects of
searching. At the end of the POCM, true human wısdom 15 redefined thus ee, the
fear of the Lord, tha  — 15 wısdom, and the avoıdance of evıl 15 understanding  IM (v 28)
10 claım that human "visdom" and "understandıng" dAdIic really something other than
speculatıve knowledge, mMust fırst be usıng the words designate the
speculatıve owledge repudıiated ın the preceding VEISCS, and then be hıftıng theır
application wısdom of dıfferent sort Bınah 15 agaın used alongsıde hokmah In
VE sımılar redefinıtion of wısdom In TOV 9:10 "The eginnıng of wısdom 15 the

fear of the Lord, and knowledge of holıness 15 binah“. Thıs 15 nOL flat
identification of meanıng buuilt into the anguage, dıctiıonary definıtion of the
mS, ıt WEeEeIC. 1S, rather, insıstence that real wısdom resides In relig10us
attıtudes of 1C| EVEIYONC 15 capable: fear of God and "knowledge of holiness".
Ihe latter 15 nOL theologica learnıng, but, ıke "knowledge of essentially
refers AWaTLCeNCSS of wiıll and recogniıtıon of hıs power.!*

13 E3 Curtis (Chronicles), Targum, and Many. But ere 15 lıttle. argumentatıon offered
behalf of thıs VIEW.

O“do%im refers God, aSs ın Hos I thus most commentaltors, JT0oy (Elsewhere
q° do$im OUunN refers Israelıtes angels, but knowledge of neıther of these 1S relevant

wısdom relıgion.) Hence da at q° doZim 15 equivalent da at ”elohim:; COMDATC Prov
Y:10 wıth 25) Knowledge of God 1s aWaTeNCSS of his will, ethical-relig10us attıtude (Hos
4  9 6:6) It 15 equıvalent knowledge of God’s Way>S (see Job 21:14, et&.) Within the extensive
lıterature the topıc SCC in partıcular Botterweck ın 1OF V? Cr IR ThWAT).
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Agur TOV 30:2-3) makes the distinction between the nds of wısdom INOIC

radıcal when he modestly that he does NnOL have even human (let alone
angelıc) binah and that he has nOof learnt hokmah, but asserts that he ODes have
"knowledge of holiness".1> The wısdom Agur ısclaıms 15 something usually studıied
0)4 learned, 1C| must be something comparable eology" knowledge of
doctrines and theories erıved from human investigation and speculatıon. The
implicatıon 1S that other INnen do have thıs inah-hokmah, but that ıt 15 nOof the most

ımportant sort of wısdom (hence thıs paSSagc 15 less skeptical than Job 28)
PTODECI relıg10us attıtude and knowledge of elıg10us fundamentals 15 possıble
wıthout wısdom of that sort By understandıng of the words, Agur m1g have
claiımed that he lacked hınah but dıd pOSSCSS t“bunah.
In Danıel, hbhinah refers pecıal kind of owledge, namely interpretation of
esoteric mM  CS. Danıel and hıs fellows have the abılıty respond querı1es
"every. matter of hokmat bıinah”, hıt.; "the "vısdom of understandıng", that the kıng
as of them 1:20)06 Judging from hat the kıngs ask of Danıel, thıs refers in
practice dream interpretation. Ihe phrase "“vısdom of nah" COU be rendered
"learnıng interpretation". In other O  UTTENCECS, INa 15 NOL faculty 0)4 actıvıty,
but partıcular interpretatıion. Danıel achileves thıs hinah by of hıs
reasonıing POWCIS, but has ıt granted hım reward for faıthfulness and PrayCl.
He for INa of Visıon (Dan 8:15) and receıves the explicatiıon by
supernatural communıcatıon from Gabrıel Likewise In 0292 and hinah 15
interpretation of A partıcular revelatıon. ınah 15 something j ( the wise MaYy
Kknow, ıf God them knowledge (2:12; 21)
Almost all OCCUTITTIENCCS f hinah accord wıth the propose:| definıtion, but should
also consıder couple of VeISCS that SCCIM [UN agaınst ıt In Job 39:26, God asks
Job, "IS ıt from yOUr intelligence" (mibbinat”ka) that hawk takes wing...?". Bınah 15
here used the aCct of creatıon, much ıke t“bunah 15 elsewhere, but do not 1n
the dIC iıdentical. suggest that whereas t“bunah WOU designate the k that
went into the production of yıng creatures, hınah poımnts INOTIEC the  ıntellectual

Prov 30:3b 1S, of COUTSC, CI but the meanıng of hbhınah in 0€s nOoL depend ıts
meanıng. By ON COM MON interpretation, the negatıve applıes V. 3 el (: Toy,
McKane; hence Agur 15 sayıng that he 06s nol ave "knowledge of God" It 1S, however,
doubtful that the negatıve Can be. elıded ın otherwise. complete sentence Others take

PUrpDOSC clause dependent amadtı ”  sSo that might NOW knowledge of holiness [OT
‘GOd’]” (Rınggren, Plöger), which Iso ımplıes that he lacks thıs knowledge. Most
cCommentators do NnOL dıstinguıish binah//hokmah from da at q° do$im and ASSUM«Cc that the
latter 1s theological understandıng of dıvinıty. However, "knowledge of God" esoteric

partıcularly cerebral anywhere ın the Bıble Most lıkely, w allude the "knowledge of
God”" that Agur claıms he 0€s has the knowledge that from od’s word
16 Alternatıvely, hokmat hınah may be cOnstructk of SYNONYMS, equıvalent hokmah ubinah
(see Avıshur, Stylıstic Studies of Word-Paırs A  A 210), Neukirchen, 1984, 160); the

and Theodotion translate that WAaY.
17 The end of 10:1 15 dıfficult plausıble translatıon 1S He paıd attention the oracle
(ubin et haddabar), that he understood the revelatıon" (ubinah I0 bammar "eh) (Hartman-
DıLella). The preceding clause "the oracle Was true  ‚ (we W  emet haddabar), SshOws hat the ast
clause refers anıel’s understandıng of thıs specıfic revelatıon rather han general
interpretive abılıty.
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POWCIS behind the production of such marvels. INa 15 the word chosen because al
1SSUe 15 the SCODC of abılıty understand how God creates and I UNS the
WOT. and understandıng of that sort COU. only be Ca bınah, noft t“bunah. God
sefts hıs OW) binah agaınst Also INa ar back hbhınah In challenge

238:4 sımılar notion of creatıve understandıng lies Chr 2:12, ın 1C
Tyrıan artısan 1S saıd be WIise INan who "YnOows ınah". T “bunah 15 MIOIC often

used describing the artıst’s skılls Nowhere, however, 15 artısan saıd "Krnow'  M
t“bunah, fact indicatiıng distinction between artısan'’s t“bunah, 1C| 15
of production (see above, 21109 and hıs bınah, the body of learned, intellectual
knowledge of artıstry. !®
A Binah and t“bunah relatiıon hokmah
Assuming that the 44 OCCUITTENCES of t“bunah represent the of ıts uUse in the
anguage whole, ıt aDPCAaIS that t“*bunah 15 hyponym of oOKma eve  ıng
that COU. be Ca t“*bunah COUuU be ca hokmah well INa however,
though MOSL egards encompassed by hokmahı, sometimes refers mental
abılıty and actıvıty In WaYy that WOU noft be ca hokmah. Binah 15
understandıng PCI Hokmah 15 the broader mental capacıty that makes
understandıng possıble, well 4S the knowledge that understandıng produces, but
ıt 15 not the understandıng ıtself. Ihe understandıng of particular foreıgn language
WOULU nOTL be Ca hokmahı, NOT WOU the interpretation of particular book 0)4

dream be designated (usiıng phrase such hokmat hahazon *hokmah
hbammar veh, meanıng the understandıng of pecıfıc VIS10N). The understandıng of

particular divine plan binah (Jer a(011 oOKmMma On the other hand, the art
and lore of interpretation COUuU be CAi hokmahı, 1Cc 15 IMOIeC general,

qualıity that exıists independently of ındıyıdual mınds. (Ihe phrase in Dan
1:20, hokmat bınah, suggests 1S In other words, both faculty and result, hıinah
15 ırected specıfic objects In WaY that hokmah 15 noO  —
The fact that hokmah COVETS roader NC than t“bunah and 15 less ocused than
hınah xplaıns why hokmah 15 always the A-word hen parallel eıther of the
others. The INOIC COMMNMMON and prominent term 15 se[l In the A-slot; the B-term In
thıs CasSsec does NnOL provıde heightening much greater specıificıty.!”

°ormah and m zimmah
°ormah (6x) and m zimmah (19x) AL morally neutral intellectual facultıies and
Ooughts. Thıs neutrality adds certaın PUNgENCY SOIMNC proverbs 1C 15 made
insıpıd by moralizıng renderings, such glossıng °ormah "prudence"
m zimmah "discretion" NIV) "prudence"” "ormah 15 the talent for
devisıng and using adroıt and Wıly tactıcs in the attamnıng of ONe’'s goals, whatever
these mMaYy be. “ immah 15 type of hought and faculty for such hought,
namely private, unrevealed hought; only In Proverbs (1:4; 2810 does ıt refer the
mental faculty sk employe In devısıng such oughts.

18 ıstotle draws a sımılar dıstınction by bracketing the artıst’s wısdom together wıth the
philosopher’s sophıa and distinguishing these irom practical wisdom, phronesIis (Nıc. Eth.
K
19 Adele Berlın, The Dynamıics of Bıbliıcal Parallelısm, Bloomington, Indıana, 1985, 96-
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ormah (cunnıng, wiliness)
Outsıde of Proverbs all OCI  65 of ormah and 1fs cognalte forms refer the
employment of artıfıces achieve ends that cannot be eclare: openly, such
the schemes of the serpent (Gen the fırst degree homicıde XO z 14) the
Gıbeonites OS and the wıcked WISC IMen (Job 13) The verb he Tuım 18

aCcCtT cunnıngly, refers malıcıous schemes Ps and trıcks Sam
In Proverbs alone dICc the NOUN and verb used of ZuNnNnuıng pPutL legıtımate usesS

Here ormah not only natiıve CUNNINGS, but also the sk that inexperienced lad
aC and must aAaCQUITC sılly-headed who Gces co{ffer beaten
and on  ® who ee! chastısement wıll WISC UD ya arım (19 25 15 S1111 SIr 32)
Lady Wısdom erself legıtımızes ormahı hen she boasts of DroX1imı1({y ıf (8 12)
Thıs does NnOL make ormah intrinsically a  1tYy; rather il practical
faculty that wısdom ıfs adherents
°ormah determined Dy the artıcle 0)8 suffixes, NOT does ı{ construct
IThe signıfıcance of thıs ı unclear, but MaYy notfe that do nol usually SaYy "che
clevernes  I Englısh wıthout addıng DOSSCSSIVC. However, the SUTLIXE! form
°ormam from the apparently SYAONYMOUS “orem, does OCCUT (Job Z

zımmah (private thoughts cagıness)
The notLi0N COMMON derıyvatıves of zmm 15 that of hıdden prıvale ınkıng 'Ihe
verb refers not only ıllegıtımate intentLLi0Ns but also God Just an beneficıal
designs (e.g Jer 51 1} Lam { Zech {5) and legıtımate human
plannıng (PS 1/ TOV 21 16 SIr 571 18<!) The NOUN aCcCcords ıth thıs of usec

The notLION of schemıing (the MCaNINS usually N the lexicons) contextually
determıned exfitensıiıon of the DIIMAaT y of MN ZIUMMOOLT, namely, hıdden oughts.
Though another Eerson “zimmot May be known educed, ONC saıd
declare hıs Fn“zimmot, the WdYy that ONC May eclare hıs hokmah OT “esah.
SometLi:mes MM zımmaolt AI nOL actually plans schemes secre(il plans for

achıeving somethiıng, but Just prıvate reflections (e Ps 1/ cf SIr 37 FOor
example, the wıicked INa HN zZzLımmo. Ps ATre summed upD AS "chere
”“ Ihe N“zimmot of rıends AI theır beliıef that wickedness has
caused hıs suffering (Z1AFa28), noL SOMEC plot agaınst hım But scheming
generally keeping One’s Ooughts SeCI CT, mmM“7zimmah the term en

applıed plans schemes; and secretl plans tend be hostıle others, the
ord usually bears negatıve connotatıions, das TOV L7 HA good Nan wıll LECGIVE

favor, ıle he wıll condemn the [Nan of n“7immot" (sım. 1 ‚ 8
(Englısh "scheme'" picks UD negatıve connotation DYy the SAdIne DrOGESS.)) The
collocatıon ıth llevil‘l and tne ocution "Man of Hlimmot" A d sınıster (ype Ssuggest
assoclatıons ıth wıcked schemiıng, though the term does not always ımply thıs Rut
CVEOCMN hen they AIlC Just the of God’ OW plans HN“ 7immot AIGC, EXCEDI

Zech 15 ostıle and destructive
an audacıous MOVC then hen Proverbs approprıates both orman and

M zımmah for ıfs catalogue of Virtues 11 In TOV 21 M zımmah

20 Were f lor the rısk of specıal pleadıng, would suggest emendıng hıs hapax
ormalı (EXX® L7 YOOVNOEL) He cCap the WISC by ormalı" od’s (IW!

cleverness which the CONCETIN of hıs doxology
Readıng zZInwWL Y wıth 1L1OPs® X X] 15
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apparently refers the ather’s words themselves. Lady Wısdom erself attaıns
"knowledge of m. zimmot" The [CAasSson for thıs approprıiation 15 NnOT that
educatıonal PrOCCcSS Was NO occupied ıth developıng matfure intellectual skılls
than ıth moralıty" (McKane, Proverbs, 265), but that the S relegated all
effectıve iıntellectual OWEIS the realm of wısdom and mustered them in the
inculcatıon of moralıty. By proffering "ormah an m zimmah, the prologue of
Proverbs know that thıs book and no(, SaYy, the ashy WISE-gUYy down
the streeft 15 the place furn for the prize OWECLIS of cunnıng and cagıness.
At the Same tiıme, Proverbs assıgns pecıal function m zimmah. M ’ zimmah,
private ınkıng, 15 be used In keeping YOUTr OW. counsel and ınkıng for
yourself. Thıs L9)  c wıll protect yOUu from the temptations of the wıcked INan and

I2 because when they C seduce yOUu theır WaYyS, yOUu wıll be
able o0k ınward, maıntaın ındependence of hought, an stand theır
inveıglements. ( “ormah WOU presumably ork ın sımılar WAdY, but the exT does
noft happen specıfy 1S.

“esah and tuSLyyah
&1 “esah (plannıng, design) (88x Heb.; 1 x Aram eta A
'Ihe meanıng of “esah, commonly rendered pla and "advıce", 1S nOTL atter of
dıspute, but ıts definıtion Can be efined "esah 15 essentially delıberation: areful
ınkıng and plannıng FOV the resolution arrıved Dy such ınkıng

Ur and the capacıty for such hought (Isa IO Jer ST Job LZ IS
S00 2: Isa Jer In the LAX. "esah 1S usually translated BOovAN),
IC has almost the SA\AN1C semantıc shape the Hebrew.

plan recommended others 15 advıce OTr counsel, da “esah 1S usually glossed .2
Job 29:21; TOV 2715 19:20; 7ra 10:8; and often). annıng that takes the form of
delıberation o several people rather than by ındıvıdual 15 counsel
consultation udg 2027 Kgs 18:20; Isa 5: 10: An “esah 1S NnOL necessarıly
advıce others [SEE. C Isa D 18420 19:17:; Jer 49:30; Job 38:2; MOSTL clearly ın
Ps 123 TOV 20:5) Ihe notions of "advıice" and "consultation" dAdIiIC nOL iınherent In
the exıcal meanıng, NOT dIe these dıistinct eyxıcal meanıngs of the ord They ATC

rather contextually determıined functions of the eyxıcal meanıng. Hence hen
Proverbs pralises "esah and the es, ıt 15 urging delıberate, areful plannıng and
planners, not the giving of advıce FOV 20:48; 11:14;
Sometimes when "esah 15 used there 15 lıttle implıcatiıon of extended plannıng, and
"ntention" May be the best renderıing; C.B., Ps 73:24; Job 10:3; TOV 2 (1t 15
man’s ıntentions generally, rather than hıs "plans", that dAdIC hard fathom); Ezra
10:3 the LOord intends"); AAr 17°{) KnNe eaders of the Phıiılıstines sent hım
AaWaY intentionally"). Stall, the notiıon of delıberation and areful hought IS integral
27 It INOTIC lıkely hat God 1S accusıng Job of impugning hıs abılıty design an [[U the
world rather han obscurıng the design ıtself.

aralle ruah; Egypt  S capacıty for ratıonal thought SCCINS be hat God IS threatening
destroy.
Sımıilarly, the plural ıIn eut A  > refers the abılıty calculate and make effective

plans. 1Ss thıs, rather han specılıc plans, hat 1S "lost  n
ote that (he paralle]l term ın all three VETITSCS 1S tahbulot, which IS Lype of thought, nOoTl

the aCct of gıiving counsel.

16()



Or' for Wısdom

the meanıiıng, and the ord 15 CV! used of thoughtless decisıiıons SpOontaneOus
wıshes.
"Pla ÖT ,  plannıng  ‚M 15 usually A good gloss for vesah, but sometimes the
delıberations Ca “esah do nOL PrODOSC specıfic future actıon PrOgram,
Englısh . WOUu 1MpIYy. The "esah of the wıcked that Job repudıates In Job
2116 15 quoted ın 14f. they S y God, ‘Get aAaWaYy from u don’t ant

knOow yOUr WaYyS. What 15 Shadday that should SCIVC hım, and hat good
WOU ıt do eseech hım?”" Such oughts CAÄDI CSS intentions
determiıinatıons rather than plans. The psalmıist speaks of hıs incessant “esot,
parallel the misery yagon) In hıs heart (Ps 19:3); where the function of the
B-term 15 closer definition of the A-term.26 'These "esot AT not counsels, NOT do
they cececm be specıfic plans formulated for future actıon. They 2A1& sımply
Ooughts mu OVeCTI constantly, ıf nOL obsessıvely, and ın that they dIC

deliberations.?’ The margınal readıng (Ms of Sır SGT, ıf cCorrec(l, SCS the ord
in the AIn way.“8 Deut 237:9728 condemns Israel ey aAfe natıon "  evoıd of ce._s'0t"
[lıt., "chat lost “esot"), In hom there 15 t“bunah". Lackıng plans counsel WOU
not be tfor moral condemnatıon. srael’s ack 15 rather the abılıty figure Out

what 15 good for them (NJV: folk devoıd of sense"). In these CS, "esah MCcAans

notion that cannot be separated romdelıberate, calculated hought,
. "counsel" AdS dıstiınct "meanıng".
alı contextual translatıons of “esah, depending the ualıty of the oughts
designated and whether they dIC communiıcated ıth the PUrpoOsc of influencing
others, dIC plans "advice", "calculatıon", "intention", "deliberation", and ven

"brooding". efining "esah deliberation and areful ınkiıng, rather than
assumıng that the word 15 ıdentical Englısh pla and "advice", obvıates the need

emend certaın CIS5C5S create NCW words.??
472 USLY Ya (resourcefulness; competence)
Ihe meanıng of tuSLyyah mMust be abstracted from ıts thırteen OC  CS, [WO of
1C aAfIc obscure.30 Ihe word aDPCAaTrs almost exclusıvely In Wısdom lıterature: SIX

Emendıng "assebet OT “assabot (BHS and many) 15 thus UNNCCCSSAaTY.
A Craigie (Psalms, ad loc.) 5SdyS that "esot, lıterally "counsels", provides CUFr10US and
that the combinatıon of intellectual activity ıth soul 1S unlıkely. He ollows Driıver
(WO :  E  ’ 410) ın giving the word the of llpainll. But “äsat nepe$ appCAars in Prov
21:9, where "pain" "sorrow" would be meanıngless. (as Tur-Sıinal argucs ın
Proverbs, 26) , hat takıng counsel [Tur-Sinal has iıdentifhied word neleq meanıng counsel,
ıbid.] nıth another PCrSON makes ONC happıier than takıng counsel ıth oneself alone.

Ms. reads "Do nolt g1ve yOUr soul Judgment (dyn), and do nOL stumble in yOUr Iinıquıty
“wnk) We c<hould probably read dwn (dawon AUTN, for dyn, ıth Segal el al.) The
margın has "stk (thus O0 Gk, and Syr), for “wnk. Segal’s emendatıon of "“wnk b“sbk 1S
UNNCCESSATY.
29 Addıtional exXxemes proposed explaın these arc sh I1 etrıfe (G.R Driver,

1947-52], 411[{. and JSS [1968], 45f.; SCC above, and sh "fellowshıp, circle”, CSD ın
the phrase "äsat r“ Sa ım Bergmelıer, "Zum Ausdruck AXY ıIn Ps U Job 10:3, 21:16.
und 2218 [1966], 229-232). ] ıth John Worrell (VT [1970] 65- hat the
word clearly "councıl" the and possıbly nOL in Qumran eıther.

Miıcah 1S undoubtedly COTTUDL. Prov 18:1 1S 00 uncertaın help In definıng the word,
but tuSıyyah there refer plans intentions hat the unsociable INan (nı prad) In
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of the CCUTITTENCES AI In Job, four In Proverbs, ON In Sirah .91 Ihe OX 15 not
much help, sınce ıt offers dıfferent rendering for each occurrence>2; modern
translators AI lıkewise inconsıstent.
TIThe lexiıcons gıve the term [WO distinct meanıngs, ONC referring faculty e
"Umsıiıcht" KBL)}]) another ıts CONSCYUECENCCS ( "Gelingen, Erfolg" KB
Dhorme (Job, 65) emphasızes the fırst9 defining tuSiyyah denoting fırst
of all "the foresight 1C| plans ahead", whence "prudence" and "intelligence".
Driver and Gray® explaın ıt "effective counsel, effective wısdom".
Brongers“* 5SdyS that the irequent assoOcjatıon of tuSLyyah and vesah sShows that the
former belongs "der Sphäre des Nachsinnens un der Überlegung" ıt has not,
M,  WIE VON einigen Interpreten behauptet wırd, das Resultat des Überlegens effects,
effectual workıng, SUCCCSS, Erfolg) 1im Auge  n 'Ihe term could, of COUTSC, appl
both "spheres" (cf. hiskıl, |Ibe perspicaCcl10us Y succeed"), but that 1$ nOTL borne Out in
the ASC of FuSLy yahı.
The word’s skımpy attestatıon m1g| Justıfy appeal etymology. Ihe rOOo[
15 J ySy, 1C m1g also be the FrOO[ of yeS, "there 6”  ” "substance" us BDB,
15 eft ar well several medieval commenta(tors, Cc.g. adag, Sefer
Hashorashım; ame’ırı TOV 27 On the basıs of thıs etymology, enug
asserts that ın all OC  x ONC SCI15C5S5 "the relatıon of ıts essentıal ıdea truth
absolute, May CAÄDICSS ıt, the yeS$ of things".> Bauer gıves the term’s
.  primary meanıng" 6,  was vorhanden ist dann Kra Fähigkeit’".® Gemser (p
24) incorporates the notion of exiıstence Dy efinıng tuSLy yah 1[*Was das aseın
fördert’, was den Versuch gelıngen lässt’, also sowochl Hılfe) als ‘Klugheit, 4 9akt® In
fact, ON extract almost anythıng from the notiıon of "what 1S ın existence".
T uSsı yyanh "ormah, Ka above) OCCUIS only bare NOUN\N, Ven hen parallel

determined NOUNMN (Job 6:13: SIr 38:8) 'Thıs suggests that the ord refers fiırst of
all abstract 8}  c quality that exısts independently of particular
manıfestation of ıt ın sOome0oOone’s mınd
In MY vieW, tuSLyyah denotes clear, proficıent ınkıng ın the exercıse of L9)  c an
practical operations, AS dıstincet fIrom iınking intellectual Da Like t“bunah,
FUSLY Ya 15 compelence rather than form f understandıng and Knowledge.
the on accord ıth thıs definition. Ihe ord also refers decisions

SOMC WaYy repudıates dissocıiates himself from (yıtgallea ef. nigla“ and hıtgallea
"be scraped off", "exposed" Jastrow, Dictionary]; cf. Tur-Sınal, Proverbs, 90)

TIhree In the ead Sea Scrolls May be menti:oned for COmparıson: 105 2 9
3 6) and Dam I1

GSOTNPLA (ProvZ BonNFEeL« (Job 6:13); ACYANELL (Prov 8:14), BOovAN (Prov 3:21), SUVALLG
(Job 26:3), LOX UG (Job AANFTEG (Job 5:12); GOTELV (Mic 6:9); ELONVYN (Sır 38:8) Isa 28:29
(L NApPALXÄNGLV), Job 11:6 (TOV XT GE), and Prov 18:1 XALPOG do noOl SCCIMIM

render (wSyh. In F Job ‚A, whiıch corresponds 22b Orlınsky, UCA
[1958] 270), SV 0S ÜVaALG probably renders the ketiv wn by assocıatıon ıth $O ah (cf.
Dhorme); Theod has SOTNPLA ın 22b. Inay be sıgnıfıcant that moOst of these glosses refer
strength and assıstance rather han intellectual capacıties.
373 Job, part 1L, 30f.

"Miıscellanea Exegetica", ın estschr Alexander ulst, Nıjkerk, 19R
"Meaning and sage of the lerm MT, JBL (1911), 1335

(1930)
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produce by such ınking. In all9 tuSLiyyah 15 used 1ın addressing conflıict J8

CT1SIS, aft least tension. o0d renderings dIC "resourcefulness" us NJV aft Job
0:13) and M,  wıts'  n In |lto have one’s 1ıts about hım  " Unlıike t“bunah, tuSLyyah

connote cleverness and ınner strength.
The sef of collocatıons wıth fuSLyyah "strength", "help"‚37 "might", "  shıel shows
that the concept belongs the domaın of OWECIS and 15 sed ın plannıng
(mahSabah, "esah) directed al actıon (ma “ Aäsch). Worth reconsidering 15 the
etymology suggested by Grimm,” assoclatıng the term ıth Heb z  0S yah,

YAram "uSiyta Support pıllar'  n cf. Jer 5() I5 YJEIC, "oSyoteyha, "buttresses". The
concept of Support and firmness aCCcords nıcely ıth the WOrd’s SCS ın the
rom thıs tymology, Grimm [p 36] derıves the ıdea of whence “SUCCESS,
184  9 SOUTITCE f help, rehability". Thıs of SCNSCS5 15 close the mark but NnOL

sufficıently focussed.)
uSLyY ya 15 O  ’ NC that 15 noft deeply iıntellectual. It 15 used 1n determinıing
COUTISC of actıon and dealıng ıth dıifficulties rather than In comprehendıng
ıntrıcacıes educıng conclusıions. 15 ınner that Job eels he has ost
(6:1356) along ıth hıs strength (koah, 6:11-12); hence he 15 "helpless"aJob
15 NnOoL confessing ack of nsıght understandıng, NOL 15 he lamenting loss of SUOIMNC

sSort of SUCCCSS Hıs grievance 15 far 3900)8=- SV G He 1S complaınıng that he C
the fortıtude and the clarıty of hought stand UD God (agaın InE he fears
hıs feebleness and confusıon In confrontatıion ıth God) In the SdInNne veın, Job
complaıns that hıs FUSLY Ya has dıssolved al God’s an (30:22b, gere)** The
phrase mog geni FuSLy yah May be translated, '  you make the abılıty 1n clearly
dıssolve for me".42 1o make SOTINCONC "riıde the wınd" (the paralle. ın 22a) 1S the
kınd of aCctTi that Causes disorientatıion rather than ignorance. The verb 15 used of the
sSoul ın Ps describing the fear and confusıon of saılors In us they
become run and theır skıl] 1S lost; Just has God made uUSLY ya
dissolve for Job
TuSiyyah (alongsıde m zimmah) provıdes protection those uUuDON hom ıt 15
bestowed (Prov 3:21-206). Thıs O 15 NnOL intrinsıically VirtuOuUS; craity, tricky HMICcH

have ıt, though God MaYy frustrate ıt (Job 5:12) God fuSLyyah In store for the
upright reward; ıt wıll shıeld them (Prov Z} an help them hold the rg
'] Or "strength", °ezrah should perhaps be translated in Job 6:13, cf. Ugarıtıc 2Zzr
Miıller, JIr:, [1970], 172) Englısh "help  ‚ usually refers assıstance comıng from SOMCCONC

else; yel in Englısh ([00 ON who lacks strength IS "helpless”.
«Ö38 Wıllıam cKane, correctly iıdentifies (uSı yyah pDower’, ‘capacıty’, ‘competence’””

(Prophets and Wıse Men, 80)
39 Grimm, "The Word 221 in the O1° JAOS (1901), 43f.
4U Ha —’im and eyn AIC conflated„only ON negatiıon makes ere. On °ezrah
SCC
41 Most COmMMentators point the ketiv t$wh t“Suwwah, supposedly equivalent t“$uah,
"storm” (e.g. Pope, Gordıs), but nothing IS gaıned by creatıng hıs hapax. The YCTC 15 quıte
comprehensıble.

T uSiyyah appPCAars are OUnN VCcCn here, where ,  mY (uSi yyahı miıght INOTC natural
than the construction ıth the datıval suffix the erb.

ote that wınd OCCasıons both the melting of the saılors’ spirıts in Ps 107 and Job’s
tuSiyyah ın Job
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path (v. 8 The phrase 5D D indıcates that {uSLY Ya 15 noft iınherent in
righteousness, but 15 rather advantage that Can be granted reward. Thıs last
observatıon explaıns why tuSLyyah 15 noft somethiıng that Lady Wısdom 15 but
something che has, along ıth "esah and g“burah TOV 8:14) USLY ya 15
benefaction that attends uUuDON wısdom rather than goal In ıtself. TIhe DroXimity
15-16 suggesits that FuSLyyah, ıke the other [WO facultiıes menti:oned in 1 9 1s

used in governing soclety.
God employs tuSiyyah in governing the WOT. Zophar apparently uses the word
(along wıth hokmahı) In reference abılıty order hıs WOT. Justly (Job

God POSSCSSCS thıs o  c along ıth m1g OZ and secs ıt 1ın confoundıng
counselors (Job 12:168).: ("Insight", "Cleverness", "foresight sound wisdom", and
moOst of the other losses commonly used for fUSLY Ya WOUuU nOoTt work well ere.
Essentially the Sa”me faculty 15 ca "esah In Job 3872 and 42° Ben Sıra speaks of

provıdential rule in 38:8, where he SayS that God has gıven medicınal plants
humans keep them alıve, that hıs ma “äAäseh and USLY Ya (note the

collocation) not be forgotten.® Isaıah 78:29 applıes the term abılıty
control history in accordance ıth shıfting circumstances.46 In Su FuSLy yah IS NnOL

SOUTCE of knowledge understandıng, but rather of stabılıty, efficacy, confidence,
and resiılience.
Like “esah, fuSiyyah Can also refer the intentions strategıes that the faculty
produces. As such, tuSLyyah 1$ something OonNne Can d0" arTry out  n (Job 512
usıng “aSah;+' COMPDAaAIC asa  A "esah In Isa 251 and 30:1) Agaın In the ASC of
"esah, fuSLiyyah spoken others 1S form of counsel; thus Job ells
sarcastıcally, yOou have counselled hım ho acks wısdom, made the
tremulous% kKknOw "ta) tuSLy yah" (Job 26:3), ın other words, old Job hat
he Can rely, where he Can fiınd resources.“9 particular type of counsel 1S In VIEW,
for Job 1S speakıng of helping the eak (v 2

Job 11:6b (MT kı kı pla yım [“tu$iy yah) 1S CTr Kıplayım (Isa 40 Sır 26:1)
"double", "two-fold", which 06€s nOL make ere ere 1S Justificatıon for the COMMON

understandıng of kı pla yım "{WO sıdes" (Pope, el al.), whıch in an y dsCc 15 nOoL particularly
meanıngful eıther. We should probably emend Ky plym for KYy pl "ym kı pla "im (BHS,
sSım Driver-Gray, al.), lıt., "for |God’s] tuSiyyah has wonders". Compare Isa 28:29, where
the SYNONYMOUS parallelısm between hipli” "esah and higdil (uSi yyah agaın assocılates
wondrousness < pl Y ıth 0d’s (uSi yyah. ote hat Isa 281 parallels pele ıth “esol
|"plans made long 830"] ın reference 0od’s aclts The (uSı yyalı Zophar 1S speakıng of 1S
virtually the Samı«c 15 the “esah that God employs ın designing and runniıng the world, faculty
hat God ACCUSCS Job of "obscurıing" ın Job later quoltes thıs statement in conceding hat
he spoke of thıngs {00 wondrous (nı pla "ol) for hım Zophar 5SdayS that thıs (uSı yyah 1S
wondrous, hence nOL comprehensıble wıthout revelatıon.
45 ead Im n I> ySkh marg m “ Shw wiwSyh mbny ”’dm IMs
46 In I1 (uSt yyah 15 NC of several dıvyıne faculties hat in thıs cContext cCannolt be
distinguished from UNCG another.
47 hus Dhorme "So hat theır hands do noflt achıeve hat they had planned!"
4% Tur-Sinaıl made good asc for the exıstence of Hebrew rOOL rbb, "quake", whence

I}rab "shakıng helpless"; SCC hıs ommentlary Job
49 hus Grimm, JAOS
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The Ugarıitic cognate t$yt has exactly the amn meanıng Hebrew tuSLy yah.
Befifore attle, tdd khhdn DSAq, yml Ihn M kbd nt t$yt, "[Anat’s|] lıver
swelled ıth OY, her heart Was fılled ıth happıness, the lıver of Anat ıth S yt”
(CTA 3, 11 27) The COMMMON rendering "victory" (or "triumph")>® 15 DOOT parallel

.  JOoYy and "happiness"; require somethıng that 18 ın the "lıver", In other words,
faculty, hought, emotion. The meanıng ascertaıned for the Hebrew cognate

fıts t$yt because ıt 15 tactıcal abilıty that Can be diırected agalnst adversary (Job
5:32) and Can SCIVC protect TOV 2 7) and a1d (Job 6:13) ıfts POSSCSSOT. In other
words, after her fırst victory, Anat xulted ın inner 18}  9 psychological

that che Was about exercise agaın 1ın battlie.
uSLyyah 15 usually assocıated ıth words for help, strength, aggress1ion, and
efense (Job Dr O71 12:16: 26:3; TOV Z E A [cf. 2201 TOV 18:1); several of
these ATe iın Confiext of strıfe. Thıs observatıon does nOol apply Job 11:6 and Sır
38:8(1., and probably nOL Isa 28:29 Still, these aSSOCIlat1iONs dAdIC frequent enough
suggest that tuSLyyah designates the abılıty devıse plans and stratagems of sort
that give ONC o  e ’ particularly in conflıcts. uSLy ya 15 CV! SOUICEC of
knowledge, but rather of sta  Ity, confıdence, and power.?!

Abstract.

study of the lexıical (as opposed contextual) meanıng of eight words in the semantıc held
of wısdom and knowledge ea the following definıtions: T “bunah (S 2.1) designates the
pragmatıc, applied aspect of thought; ıts domaın 1S actıon and ıt 1Ims efficacy and
accomplishment. Bınah ($ 2:2) IS the conceptual, interpretive activity of thought; ıts domaın IS
meanıng and ıt 1Ims at perception and comprehension. °ormah ($ 3.1) 15 the talent for
devisıng and usıng adroıt and wıly tactıcs ın the attaınıng of ne’s goals, whatever ese maYy be.
M“ zimmah ($ 3.2) 15 priıvate, unrevealed thinkıng and the faculty for ıt. “esah ($ 4.1) 15
essentially delıiberation the activity, the faculty, and ıts products (the notion of advice 1S
contextually determined). TuSiyyah ($ 4.2) denotes clear, proficıent thinkıng ın the exercise of

and practical operatıons, dıstincet from thinkıng intellectual act

ddress of the author.
Prof. Michael FOox, PAD., Department of Hebrew, Unitversity of WISCONSIN, Madıson,
T1sCONSIN /06, (7:8  x

F, UL, glossary; (Gray, Canaanıte Myths and Legends, 48; KBLS (uSiy yahı;
Dahood, Bıbl (1974) 386f.
51 In Qumran '9 (uS1 yyah ave become esoterıc understandıng body of
knowledge rather than practical faculty. 105 AL speaks of tuSLy yahlı, de ah, and m. zimmat
°ormah as hıdden from Man, these must all refer form of gnNOSIS the hıdden knowledge
ıtself. In 105 "Wıth WISE counsel 111 declare knowledge”" K WSYy (a CONsLruck of
sSynonyms) 1s SOUTCC of knowledge. In IL3, tuSi y yah 15 dıivine faculty ıt 1S unclear
exactly whıich
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Appendıx Enviıronments of ısdom Words

Word: S  us antıthetical in quası-parallelism
parallelısm wıth ıth

t“bunah(ot) hokmah (13x)! k“sil; merım häkamim:;
koah; ınah; ”°iwwelet?; koah; leb;
d“barim; “ä5So0t zımmah g burah?;m“ zimmah; {O:  3 lebab*
Ieh (3x) da at;
“esot; g“ burah;
"orah mi$ pat

binah(ot) hokmah (12x); c  p’ta K c hakkımin
X ha “ar (Aram.)?

legah; $amoa ”iwwelet
t“bunah; "imrey
peh; Ieh

°ormah da at
um“ zimmah(-ot)
2X); Ieb

m“ zimmah(ot) mah$abah:; tob; maslıah al; “cah
t“bunah; da at; arko; q“ sar
mehgqarot; "appayim
°ormah

Including hokmot//t”bunot In Ps 49:4
ra t“bunah:; Prov 14:29
hokmah ug“burah paır parallels “esah ut“bunah in Job 12:13
//t“bunot kappayım; Ps 1812
hakkamin/ / yad “ eh INa Dan 2271
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Word determiınedin SYNAONYMOUS dır. obJ of:©
ser1€es ıth (by art.,

cConstir., s{x.)

t“bunah(ot) hokmah (IXX Samar; ep1LG; yCS
natan; maleda at (6Xx)

“esah (2x) he ”ebid;
hodıia c”]

nalan; yCSbinah(ot) hokmah (5x)®
g“burah; hıiskıl; halaq
“esah?; b- hıi$$ah
ekel; (n$h); qanahı;

biqqe$;
yada c10

°ormah nalan; rebin no11
(but °orem

ofx 1x)12

m’ zimmah(ot) da ®  at; “aSah; heqim; yYCS
(uSı yyalhı ha$Sab; hamas;

nalan; NaSarT,
$amar

Number of nOL noted
Dır. ob] ere £t“bunot: Isa 4() 14
Incl the CONsSIrucLk of hokma: binah ın Dan 1:20
The virtues lısted ın Isa 11:2 aAICcC nOL eXaC!»but dıverse qualities the ıdeal kıng ll

POSSCSS. Wıthın the lıst, hokmah and hıinah AIC paıred. The phrase hokmat hbhınah 1S perhaps
cConstruct of„equıvalent hokmalhı ubınah.

Binah 15 the subject of the passıve noda al in Sır 4:24, but ın the of "recognızed"
rather han "Kxnown".
11 °ormat da at OCCUTS In 105
12 Job D3 ıf correct
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Word: SyM  us antıthetical ın quası-parallelism
wıthparallelism wıth

Mad “aSseh;“esah p‘lilah;
mah$abah (4x); ruah)3;
Md "“aSim; orah:-
derek-mo$ab; dabar!*;
ruah; g burah hazon-
2X); abar; torah)>; "amarim;
t“bunah; Yyagon, “awon;
9 epes $a WT im;
tu$Siyyah;
"äAlilah; "imrah;
hokmah; tokahat;
a  uLOoi

fuSi y yah “ezrah; “azar hofia“
mahß$abot; as
hokmahı; "AäSseh; g
°ormah

13 Isa 40:13.
14 Jer 18:18.

Ezek
16 In the ead Sea Scrolls, tu$i y yah clusters wıth other erms for wısdom wıthout much
dıstinction; thus de “"ah um “ zimmat °ormah (1 OS XI and °ormah w da  c at (CD 1L, 3)
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Word ın SYNAONYMOUS dır. obj of:17 determined
ser1es wıth (by art.,

constr., sfx.)

“Alilah; yYCS"esah as/ WS;
t“bunah; 1e hebin;
hokmahı; 7 plı
tuSı yyah; yad “aSah; eper;

“azab; aQqaq;
histir;
sıkkel; hab
(yhıb); $ama
ı1o0bi$;
2l  ah;
hıslım);
mnılle
heh$Sik;
he “elim;
DaTU ”abah
(/-); dalah;
billa®; SIl

tu$Sı yyah m zimmah:; MOSES (n m! elt");
O, sa pan‘

’“esahl8
“aSah;
hıtgala C’H)

17 Number ofCS nOL noted
18 Prov 8:14, where the paır “esah w‘tuSiyyah 1S paralle] g“burah.
19 (lere, Prov
20 Prov 18:1; unclear.
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DiIe Posıtion des ubjekts im hebräischen Verbal-
SatZ, untersucht den asyndetischen ersten ede-
satzen in Gen, Ex 1-19, Jos KOön
Walter Groß (Tübingen)

Problemstellung und Untersuchungsmethode
Aus den zahlreıichen, bisher NUI teilweise erforschten Problemen der Satzteilfolge!
1mM Verbalsatz greıfe ıch das Problem heraus, das seıt den nfängen der Hebraıistık
beachtet wurde, aber bıs heute keıine einvernehmlıche Lösung gefunden hat Steht
das Subjekt „normalerweıse“ VOL oder nach dem verbum finıtum, bzw., sachgemäßer
formulıiert: ntier welchen Bedingungen geht das Subjekt dem erb voran? Was ıst
dıe Funktion der Voranstellung des Subjekts?
Nur generell verweise. ich auf die aus der arabischen Nationalgrammatık stammende, lange
sehr einflußreiche These, lediglich atze, dıe mıt dem erb beginnen, selen Verbalsätze, atze
mıt Subjekt Anfang dagegen zZusammengesetzle Nominalsätze?, und auf dıe entsprechen-
den Außerungen der Autoren, dıe ber Verbpositionen und Verbfunktionen handeln
Jouüon behauptet, „normalement“ gehe das Subjekt dem erb VOTAQaUs, Spitzenstellung des
Verbs zeige dagegen „quelque emphase SUT le preEdicat“® an, „normalement“ scheınt her
normatıv als statistisch gemeint se1nN. Er steht mıt seiner ese ziemlıch alleın. Meist wırd

dessen behauptet, dıe Folge erb Subjekt se1 dıe „natürliche“, die „Normalstellung“,
dıe „me1ist“ realisierte®, „the basıc word order“/; dıe Voranstellung des Subjekts dagegen
sıgnalısıere dessen Hervorhebung. Muraoka widerspricht beıden Behauptungen

Rıchter, Grundlagen einer althebräischen rammatık. Dıe Beschreibungsebenen 111
Der Satz (Satztheorie) (ATS 13) 1980, 207 „Beı der Behandlung des Satzes und seiıner Teıle
sınd bisweilen Wortfolgen beobachtet, ber och keine Regeln abgeleitet worden.“

Eigenartigerweise schreıbt Muraoka uch mır diese Meinung £, obgleich iıch (wıe
Muraoka selbst) alle atze mıiıt verbum finıtum hne Rücksicht auf dıe Posıtion des verbum
finıtum iınnerhalb des jeweılıgen Satzes als Verbalsätze analysıert habe; vgl Jouon,
Tammar of Bıbliıcal Hebrew. Translated and Revised by Muraoka. Vol I1 Part Three
Syntax (subsıdıa bıblıca 14/11) 1991, 587 156e Das Werk wird 1im folgenden zıtiert als
Jouüon- Muraoka.

Joüon, Grammaıre de I’Hebreu bıblıque, Rom 1923 Edıtion photomecanıque corrig6ee,
(Graz 1965 Wichtig ist der 1INnWeIls Joüons, daß uch auf dem erb der Nachdruck lıegen
ann. Meıst wırd 168 übersehen und NUur ach der Hervorhebung dieses der Jenes nomıiınalen
Satzteiıls gefragt.

(jKa 1472 1822
Brockelmann Synt

eyer, Hebräische Grammatık. 11L Satzlehre (SG 1972,
Waltke UO’Connor, An Introduction Biblical Hebrew yntax, 1990, 129 8 3b

Sıe formulıeren 1Nne Regel und NECNNECN für S1E unter Nr uch 1U eın poetisches Bei-
spiel (Ps 63,9) dıe auf Prosa-Sätze, uch In Reden, sıcher nıcht zutrıifft, fails „usually“ dıe
relatıve statıistische Mehrheit meınen sollte: „Thıs verb-first word order usually obtaıns where
clause has introductory materı1al.“
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Joüons; „normally“ gehe das erb dem Subjekt VOTaUus und gelte: „In _.this arrangemen
neıther NOT receIVvESs specıial emphasis.  «8 So formulıert uch ın seiıner Überarbeitung der
Grammatık Jouons: »”  he statistically dominant and unmarked word-order In the verbal clause
18! Verb-Subject.“ nier den zahlreichen Ausnahmen notiert CI, Was bereıts Jouüon
hervorgehoben hatte, ' the VCrYy beginning of statement eröffne das Subjekt den SatzlO
Ausdrücke WIE „natürlıche“ Wortstellung sınd zumındest sehr diskussionsbedürftig. Hinweise
auf statistische Häufigkeit sınd nahezu bedeutungslos, WCNN die Bezugsgröße nıcht präzisiert
wırd. Sınd {wa einfach alle Verbalsätze gemeınt, einschließlich der numeriısch überwiegenden
atze mıt wa = yıqtul und w = gatal, deren Verbformation dıe Spitzenstellung des Verbs
erzwingt? Dann besagt dieses Urteil syntaktisch nahezu nıchts. Was die „unmarkıerte“
Satzteilfolge ist, äßt sıch doch ohl NUr ın bezug auf solche atze formulıeren, dıe uch ıne
„markıerte“ zulassen. Wurden derartige Dıfferenzierungen angebracht, bevor INan urteilt, dıe
Voranstellung des Subjekts erweise dessen Hervorhebung?
Speziell WEeNN INan nach der Funktion VON syntaktischen Oberflächenerscheinungen
iragt, ist dıe und ıne schwierige Aufgabe, eın Belegkorpus finden, das
aussagekräftig ist und kontrollierbare Austauschproben zuläßt.

Als Beispiel einer aussagekräftigen Kontrollgruppe, dıe zugleich geeignet ist, Zweıfel der
obıgen Mehrheitsmeinung wecken, ber 1im folgenden nıcht weıter verfolgt wird, iıch
die ki-Sätzell. nier ıhnen g1bt zahlreiche atze mıt einem Satzteil VOT dem erb Das sagtl
bereıts el aus ber dıe Konjunktion kı SsIE gehört den weniıgen Konjunktionen, dıe über-
haupt ın beachtlichen Prozentsätzen ach der Konjunktion und VOT dem erb eınen Satzteil
zulassen ber NUur wenig ber dıe Satzteilfolgeregeln, e1l] darunter uch Gruppen Von kı-
Säatzen sınd, dıe derartıges fast ganzZ ausschließen, z.B die temporalen und kondıtionalen kı-
atze. Von den 735 Prosabelegen kausaler kı-Sätze mıt verbum finıtum (ohne ın Gen

Kön, Esra, Neh und 1+2 Chr haben atze napp 35 On einen Satzteiıl VOT dem
erb. Greıilft mMan AQUus$s den 735 dıe 308 atze mıt lexikalısch ausgedrücktem Subjekt heraus,
erhöht sıch mıt 139 Fällen der Prozentsatz der einschlägıgen Belege auf 45 Un dieser ätze,
fast eın Viertel, en das Subjekt, eıinen anderen Satzteil VOT dem erb. Grenzt INa  —

schließlich alle AL7e AQUS, in denen dıe Voranstellung des Subjekts durch dessen ortart
(Fragewort etc.) bedingt ist, verbleiben '] atze mıiıt freı gewählter Voranstellung des Sub-
jekts; unter dıesen zeigen ber NUur ıne Hervorhebung des Subjekts!?, dagegen lassen
derartıges nıcht erkennen!®. Auf dieser Basıs können relevante Regeln für die Posıtion des
Subjekts erulert werden.

Dıe atze stehen S al eiınes Jlextes untereinander ın vielfältigen nhaltlı-
chen und formalen Bezügen, daß dıe Gefahr eiıner Fehldeutung groß ıst, WENnN dıe

Muraoka, Emphatıc Words and Structures In Bıblical Hebrew, 1985,
Joüon-Muraoka (Anm. 2 579 155k

10 Joüon-Muraoka (Anm. 2) 581 155nd
11 Vgl AazZu vorerst Groß, Satzfolge, Satzteiulfolge und Satzart als Kriıterien der Subkate-
gorisierung hebräischer Konjunktionalsätze, Beispıel der kı-Sätze untersucht: roß

Irsıgler Seidl (Hrsg.) JText, Methode und rammatık (FS Rıchter), 1991,
Nachweise der Beleg-Untergruppen: in meıner Monographıie ZUr Satzteilfolge 1im Verbalsatz
(1n Vorbereitung).
12 Gen 42,38; Lev 10,14; 21,18; Num 19,13 (Hervorhebung unsicher); Ditn 18,14; Jos ELG:
Sam 6 26,12; Sam 1.16:; 4): Neh 13,13; Chr 5’) DuZDe Chr 2)) P 7)) 13.,6; 24,7;
30,18; 35315
13 Gen 43,5; 44,32; Num 10,29; Ditn 2!‚ 15:6: Sam 3,18; Kön 14,11; Koön 297 277
Esra 7A40; Neh 12,43; Chr 5’) Chr 31,10
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(text )syntaktische Hauptfunktion einer formalen Satzeigenschaft WIE z.B der Ab-
olge der Satzteıle bestimmt werden soll; dies UuUmsOo mehr, WEeNN außer dem erb
mehrere atzteıle im Satz vorkommen, daß die Tahl möglıcher Kombinatıiıonen
schnell stelgt. Eınfach interpretierbare Ergebnisse versprechen solche Sätze, die
formal relatıv einheiıtlıch und relatıv unabhängig VO Kontext sınd Diese edın-
SUNSCH rfüllen asyndetische!* atze egınn VO Reden!> (künftig:
Redesätze). Enthält eın Satz außer dem Verb 190008 eınen weıteren Satzteıl, ıst dıe
Zahl möglicher Stellungsvarıanten sehr stark eingeschränkt. Daher werden 1im fol-
genden NUur die asyndetischen ersten Redesätze mıt mındestens ZWwEe1 Satzteılen
außer der Konstituente Verbl6 untersucht; als Belegkorpus dienen Gen, Fx 1-19,
Jos Kön!7
Der Teıl des atzes VOI der Konstituente erb ırd 1M folgenden als Vorfeld, der
Teıl nach ıhr als Hauptfeld, dıe Stellung eiINeEes Satzteıules 1M Vorfeld als dessen T opt-
Lsierung bezeichnet. Der Terminus Topıkalısıerung beschreibt somıt eıne Varı-
ante der Satzteilstellung, implızıert keıine fun  10nNale Deutung im Sınn des
Opposıtionspaares op1 Kommentarl®. TOIIne dıe Konstituente erb den
Satz, wırd VO  —; Spitzenstellung gesprochen. Dıe Konstituente Verb, ım folgenden 'erb
genannt, kann 1Im hier vorausgesetztien außer ıhrem Kern, dem verbum f1n1-
tum, ıne unmıittelbar vorausgehende Negatıon, einen vorausgehenden Infinitivus
absolutus der gleichen Wurzel und dıe artlıke. umfassen!?. Dıiıe Bestimmung der
nominalen/pronominalen Satzteıle erfolgte auf der Basıs eiınes Verbvalenz-
Modells; dıe Ergebnisse, die Im folgenden mitgeteilt werden, lassen jedoch zumeiıst
die stark vereıiınfachte Beschreibung des Satzes nach den Konstituenten Verb, Sub-
jekt und sonstige Satzteıle Außer dem Subjekt werden allerdings NUuTr dıe VON der
Valenz des Jeweılıgen Verbs geIordertien rgänzungen (direkte und präpositionale
Objekte SOWIeE weıtere Ergänzungen, z.B Ergänzungen des Ortes oder der ichtung
beı Bewegungsverben), nıcht die freien Angaben (z.B Angaben der Zeiıt, des Grun-

14 Syndetisch beginnende erste Redesätze sınd relatıv selten. Sıe begegnen ın der Regel nıcht
iın Gesprächseröffnungen oder Monologen, sondern iın Reden innerhalb eines Dıalogs. uch in
diıesen Fällen scheınt der Je erstie Redesatz nıcht mıt wa = yıqatul beginnen können.
15 Asyndetische atze mıtten ın einer ede sınd z  al ın vielem vergleichbar, da der Sprecher
1Im Gegensatz ZUT narratıven Handlungsdarstellung In der ede Jederzeıt NCUu einsetzen und als
textsyntaktısches Zeichen dafür eınen asyndetisch beginnenden Satz bılden ann. ber dıe
möglıchen Kontextbezüge olcher atze mitten in einer ede sınd zahlreicher. uch könnte
z.B expliıkatıve Asyndese der der erste Satz eines datzpaares vorliegen. Daher werden solche
atze nıcht a  L
16 Zur Definition der Konstituente erb vgl unten.
17 Ex 20f£. Ditn werden nıcht untersucht; das Ditn besteht überwiegend aus weniıgen, langen
Reden, besıtzt daher aum asyndetische erste Redesätze; dıe gesetzlichen Partıen ın Ex 20ff.;
Lev; Num könnten eigenen gattungsspeziıfıschen Regeln folgen. Dıe wenıgen poetischen atze
(nach USWEIS des abweichenden Satzspiegels ın BHS) werden dUus der Untersuchung ebenso
ausgeschieden WI1e dıe atze mıt dem erb da diese estarke Formähnlıichkeiten den
verblosen Säatzen aufweisen und deshalb ebenfalls vielleicht spezıfısche Satzteilfolgen haben
lle Behauptungen dieses Artıkels beziehen sıch, WENN nıchts anderes gesagt wiırd, ausschlielß-
ıch auf dıe umschriebene Beleggruppe.
18 Z7u den ermin! „Topikalısierung“ und „Topık“ vgl Bußmann, Lexıkon der Sprachwiıs-
senschaft, 21990, 796 794f.
19 Vgl Rıchter (Anm. 1) der diese Elemente „P-Modifikatoren“ nenn
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des) auf ıhre Topikalisierung hın untersucht, da die ersten Redesätze NUuTr selten
freie Angaben 1imM Vorfeld bezeugen, daß keine Chlusse möglıch sınd

Symbole und Abkürzungen: Satzgrenze; ePP enklıitisches Personalpronomen; Infabs
Infın. absolutus; Koh Kohortatıiv; Kurzform der Präfixkonjugatıon; Proh Prohi-
bıitıv; PV:Infcs Präpositionalverbindung mıt Infın CONnstrucLus; sP selbständıges Perso-
nalpronomen; Suby Subjekt; Vet Vehiltiv.

Über dıe eın statistische Informatıion hınaus zielt das Hauptinteresse daraufl, dıe
atze herauszufiınden, in denen der Sprecher  utor sıch bei großen und aNZCNH
gleicher Aussageıintention auch mıttels einer abweıiıchenden Satzteilfolge hätte AUS-

rücken können, und dann die uancen bestimmen, die seiner Aussage Urc
die tatsächliıch gewählte Satzteıilfolge egeben hat20 ezüglıc der Topikalisierung
geht Übereinstimmung mıt beiıläufigen Bemerkungen der Grammatıken die
Vermutung dahın, da ß VOT allem Gesichtspunkte der Fokussıiıerung, der Thema-
Rhema-Funktion und der anaphorıschen Anknüpfung iıne wichtige Rolle pielen
Dıe Phänomene sınd schon den äalteren rammatıken bekannt; die terminologische Dıfferen-
zierung findet ber TSst ın der gegenwärtigen linguistischen Diskussion statt21. Die Fokus-
Hıntergrund-Glıederung des Satzes gewichtet dıe urc den Satz gegebenen Informationen.
Den 15 tragen die im Satz VOT allem durch Herstellung eines Alternativenbezugs her-
vorgehobenen, VO: Sprecher als relevant herausgestellten Teıle. Der Fokus gewichtet somıt
die durch einen Satzteil vermiıttelte Information ın bezug auf dıe anderen emente desselben
Satzes. Dıe Thema-Rhema-Glıiederung bezieht sıch dagegen auf den Umstand, ob e1n Satzteil
kontextuell bekannte, alte, der Cu«c Informatıon enthält. Auf das Kriterium des Akzen-
tes, der Satzmelodie eic. mussen WITr be1ı eıner Sprachen WIE dem Hebräischen leiıder VCI-

zıchten; das Kriteriıum der Satzteilstellung soll rst erarbeıtet werden. So werden NUur ganz
grundlegende Stellungsfunktionen angezielt. Da keine allgemeın anerkannte Theorie ber
die wechselseıtigen Relationen zwıschen der Thema-Rhema- und der Fokus-Hintergrundglie-
derung gıbt und da die Fokussierung eiınerseıts ach meınen Untersuchungen häufigeren und
größeren Eıinfluß auf dıe Vorfeldbesetzung ausübt, andererseıts in Hebräischgrammatıken und
Exegese dıe höhere Aufmerksamkeıt gefunden hat, frage ich beı Belegen, deren Fokus
bestimmt werden konnte, nıcht zusätzlıch ach der Thema-Rhema-Giliederung. Rhema-Funk-
tıon stelle. ich DNUuTr in ganz offensiıchtlıchen Fällen fest, z.B der Satzteıl eines Antwortsatzes
das 1im vorausgehenden Fragesatz Erfragte darstellt; in diesem all analysıere iıch nıcht ach
Fokus-Hiıntergrund.
Ich möchte für die hier untersuchten asyndetischen ersten Redesätze Im folgenden
mıt den nötigen Dıfferenzierungen dıe ese erhärten: Im Gegensatz den übrigen
Ergänzungen (und den meısten ngaben sfe. Subjekt auch dann ım Vorfeld,
wenn nıcht fokusstert Lst; Spitzenstellung des Verbs überwiegt statistisch keineswegs.
Zumuindest In diesem Sınn behält QUuUON recht Um dıe jeweıls relevanten Ver-
gleichs- bzw. Austauschgruppen erhalten, werden die Sätze Oohne lexikalisch

M) Selbstverständlich ann 1eTr7 NUuTr generalısıierte, normierte Sınn-Nuancen gehen; das
präzise indıyıduelle Sınngellecht eines es erschließt sıch Ist auf Grund eıner eingehenden
Formbeschreibung, dıe hier nıcht für alle einschlägigen Reden ın Gen Kön geleistet WEI -

den ann.
21 Vgl für eiınen ersten Überblick Bulßmann (Anm., 18), 245{. 784-786 ort zahlreiche
weıtere Literaturhinweise.
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bezeichnetes Subjekt und diejenıgen mıt ınem derartigen Subjekt als getrennte
Gruppen untersucht.
Dıiıe Beleggruppen werden im folgenden nach denselben Gesichtspunkten
abgefra und nach der Maßgabe eingeteilt, daß eın eleg, der bereıts auf Tun
eines Krıteriıums genannt wurde, einem später erorterten Kriterium, dem
auch genuügt, nıcht nochmals aufgeführt WITL': Diıese Untersuchung setizt sıch nıcht
das ehrgeızıge Zıel, alle wichtigen Eınflüsse, dıe ZUT gegebenen Satzteilfolge eiınes
konkreten Satzes geführt aben, benennen, sondern beabsichtigt lediglıch, dıe
rten VOoNn Eınflüssen bestimmen, welche enerell bestimmten Satzteilfolgen,
pezıell Vorfield- oder Hauptfeldstellung des ubjekts, führen ewlsse atzteıl-
folgen, das wırd In den kurzen Bemerkungen der Grammatıken ZU[T Satzteiulfolge
Sar nıcht oder viel wenig beachtet, sınd aUus morphologischen, syntaktischen oder
semantıschen Gründen oblıgatorisc oder überwiegen zumındest. Sıe erlauben da-
her nıcht In gleicher Weise WIeE freı wa  are Stellungsvarıanten die rage nach
Fokus-Hintergrund oder Thema-Rhema und werden eshalb Beginn der jewenl-
SCHh Beleggruppen zusammengestellt und AUS der weıteren Dıskussion ausgeschie-
den
Dıe gesamte Belegsammlung umfaßt 547 asyndetische erste Redesätze mıt Verb
und mındestens ZWEeI1I Satzteijlen??. Von dıesen beginnen lediglıc 145 mıt dem Verb,
dagegen en 267 Sätze napp On eıinen topıkalısierten Satzteil2> Dıe Sätze

unterteilt In dıe beıden Hauptgruppen mıt und ohne Subjekt werden Jeweils
unter folgenden Gesichtspunkten befragt

In welchen Sätzen ist dıe Spitzenstellung des Verbs UTC| dıie Satzart, dıe
Verbfunktion eicCc. edingt? Eıinschlägig 1n Fragesätze mıt Fragepartıkel;
negierte Däatze: Verben mıt auslösender Funktion«*: Jussıv, Vet, Injunktiv,
Proh, Koh:; Infabs VOT verbum ınıtum.
In welchen Sätzen ırd die Topıikalısierung eiınes Satzteiıls uUurc dessen
ortart CIZWUNSCH oder doch stark befördert? Hıer ıst DNCMNNECN Der Satz-
teıl gehört ZU[r Fragewortgruppe; ıst eın Deiktikon (Z:B kKh, kn, 7{A); spezl-

Ausgeschieden wurden alle atze mıt solchen Besonderheıten, welche dıe Satzteiulfolge be-
einflussen könnten und daher untersucht werden müßten: ätze, dıe mıt einer Kon-
Junktion, eiıner satzbezogenen Modalpartıkel (z.B >  wlIy) der eıner sonstigen Partıkel (z.B
der soweıt diıese nıcht wortgruppenbezogen sınd, Was beı topıkalısierten Satzteıiulen nıcht
immer sıcher unterschieden werden kann), dem Konjunktionaladverb Ikn der dem Satzdeık-
tiıkon hnh beginnen, SOWIEe Pendenskonstruktionen. Dagegen werden mitanalysıert Fragesätze
(mıit Fragepartıikel der Fragewort) und verneınnte atze.

Das besagt allerdings nıcht viel; enn azu zählen z.B alle Fragesätze mıiıt Fragewort und
alle Botenformeln, deren Vorfeld durch kh besetzt ist, SOWIE alle atze mıt Koh, Injunktiv, Vet,
Proh, Jussıv, Negatıon, Fragepartıikel, Infabs, deren erb in der Regel dıe Spiıtzenstellung eINn-
nımmt. So leicht ist ıne syntaktısch relevante statıstiısche Informatıon nıcht erhalten. Das
gılt freiliıch IS{ recht für allgemeıne Behauptungen hne alle Präzisierung VO!  - Gruppen-
merkmalen, WIE Man sS1e gemeınhın in den rammatıken Detaıils der Satzteilfolgen findet.

Der Zusammenhang zwıischen auslösender Funktion und Spitzenstellung ist beı diesen
asyndetischen Sätzen, dıe zudem als erste Redesätze aum Je ıne Reıihe VO!  x Verben mıt der-
selben Funktion eröffnen, ausgeprägter als beı Kontextsätzen

174



Dıe Posıtion des Subjekts 1Im hebräischen Verbalsatz

ell beım Subjekt: yS In der Funktion eines Indefinitpronomens®., Hıerher
gehört auch Subjekt SPP; nıcht dagegen Subjekt Gottesbezeichnung. Da
diese beiden Fälle aber Fragen aufwerfen, werden s1e eıgens diskutiert.
Ist der topikalisierte Satzteil das ema des Satzes?
Ist der (freı) topikalısıerte atzteıl fokussıert? Es wırd jJeweils angegeben, auf
TUN! welcher ndizıen dıe Fokussierung behauptet wırd Zunächst werden
ormale ndıiızıen 1mM Satz selbst oder 1ImM Kontext genannt, z.B Der atzteıl
hat eıne Gradpartıikel gm) beı sıch; ıst topikalisiert Realisıerung als
eP oder PVi:In{fcs; der topikalısierte Satzteıl steht ın einem nicht-negierten
Satz, der SIC| im Kontext auf eınen negierten Satz bezieht oder umgekehrt;
sonstige lexikalısc) aufweısbare Opposition ZU Kontext (Opposıtion umfaßt
hıer eın breıtes pektrum VonNn Antıthese bıs Kontrast). rst zweıter
folgen NUur AUSs dem Inhalt erkennbare ndızıen dıe mitgedachte Opposition
un unter der Bezeichnung „sonstige Fokussierung“ alle anderen Fälle,
die dem Leser  Öörer als fokussıert einleuchten, aber in längerer Begründung

Kontext ausgewlesen werden müßten.
Ist das erb in Spitzenstellung fokussıert? aliur ist, da die Belege VO  —_ Infabs

verbum finıtum bereıts UVO ausgegrenzt wurden, meiıst lediglic eıne
ınha.  ıche, NUuTr selten eıne ormale Begründung möglıch.
ıbt topıkalısıerte Satzteıle, auf die keiner der genannten Gesichtspunkte
zutrıifft?

Es gibt nıcht wenige ätze, dıe mehrere Satzteıle besıtzen, auf die eines oder
mehrere dieser Krıiterien zutreffen. Dann muß beobachtet werden, welches Krite-
rum sıch in Gestalt VOon Spitzenstellung DZW. Topikalisierung durchsetzt und ob
dıes regelmäßig eintriıfit.

Asyndetische erste Redesätze mıt verbum ınıtum un mındestens ZWEe1 nomına-
len/pronominalen Ergänzungen, aber ohne lexikalısc. ausgedrücktes Subjekt
Es gibt genügen Anhaltspunkte alr und ırd auch stillschweigend un undeut-
ıch VonNn den Grammatıken vorausgesetzt‚ daß sıch dıe VON der Valenz des Verbs

geforderten Ergänzungen ezüglıc| der Satzteilfolgen und pezıell der Topikalisıie-
IUNg zumındest teılweise anders verhalten als die freıen Angaben reı topikalı-
sıerte Angaben sınd aber unter den asyndetıschen ersten Redesätzen selten, daß
sıch daraus keine Regeln ableiten lassen. er wırd 1Im folgenden auf dıe Angaben
nıcht geachtet.“ Daraus resultiert iıne Eıngrenzung der analysıerten Beleggruppe.

Das wurde bereıts beobachtet VO!  - Bloch, Vers un: Sprache 1m Altarabıschen. Mertri1-
sche und syntaktısche Untersuchungen (Acta Tropica Supplementum d 1946, MS Muraoka,
Emphatıc Words (Anm. 8), 34{f.

Andere Gruppen Von Hauptsätzen zeigen, daß einerseıts das Subjekt, andererseıts ber
uch Temporalangaben hne Fokussierung im Vorfeld stehen, und stellt sıch ann dıe
Frage, welcher der beiden Satzteıle topikalisıert wiırd, WENN beıde im selben Satz vorkommen,
keinen Fokus tragen und uch eın anderer Satztzeıl fokussıert der obligatorıisch topıkalısıert
ist. Es ist ıne csehr umfangreiche Beleggruppe erforderlich, WEeENN INa  —_ Aaus ıhr genügend atze
entnehmen wiıll, dıe alle diese Bedingungen erfüllen. Dafür ist dıe Gruppe der asyndetischen
ersten Redesätze klein Diese interessante rage ann somıiıt diesem Materıal nıcht dıs-
kutiert werden.
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Wenn Angaben zusätzlıich den Ergänzungen 1m Hauptfeld stehen, werden die
Sätze aufgeführt, die Anwesenheit der Angaben aber wırd ınfach 1gnoriert; die
Struktur des Hauptfeldes steht ja hier nıcht ZUr Debatte Belege mıt ZWEe1 rgän-
ZUNSCH Hauptfeld, ber einer Angabe 1M Vorfeld oder Säatze mıt NUr einer
rgänzung und einer Angabe werden dagegen nıcht untersucht. Für dıe Sätze mıt
Subjekt gılt Entsprechendes.

Dıe Spitzenstellung des Verbs ist obligatorisch bzw. stark befördert:
weiıl auslösende der kundgebende Funktion hat (Jussıv, Vet, Injunktiv,
Proh, Koh):

Gen 6)) 22,12; 24,37; 3305 34,1127; Ex 3,17; Jos 10,6; Rı 8,24; 14,12;
18,25; Sam 18,21%8. Sam 10,2; 14,18; Kön 22 KOön 10,14.

1im Fragesatz mıt Fragepartikel“?:
Gen 27,36g; Sam 30,15; Kön 2,42; KOön 4,28

1im negierten Satz3l.
Gen 30,31d; Rı 27) Sam 24,11; KOön 21,4; 21,6h; ;  ©

Dıie Topıkalısıerung eiıner Ergänzung ist oblıgatorisch DZw. stark befördert, weıl sıe
eıl der Fragewortgruppe ist'

Gen 12,18; D 2073 26,10; 2925 9  9 38,16h; 4477 44,16; ExX 5!r
50 FE 17,4; Jos 17,14; Rı 21.16; Sam 5‚7 677 10,2; 28,11; Sam
711 23 KOön 4  'g  'y 4,43

eın Deıiktikon ist
Gen 32,5D; 32,20°2; 50,17; Ex 3,14e; 3,15b; 19,3; Sam 119 18,25;
Sam 11.25D; KOön L: Kön 9.12e; 19,6; ’  a

Dıe topıkalısıerte Ergänzung ist das Rhema:
Sam 15,15°.

Dıe (freı) topıkalısıerte Ergänzung iıst fokussıert:
vgl die Partıkel M

KOön 25327
sonstige Fokussierung:

Gen IZ. 15,18%- 30,8°; 34,31°; Rı 8,24b3/ Sam DAn 9,958- KOn
21,7;

Das erb steht ZWAarTr nıcht 1im Koh, ber lıegt eın Wunschsatz VOT, vgl dıe Kommentare.
Aquivalent eines Koh VOT eFrF: vgl dıe finale Weıterführung durch PRKRKF.
Anders Gen 34,31 mıiıt deutlich fokussiertem topıkalısıertem Satzteil.27  29 Buchstaben bezeichnen afze innerhalb eInes Verses. Sıe werden 11UT hinzugefügt, WCNN

Verwechslungen möglıch sınd
31 Verneinte atze mıt Vet der Proh DZW. verneiminte Fragesätze mıiıt Fragepartıkel wurden
bereıts genannt.

Der Satz ähnelt dem Redeaulftrag mıt unbetont voranstehendem Deıiuktikon kh Satzteıle
mıt der Präposıition erfordern bezüglıch der Satzteilfolge ine eigene Untersuchung.
33 Saul verschıiebt durch seine Antwort den Fragepunkt eiwas; antwortel, als habe Samuel
gefragt: Woher kommen das eınvıch und dıe Rınder, deren Gebrüll ich höre? Zugleich
dürfte folgende Opposıtion mıtgemeınt se1nN: Zwar haben sSIe dıe Tiere deıiner Wei-
SUNg ın aus Amalek, VvVon dem Banngut, hıerhergebracht, ber NUT die besten und
NUTr, Ssie  &A opfern.

In den beiden ersten Belegen steht der Adressat ım Zentrum des Interesses. Denkbar ist
uch ıne miıtgedachte Opposıtion: deinem Samen und nıemand anders. TOo[Z Deıktikon rückt
daher das direkte Objekt 1Ns Hauptfeld.
35 Vgl dıe Steigerung des topıkalısıerten dırekten Objekts durch "Ihym.
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Das erb ist dieser Beleggruppe, auch beı freıer Plazıerung dıe Spıtzen-
stellung einnNımMMT nıcht fokussiert“! die Spitzenstellung 1ST allerdings WIC die
Belege mıt Infabs ZC1ISCN, für fokussıertes erb geel Andererseıts t(ragen
Ergänzungen WEeNnNn S1IC topıkalısıert sınd entweder und dies 1st überwiegend der
Fall den Fokus oder S1IC sınd das ema des Satzes Diıese Beleggruppe zeıgt CIn

klares rgebnıs das allerdings nıcht überrascht
er! Ergänzungen /außer Sub] ) 1Sst dıe neutrale Satzteiulfolge für atze
ohne Hervorhebungen
#Ergänzung /außer Sub] Verb Ergänzung /außer Sub] ) 1St dıe markıerte
Satzteilfolge; S1IC sıgnalısiert daß dıe topıkalısıerte Ergänzung fokussıert oder
Rhema Nı

atze mıf sP als Subjekt und mıf Subjekt Gottesbezeichnung
Vor der Analyse aller atze mıiıt Subjekt soll folgenden begründet werden
WalTiu (a) Subjekt sP unter den stellungsgebundenen Satzteiulfolgen eingereıht
und nıcht ohne als fokussıert angesehen ırd und (b) Subjekt
CGiott ezüglıc der Stellungsregularıtäten keıine besondere Aufmerksamkeıt VOI-

dient

31 Subjekt sP
Innerhalb aller asyndetischen ersten Redesätze unsere[rI Kontrollgruppe, ohne
Diıfferenzierung un: Reduzıerung nach syntaktıschen Krıterien gıbt 58 Sätze mıf

Subjekt sP Von diesen Sätzen en Belege das Subjekt sP VOr der
Konsti:tuente Verbh42 Für dıe Sätze mıl Subjekt sP nach dem Verb gelten SDC-

TOLZ Fragesatz mıiıt Fragepartıkel In dieser rhetorischen rage ist der ausschlaggebende
Satzteil topıkalısıert.
37 Dıe beiden dırekten Objekte nehmen den Anfang und das nde des Satzes C1MN Das
wichtigere der beiden ist topıkalısıert.

Miıt doppeltem kl
39 Der Redesatz steht UOpposıtion ZU ersten Satz des Verses Die Voranstellung der Er-

ganZung Redesatz erklärt sıch ber uch alleın aQus der 1eT7r vorlıegenden dtr. Formel.
Das aufgefundene uch der Tora ist Gegenstand dieser Erzählung. Der ufor stellt ıh

fokussıierend VOTaus und determinıert ıh Das erklärt sıch nıcht aus der Perspektive der
redenden Person, sondern aQus der des Erzählers.
41 Vgl Gen (hıer könnte Fokussierung vorliegen da das erb volksetymologisch den
Namen des Sohnes erklärt dıe häufig mıiıt Konjunktion kı angeschlossenen Namenserklärun-
gCcCnh en SCIN das Verb ı Spitzenstellung, uch be1ı Anwesenheıt Subjekts); Rı ZIc
(problematiısche Verbform); Sam 51 1 9 2 '99’ KOönZ Belege mıt Koinzidenz: Gen 14,2 'g

Kön 9,e 9,6; ‚12g Schwieriger ist Sam 18, beurteıulen. Der Satz steht ı deutlicher
Opposıtion 18e, diese betrifft ber gerade nıcht das erb TOLZ der Entgegensetzung der
dırekten und der indırekten Objekte 1SE keıines der beıden topıkalısıert wurde 16r viel-
leicht dıe neutrale Satzteilfolge gewählt und dıe Opposıtion Trst folgenden Natz durch NC

abweıichende Satzteilfolge mıiıt Topıkalısierung angezeıgt?
472 Gen (nach Pendens) (mıt gm); 21 | 3

mit gm) 19.4 Jos 9.19 13.1 14.6 DD DA 1 6.8 6.18 6.31 Aa 15.18 1 Sam 85 10.18
(nach Pendens) be (SPP Rhema) Sam
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zielle edingungen, dıe entweder dıe Spitzenstellung des Verbs oder dıe Topikalı-
sıerung eines anderen atzteıls und als olge davon die Nachstellung des ubjekts,
oder aber dessen Nachstellung 1re. begründen:

Gründe für die Voranstellung des Verbs:
Das verbum finıtum hat Infabs VOT sıch:

Sam Bn Sam 18,2°
Der Satz ist negiert:

Rı 8,.23b4
Gründe für dıe Topikalisierung e1ines anderen Satzteils:

Der topikalısiıerte Satzteil bildet dıe Fragewortgruppe:
Sam 15,19%*

Gründe für die Nachstellung des Subjekts sP
Das Subjekt ist zusammengesetLzt dQUuSs DCIS. ePP und DCTIS.

Rı 20’ („ıch und meıne Nebenfrau“)?®,
Im pn-Ddatz folgt generell*/ das erb unmıttelbar auf die KonjJunktion:

Gen 38,.11
Extrapolation dieses Ergebnisses der egel, die sıch uch anderen Satz-
arten bewährt In Verbalsätzen, dıe Vorfeldbesetzung zulassen, ırd Subjekt sP

topıkalısıert, falls dem nıcht stärkere Gründe entgegenstehen. Für dıese
grundsätzlıche Topikalısierung des ubjekts sP sınd Zwel Erklärungen möglıch:
(1) Dıiıe Topıkalısierung ist Urc dıe ortart sP begründet und fiındet sıch er
auch beı nicht-fokussiertem Subjekt spP (2) Subjekt sP ist fokussıert
und WIL' eshalb topikalisiert.
Meiıst wırd dıe zweıte ese vertreten Die sP der und PCIS. generell, zumeist
(und pezıell in ersten Redesätzen aber uch das anaphorische Pronomen hw eic
lıefern Ja als ubjekte 1M Verbalsatz keine Information, die das verbum iınıtum
Urc seıne Kongruenz mıt dem Subjekt nach Numerus, Person und Genus nıcht
schon enthielte. er ırd häufig aANgENOMMECN, da ß eın ZU verbum inıtum hın-
zutretendes spP besonderen Nachdruck EIZEUSECN soll SO zuletzt Waltke-

12° 178: 21.6; 24,17; Kön 11: K} LE 1,24; 215 2;  'g 3y» S 5,19 (nach Pendens);
18,22; Z 'g (SPP Rhema); Kön 2)! 2’7 675 9,11
4%3 TOLZ Hervorhebung des sSPP durch SIN Das fokussıerte erb hat sıch somıiıt das
ebenfalls fokussıerte Subjekt durchgesetzt.

In den mıteinander koordini:erten negierten Sätzen 8,23bc ist das Subjekt jeweils nachge-
stellt, stehen diese beıiden Subjekte In starker Opposition dem topikalısıerten
Subjekt des asyndetisch folgenden Satzes 23d
45 Das P wıird durch SN hervorgehoben; dıe Vorfeldbindung des Fragewortes iıst somıt
stärker als die des fokussıerten Subjekts.

In solchen Fällen kongrulert das verbum finıtum mıt dem pronominalen Subjekt der
(oder 22} PCTIS.,, dieses sSPP mu ber nachstehen, und das zweıte Subjekt der DCIS mu

unmıiıttelbar folgen. Wahrscheinlich handelt sıch gar nıcht das Subjekt, sondern ıne
apposıtionelle Subjektserweıterung ZU ungenannten, NUurTr morphologisch 1im verbum finıtum
bezeichneten Subjekt; doch äßt sıch 1€6Ss in Belegen Wwıe hıer, das sP hne dazwischen-
tretende andere Satzteiıle dem verbum finıtum unmıiıttelbar folgt, nıcht entscheiden. Vgl
Joüon-Muraoka (Anm. 2 , 541 146c.3
47 Einzige Ausnahmen: Num 20,18; Spr 25,8.

Das nachgestellte sSPP ıst durch SIN unterstrichen.
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O’Connor® „logical and psychologica. focus both of these may oosely
be termed emphatic““ und Joüon-Muraoka®l: „the addıtion of PDrONOUN gives
OM pecıal prominence the CISON PCISO\NS indicated by ıt, comparable
the close-up focus in photography.“ och erscheımnt fraglıch, ob diese rklärung,
die eıfellos den meısten Belegen erecht wiırd, auf alle Fälle zutrifft. Denn eiıner-
seıts gibt Satztypen, die Subjekt sP Satzanfang fordern, ohne daßß iırgend-
eın Nachdruck auf diesem sP ag andererseıts kann das sP aQUus dem Wunsch
nach Präzisiıon des Ausdrucks hinzugesetzt se1ın, der nıcht notwendigerweıse OKUS-
sıerend wiıirkt 7Zwel Untergruppen werden VOT allem für fokussıertes Subjekt sP
genannt:

ach Joüon> steht sP als Subjekt häufig VOT 74 ohne weıtere Begründung
chliıeßt er auf Emphase De facto geht 1mM hebräischen das Subjekt, 6S als
sP realisiert ıst, der erbiorm von voraus>>. Diıe meısten atze der
orm yd “ sınd, Was den Informationscharaktere pleonastisch; s1e
dienen insınulerend der Unterstreichung des als gewußt bezeichneten Sachver-

Daraus olg aber keine generelle Fokussierung des ubjekts SPP, WenNnNn

auch manche Belege durchaus mıt „du eißt doch selbst besten, daß“ wieder-
egeben, dıe entsprechenden ubjekte als fokussıert verstanden werden können.
In satzhaften Formulıerungen für AJa auf Fragen oder Bıtten steht häufig das
Subjekt spP VOI dem Verb?® och ist gerade hıer eıne generelle
Fokussierung des sP nıcht erkennbar.>/

Somuıt steht z  ar Subjekt sP enerell 1m Vorfeld, rag! 65 auch In der enrza
der Fälle den okus:; ob aber 1im Eıinzelfall Fokussierung vorlıegt, muß AUS dem
Kontext eruıjert werden. Be1 folgenden Sätzen der hıer untersuchten Belegsamm-
lung kann ıch keine Fokussierung erkennen: Gen 21,24; IET 47,30; Jos Rı
6,18; Sam 210 Kön 6,

Waltke-O’Connor (Anm. D 294 Rıchtig bleıibt ıhre Weigerung, vorschnell rein
„pleonastische“ sprachliıche Elemente anzunehmen. Dieses Prinzıp ırd 1e7 NUr anders aNnfYC-
wendet.
5() Als nıcht fokussıert anerkennen sIiEe NUuTr den Gebrauch des sSPP 1m 'all eines „syntactic hole
in the language“, nämlıch NUuTr en 'eıl des Subjekts 1im Kontext vorerwähnt ist (z.B Und
sagte[n| un dıe Altesten...“). Dıes WIT'! 1eT7 als Subjektserweiterung analysıert.
51 Joüon-Muraoka (Anm Z 535 146  A
52 konjunktionslose temporale Vordersätze (auf diese verweiısen uch Joüon-Muraoka),
Umstandssätze, erzählender Rückgriff („er ber hatte...“), soweıt keine Substantive für das 1eT7
oblıgatorisch topıkalısıerte Subjekt eingesetzt werden.
53 Joüon (Anm. 3) 146a

Beispiele aQus UNSCICI Beleggruppe: Gen 20,6; 30,29; 44,2/7; Jos 14,6; Sam 2877 28,9;
Sam 1 RS KönZ27 M W Kön 11
55 Anders NUuT Koh 2,14 (mit 2m); vgl uch dıe Fälle der notwendıgerweıse nachgestellten
Subjektserweiterung.
56 Aus UNsSCICI Belegsammlung sınd einschlägıg: Gen 21,24; 47,30; Rı 6,18; Sam 21,6; KOön
67
F Jouüon (Anm. 3), 146a sıcht darın al ıne „NUANCC emphatıque“. Zurückhaltender
urteilt Drıver, Treatise the Use of the Tenses in ebrew and ome Other Syntacti-
cal Questions, 1892, 201£€. Anm „where although specıal SITESS rests upDON ıt, slıght
promıinence 15 evidently NnOL unsuıltable.“
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30 Subjekt Gottesbezeichnung
Dıiıe Belege VO  — ersten Redesätzen mıt topikalısıertem Subjekt gestatten NULr ZweIl
Alternativen: Entweder steht auch eın Subjekt, das weder Rhema noch fokussıert
ist, regelhaft Vorfeld, ubje: Verb (...) # ıst die neutrale Satzteıilfolge,
oder topıkalısiertes Subjekt rag den Fokus; dann rückt das Subjekt aber
schon beı leisester Hervorhebung, deren Vorliegen im ext 1m Eıinzelfall kaum
zweiıfelsfreı erwılıesen werden kann, VOTL das erb Wenn N fast unmerkliche Be-

geht, ziıehen alle atze mıt Subjekt Gott besonderes Interesse auf sıch,
denn ist zumiındest theoretisch enkbar, daß Man, vergleichbar der Großschrei-
bung mıiıttelalterlichen Handschrıiften, dem Subjekt Gott enerell besonderen
Nachdruck erlıeh und daß sıch diıes der Satzteilfolge als Topikalisierung AQUS$S-

wırkte. Tatsächlich hat Muraoka, ennn auch mıt Kautelen, behauptet: + 15 possible
that certaın EXpress1ONs wıth the divine Namme divine IMCSSCHECI the sub-
Ject, kınd of relig10us psychology In 1C God OCCuples the dominant place
determines the arrangemen of words gıving Subjekt the inıtıal posıtion.“ Kr
nenn VOTC allem ZWEe1 Beleggruppen: „Thıs happens when GQHN6 lesses another askıng
for diıvine protection...and also ın the ollowıng describing theophany.“8
Aus diesem Grund werden ım folgenden alle asyndetischen ersten atze mıt
Subjekt Gott für sıch untersucht:

Das Subjekt ott steht Im Hauptfeld:
weıl dıe Fragewortgruppe nıcht Subjekt) das Vorfeld besetzt

Gen 42,28; Sam 4y’ 6,20; Kön 9y7 Subjekt cstr.-Verbindung miıt
Gottesname: Sam 6)’ Kön 22,24;

weıl das dırekte Objekt deiktisches kh das Vorfeld In der Botenspruchfor-
mel und in der chwurformel einnımmt:

x 4,22; 5‚1‚ Br R  y 8,16; 9)1, 9,13; 10,3; 11,4; Jos 24,2; Rı 677 Sam
AZE 10,18; 14,44 Sam 3,35; 7a1 7’! 2042 KOön ZZE 12,24; I3
1321 14,7; 19,2; 20,10; 20.13:; 20,14; 20,  ' 20,42; 21,19 (2x); Z
Kön 1’) 1,16; Z 3,16; 6,31; K 9)! 9)) 9,12; 19,6; 19,20; P AD
Z I 22,16; ZEZNE:

weiıl Infabs VOT dem verbum finıtum dessen Fokussierung anzeıgt:
Gen H.25 Ex 13,19; Kön 18,30;

weıl das erb anderweıtıg fokussıert ist
Gen 30)! 30,18; 30,20; Z 45,9e; Sam 15,28; e 2‘67‚ Sam 5,20;
6,12;

weıl das erb auslösende Funktion hat
Gen 31,49; Ex Z Rı 6,32; Sam Z (S;7) KOön 1,47; Kön 6.27;
19,10;

weıl 1m verneinten Satz das erb den Satz eröffnet:
K x 4?1} Sam 16,10;

weıl eın anderer Satzteıl fokussıert DZW. Rhema ist und deshalb im Vorfeld
steht

Gen Z Ex 13,14; Rı 6,13; Sam ISI 16,8; 16,9;
weil ıne freıie Angabe Deıiktikon (und evtl fokussiert) ist und deshalb INns
Vorfeld rückt

Ex 9” Sam TI

58 Muraoka (Anm. 8
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in ZwWweI1 weıteren Fällen>?:
Sam 4!! Köön 8,13

Das Subjekt ott steht ım Vorfeld:
ist fokussıiert: kenntlich

der Partıikel Sam 12,13°,
mitgedachter Opposıition: Gen 22,801. 24,40°°;

ist Rhema: Ex AD
Fokussierung ist nıcht erkennbar:

Gen ,  'g; 48)) Ex 3,13d; 3,16d; 3,18; 5,35; 36 Jos 1/,4; ZLZ Sam
24,23 Auffällig sınd DUr die beiıden Belege Gen 43,29 und Sam 2423
denn 1eTr geht nıcht-fokussiertes Subjekt ott dem erb9 ob-
gleich dieses Jussiıvische Funktion hat; beıide atze gehören der
ersten der beiden VO:  —_ Muraoka iıdentifizıierten Gruppen

Dıe geringe Zahl der ubjekte Gott iım Vorfeld, VOTr allem aber dıe Sätze mıt
Subjekt Gott 1Im Hauptfeld, die Infabs VOI erb DZW. fokussıertes erb oder
erb mıt auslösender Funktion Satzanfang oder eın fokussıertes anderes Sy/C

Vorfeld en oder verneınt sınd, sprechen ıne ege. derart, Subjekt
Gott se1l auf Grund seiner Semantık fokussıert und eshalb 1Ns Vorfeld,
oder auf TUN! seiner Semantık immer 1INs Vorfeld, auch WenNnn 65 nıcht
fokussiert s@e1. 1elimenr bestätigen dıe Sätze mıt Subjekt Gott lediglich die
egel, die sıch auch den übrigen ätzen zeigen wird: [)as Subjekt geht dem erb
Ö  N, Wenn fokussıert oder ema ist, aber auch iın neutraler Satzteilfolge; die
Voranstellung des ubjekts ıst nıcht auffällig und zeigt auch nıcht als solche bereıts
seiıne Fokussierung an6e4 besondere Regeln für Segenswünsche mıt Subjekt
Gott gelten, W1e Muraoka kann mıttels der hıer überprüften Belege nıcht
entschıeden werden; erscheımnt möglıch.

Asyndetische erste Redesätze mıt verbum finıtum, Subjekt und mındestens einer
weıteren Ergänzung
Dreı Gruppen VOoO  _ Belegen mussen analysıert werden: Sätze mıt topıkalı-
sıertem Subjekt, Sätze mıt einer anderen topıkalısıerten Ergänzung und Subjekt iIm
Hauptfeld, Säatze mıt erb In Spiıtzenstellung und Subjekt Ssowıe sonstigen rgän-
ZUNgCN ım Hauptfeld. UVOor sınd die Belege AUSZUBTENZECN, ın denen dıe opıkalı-
sıerung des Subjekts oder einer anderen Ergänzung bzw die Spiıtzenstellung des
Verbs obligatorisc oder doch stark befördert sınd

59 Vielleicht sınd dıe Verben fokussıert, hne daß der Grund dafür deutliıch wıird
Falls m 1er satzteıl- („YHWH seinerseits“) und nıcht satzbezogen ist; SONS! ist dıeser

Beleg 1er nıcht einschlägıg.
61 Nıcht WIL, sondern Elohim.
62 Das ist nıcht deine orge, wırd SOTZCH.
63 Antwort auf Frage .10

Durch dıe formalen Auswahlkriterien bedingt, wurden keine atze des Ditn betrachtet.
Über evtl stilıstısche Eigentümlıichkeiten dtn-dtr. Redeweise ann auf dieser Basıs nıchts aus-

gesagtl werden. Muraoka (Anm. 8), 35 Anm 8 9 schlielßt dıe Möglıchkeıit, daß Topıkalisierung
des Subjekts ott Eıgentümlıichkeıit einer Pentateuchquelle seın könne, allerdings ausdrück-
ıch aQus.
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Dıe Spitzenstellung des Verbs ist obligatorisch bzw. estark befördert:
weıl Infabs VOT sıch hat:

Gen 43,3; 43, 7; 50,25; Ex 13,19; Sam 14,28; 20,6; 20,28; Sam 18.2:
Kön 18,  $

weiıl auslösende. der kundgebende Funktion hat (Jussıv, Vetitiv, Injunktiv,
Proh, Koh)®:

Gen 1!) LE I 1,24; 24,55; 31,49; Ex 521 Rı 6,32; 6,39; IL3
16,30; Sam 115 2’ 5!! FE4S 16,22; D3 19,4; 20r) DE Sam
14,11; 14,12; 19,20; Kön 158 1,47; L5T DRZI 26186 22,8; ZEIT
Kön 1,.13; 6,27; 18,29; 19,10;

ın Fragesätzen mıiıt Fragepartikel®:
Sam 1022 DA Sam 24,13;

in verneinten Sätzen®  7
Gen 6)! 29,26; 42,38; 44,22; ExX 4’1, 11,9; 19,23; Jos LLIO: Rı 8,23;
1115 207) Sam 16,10; Sam 579 11,10; Kön 2)! 8  9 9)! Kön
Z 19,10

Dıe Topıikalisierung einer Ergänzung ist obligatorisch bzw. estark befördert, el dıe
Ergänzung

eıl der Fragewortgruppe ist
Gen SI 183.13: Z 42,28; 4417 Ex 2,14b; 4,11; 16,3; Rı 1y$ 6,29;
15,6; 18,3; 20,18; Sam 4’) 6,20; WOLZE 17/,26 20,4; 20,10; 202 221
26)7 Sam 6’7 6,20; 14,31; 15,4; 1519 16,9; 19,1; 19,42; 215 KOön
9)’ 20,14; 22,20; 22,24; KOön 8,14; 20,14;

dırektes Objekt Deiktikon ın der Botenspruchformel bzw. in der
Schwurformel ist

Gen 45,9; Ex 4,22 5)11 510 K{ 7’ 8,16; 9Y1) 9,13; 10,3; 11,4; Jos
22,16; 24,2; Rı 6): 1L Sam Z 10,18; 14 Sam 535 777 7!!
24,12; KOön Z 2,30 (2Xx) 12,24; 432e 1321 14,7; 19,2; 20.3; 2035
20,10; 20,13; 20,14; 20,28; 20,42; 21,19 (2x) Z Z Kön 19)
LE 1,16; D 3,16; 6,31; 7!1‚ 977 93) 9.12; 9,.18; 419 18,19; 19,3; 19,6;
19,20; 201° 20.5;Z 22.76;Z

Ist ın solchen Sätze derartiger Verbfunktionen e1in Satzteıl topıkalısıert (sıe werden in
den entsprechenden Untergruppen nochmals genannt), hıegt eıne der folgenden Sonderbe-
dingungen VOTL.

topıkalısıertes Subjekt P Sam 57! 19,30d (SPP Nomen); KönZ
topikalisıertes Subjekt yS: Fx 16,19; Rı 21.16;
der topıkalısıerte Satzteil ist fokussıert: Gen 32,29; Rı /,4g; 7,4k; Sam 19,39; KOön 1,24c
(vgl. whw =), KOnN 125

Unklar ist der Grund der Topikalisierung des Subjekts NUuTr ın Gen und Sam 'g  C
(weil (Gottesname in Segenswunsch? Dazu vgl.o.) Syndetische atze mıt Verben dieser
Verbfunktion verhalten sıch abweiıichend.

Dagegen ist in olchen Säatzen e1n Satzteil topikalısiert, WENN ıne der folgenden Sonderbe-
dingungen vorliegt:

Subjekt sP Rı 6.31:; LF Sam 77! Kön 1.15
der Satzteil ist fokussıert: Rı 6.135 10,11; Sam 27 19,22.

67/ Beı folgenden Sonderbedingungen ist eın Satzteil In verneinten Sätzen topıkalısıert:
dieser Satzteil ıst fokussıert: Rı 16:1% Sam 16,8 (+ £m); 16,9 (ıtem); Sam 53)
Subjekt S: Rı ZL1
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eın sonstiges Deıiktikon ist der enthält®®
Gen 24,30; 38,  9 39,19; Rı 7,4g; 7,4k; 18,4; Sam SL: ILZT. 18,24;
ZUAT Sam 9,11°?; ELG E71S: KOön 5)) 6)  9

Subjekt sP ist/9
Gen SIR 44,27; 4 7,30; FEx 8,24; 10,25; 19,4; Jos 9,19; 14,6; Z Rı 6>)
6,18; 6,31; 11,7; 15,18; Sam 10,18; EL 19,17; 261) Sam 1,16; 53’
7); 7)7 12 /: 17/,8; 19, Kön LIS LIK Z 377 DEn 18,22; ZUR
DA Kön 9,11/1;

Subjekt S ist
Ex 16,19; Rı ZLE Sam 21,372

atze mıt frei topikalisierter Ergänzung (außer Subjekt):
Dıe topıkalısıerte Ergänzung (außer Subjekt) ist Rhema

Jos 9,9/3- Sam d
Dıie topıkalısıerte Ergänzung (außer Subjekt) ist fokussıiert:

Formale Indizien:
Partıkel .

Sam 16,8; 16,9;
Realısierung als eP

Sam IET
Realısıerung als Infcs:

Gen 21,6;
Opposıtion DZw. Verhältnis Bejahung- Verneinung ZUu Kon-
te‘:  X

Gen 9 (zu 29c); Rı 6,13g (zu 13i) ° KOön 125 (zu
18,27b (zu 27C).

Miıtgedachte Opposition:
Gen 24,5077; Jos 24,278

Sonstige Fokussierung:
Jos 4,22  y Rı 14,14 ; 20,4°0; Sam 24,14; KOön 22,.108

Nur ın Sam 16027 wırd das Subjekt Demonstrativpronomen durch eın Fragewort In das
Hauptfeld verdrängt.
69 Aufnahme, och 1m Vorfeld, durch deiktisches kn als Korrelat.
70 Vgl zusätzlıch dıe Belege ın Pendenskonstruktionen, dıe 1er nıcht analysıert werden: Gen
S: Sam 17,37; Kön 5,19. Zu diesen Konstruktionen vgl Groß, Dıe Pendenskonstruk-
tıon 1m Bıblıschen Hebräisch. Studien ZU althebräischen Satz (ATS 27), 1987
ral eıtere Beobachtungen: Verstärkung des sSPP durch am Ex 10,25; Topıkalısierung des Je-
weıls stark fokussierten sP  a Fragesatz mıt Fragepartıikel: Rı 6,31; M7 Sam 777 KOön
LD bzw. Injunktiv: Sam 5!) 19,30 (hıer geht das aus sP der PDCIS und eiınem Sub-
stantıv zusammengesetzte Subjekt ausnahmsweıse dem erb9 der sollte sıch
Injunktiv Vokatıve handeln?); KOön ZET
A Topıkalisierung jeweils Vetitiv bzw. verneintem Satz.

74
73 9,8e. Zugleich fokussıert: m ”d

Dıe rage 5,8d ist verstanden als „Wohin können Wır sie bringen?“
75 S5ogar d us (dem mächtigen) Ägypten Jjetzt ber (an das viel kleinere) Miıdıan. Topıkalı-
sıerung verneıinter rhetorischer rage.
76 TOLZ Injunktiv und änge des topıkalısıerten direkten Objekts.

Von W  $ nıcht VO  —_ Menschen WwIıe uns.

Jenseıits, nıcht 1eT.
Eın Rätsel in ZweI1 parallelen Sätzen; jeweıiıls interne Spannung zwıischen vorgestellter Er-

gänzung der Rıchtung und nachgestelltem Subjekt. Vgl König, Stilıstık, Rhetorık, Poetık ın
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Diese atze belegen olgende ege Wenn in asyndetischen ersten Redesätzen
anstelle des ubjekts ıne andere rgänzung ın das Vorfeld tritt, ıst s1ie
fokussıert oder ema #Ergänzung /außer UD]J. erb Subjekt (...)# ist dıe
markıerte Reihenfolge.
Sätze mıt topikalisiertem Subjekt:

Das Subjekt ist Rhema
Ex 3,14 3,5  ’ Rı 6,29f.

Das Subjekt ist fokussiert:
Formale Indizıen:

Partıkel m
Sam K2.13

Opposition bzZzw. Verhältnis Bejahung- Verneinung ZU Kon-
te‘  Z

KOön 12,4a (zu 4b) e (zu 10f); 12,10h8*- (zu
14c); KOön y  C (zu 18d)

Miıtgedachte Opposition:
Gen 3.13d®>; 22,8; 24,40; Rı 7,2e86

Sonstige Fokussierung:
Gen 6,13; 46,31; 47,1; Rı 9,54; 10,1187; 16,17; Sam
11,128; Sam 5‚889, 19,10b?9; Kön 1,.24c

Das Subjekt ist evt]l fokussiert:
Gen 19,9; 47,5?2; SamZ KOön 21,23

Das Subjekt ist nıcht fokussıert:
Gen 43,29; 487) D: 50,16; Ex 2,19; 3,13d; 3,16d; 3,18; 530° 7.16:; Jos
17,4; Z Rı 13,6°3; Sam Z I0 25,40; Sam 19,27b; 24,23; KOön
Z 20,39; KOön 1,6b; 31) 87! 14,9; In
Vgl Kön 20,17 "nSym yS m£mrwn: Männer sınd aus Samarıa
ausgerückt.

ezug auf dıe Bıblische Literatur komparativisch dargestellt, 1900, „Speise kam
alle rwartung VO Fresser.“
() Um diıesen Ort geht 1m folgenden.
81 SDT ist z  ar indeterminıert, ber Hauptgegenstand dieser Erzählung; vgl Aazu das
ebenfalls topıkalısıerte 5SDT TA, dessen Determinatıon NUuTr aus der Perspektive des Erzählers
erklärliıch ist, in 22,8.

Sonderrtfall: Subjekt ist eın (nominalısiertes) verbum finıtum.
Antwort auf dıe rage 3131
Opposıtion ZUTr Vergleichsgröße 1im Hauptfeld desselben Satzes.S 5 8 E Nıcht iıch (vgl. rage 13b), sondern dıe Schlange.
Meıne, nıcht Hsand (vgl 2b)
In rhetorischer rage Sehr langes Subjekt, teiılweiıse mıt mMn

In rhetorischer rage hne Fragepartıikel: „Ausgerechnet Saul sollte ber unNns König
sein/werden?“
80 Negierter Satz. Sınn und Kontextbezug sınd undeutlıch.

Vgl 10c; whw
91 Vgl 24d whw Außerdem miıtgedachte Opposıtion: Adon]ı]ja, nıcht Salomo. Topıikalıisıe-
rung Injunktiv.
9 Ist hıer der parallelen Wendungen miıt jeweıls langem Subjekt 46,31 und 47,1 Fokus-
sıierung nzunehmen?
03 Falls "Ihym sekundär ist und 1er ausgeschieden werden mu Vgl dıe Kommentare.
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Dıe Belege erhärten olgende ege für asyndetische Redesätze: Das Vorfeld
ist z  ar die AaNSBEMESSENC Position für Subjekt ema und für fokussıertes Sub-
jekt ber die Vorfeldstellung des ubjekts alleın beweist noch nıcht, daß dieses
Rhema oder fokussıert ıst. Im Gegensatz den sonstigen Ergänzungen steht nam-
lıch auch nıcht-fokussiertes Subjekt 1Im Vorfeld ubje: Verb weıtere Ergänzun-
gch© (...) # ist somıt die strukturelle Normal{folge; s1e wırd auch dann ewählt, WEeNnNn

keıin Satzte1l fokussıert ist

Sätze mıt erb In Spitzenstellung:
Das erb ist fokussiert, die Aufmerksamkeıt wırd auf die Verbalhand-
lung als solche gelenkt:

Gen 30,6 30,20°>; 313 Rı Z1:6: Sam AET G Z AZZ .21 13,4b?6;
14,29; 15,28; 23,y 26!! Sam A.ZU:; 6,12; I3; D.IG: 19,3; Kön
Z KOön 9,18i?”,

Im Kontext ann das erb als fokussıert aufgefaßt werden, jedoch sınd dıe
Indizıen nıcht zwingend:

Gen 30,18b?8 30,23”°:; 42,301%0; Jos 10,17; KOn 5,13 In der dreıfach
bezeugten Wendung Sam 187 2412 29,5 geht das erb
starker Opposition zweiıer Subjekte und Präpositionalobjekte!91,

Das erb steht Begınn, weıl dıe beiden Ergänzungen aQUus verschiedenen
Gründen 1m Hauptfeld stehen kommen: das Subjekt, weıl einen Relatıv-
satz beı sıch hat, dıe Ergäanzung der Richtung, weıl s1e. als eP realısıert ist
und beı Topıikalisierung infolgedessen estarke etonung angezeigt waäre:

Gen 39,17102,
Es bleibt ıne Gruppe VO:  —3 Sätzen, für deren vorausstehendes erb iıch Fokus-
sıerung nıcht erkennen (aber uch nıcht ausschließen) ann. Sıe haben alle
dasselbe erb BöO SR

Gen 213 Rı 16,2; Sam 4’y 15,12: Sam DD KO6ön S,
er! rgänzungen (...)# wobe1l eine Ergänzung Subjekt, ist somıt dıe Satz-
eılfolge für fokussıertes erb Es ist unklar, ob sS1e auch für neutral_e Satzteilfolge
verwendet ırd

rgebnıs
Der Versuch, diejenigen Repräsentanten Von Satzteıuen, dıe obligatorisch oder
überwiegend im Vorfeld bzw. der Spitze des Satzes stehen, Von denjeniıgen

05
Vgl 6C erb.
Das erb bıldet mıt dem direkten Objekt Satzende iıne. fıgura etymologiıca.
Vgl Ac: WSIN erb.

0®
Verhältnis Bejahung- Verneinung 18k
Betonte Entsprechung vVvon NTN in 18b + c
BetontYWortspiel 23d 24b Y
Das vorausstehende erb bıldet mıt dem inneren Objekt Satzende ıne auf

diese Weıse den Satz hervorgehoben rahmende Verbalhandlung: dbr qSwt.
101 Diese Opposıtion ist allerdings durch die Satzteiulfolge nıcht angezeıgt. Vıielleicht lhıegt
gespielter Naıiıvıtät? neutrale Folge VO  Z Wıe Saul diesen Vers versteht, verdeutlıcht der Er-
zähler ın Sam 18,8e, ındem dıe Satzteilfolge fokussıierend abänderrt.
102 Zusätzlich lıegt das erb BO VOT, vgl azu das folgende. Schließlich bıldet das erb
SamMmmen mıt der entscheidenden Angabe der Absıcht (PV:In{cs) den Rahmen des Satzes.
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Repräsentanten trennen, für die diese Posıtion der P1 des Satzes Je nach
beabsichtigter Aussagenuance freı gewählt werden kann, hat sıch bewährt; ebenso
erwies 6S sıch als sınnvoll, auch mıt der Möglichkeıit der Fokussierung des Verbs,
nıcht NUur der nominalen/pronominalen Konstituenten rechnen. In diesem
Rahmen ergeben sıch für asyndetische erstie Redesätze mıt mındestens ZWwWEeI rgän-
ZUNSCH Nıichtbeachtung der evtl. vorhandenen freıen Angaben 1im Hın-
blick auf dıe freıe Gestaltung des Satzbeginns olgende Satzteilfolgen und deren
Funktionen:

#Ergänzungen /außer UD]. Verb ist in allen en ob der Satz eın lex1-
kalısch ausgedrücktes Subjekt hat oder nıcht dıe markıerte Satzteilfolge: Dıe
topıkalısıerte rgänzung (außer ubje. ıst fokussıert oder Rhema Das ent-

spricht der gängıgen Meinung der Grammatiken. Hıer verdient eher dıe N-
äufige Beobachtung Aufmerksamkeıt, daß viele der obligatorisc. topikalısiıerten
Ergänzungen z.B das ırekte Objekt In der Botenspruchformel keinen
us tragen.
ubje: Verb rgänzung (...) # ist im Gegensatz dazu dıe strukturelle Nor-
malfolge Sıe ırd für das Subjekt gewählt unabhängig davon, ob fokussıert,
Rhema oder nıchtfokussiıert iıst Regelhaft steht das Subjekt VOT dem Verb Diıes
widerspricht den Behauptungen der ehnrher der Grammatiker. Weiıl beı dS  -
detischen ersten Redesätzen NUur wenige Zusatzbedingungen AUS dem Kontext
Eınfluß nehmen können, ıst nıcht unwahrscheıinlıch, daß dies dıe „normale“
Gestalt eines Verbalsatzes mıt Subjekt ist 103
er! rgänzungen /außer uUD] (...) F# ıst ezüglıc des Verbs dıe strukturelle
Normalfolge; sıie wırd bei nıcht-fokussıierten rgänzungen (außer ubje
ewählt für fokussıertes W1eE für nıcht-fokussiertes erb
# Verb Ergänzungen /darunter uD]J (...) # ist hıinsıchtlich seiınes Status auf der
Basıs der asyndetischen ersten Redesätze nıcht eindeutig bestimmen. Wahr-
scheıinlich ist dıe markıerte Satzteilfolge für fokussıertes erb Es ist jedoch
nıcht auszuschließen, da S1e auch beı nicht-fokussiertem Verhb möglıch iıst In
diıesem Fall ist nıcht klar, Wıe sıe sıch der Satzteilfolge mıt topıkalısıertem
nıcht-fokussiertem Subjekt verhält.

Zusammenfassung (abstract):
Dıe fast übereinstımmende Behauptung der Hebräisch-Grammatıken, dem erb komme
„normalerweiıse“ dıe Spitzenstellung 1mM Satz Z das Subjekt rücke 1Ur VOL das Verb, WECNN

besonders hervorgehoben sel, erweist sıch beı verschiedenen Gruppen VON Sätzen mıiıt diesbe-
züglıch varıabler Satzteilfolge als falsch. In diesem Artıkel wırd s1e den asyndetischen ersten
Redesätzen mıt dem Ergebnis überprült: Soweıt dıe Vorausstellung des Subjekts nıcht durch
dessen ortart eiQc. bedingt ist, sondern freı gewählt werden kann, gıilt: Im Gegensatz den
anderen Von der Valenz des Verbs geforderten Satzteıilen geht das Subjekt dem erb immer,

uch beı neutraler Satzteıulfolge, VOTAaUSs, WCIN nıcht stärkere Gründe (z.B Hervorhebung
103 Es gehört den Besonderheıiten der hebräischen Verbalsyntax, daßß beı allen
(kontextuell überhaus häufigen) Und-dann-Folgen das erb den Satz eröffnen muß mıt der
Konsequenz, daß alle Dıfferenzierungen unfer den nominalen/pronominalen Satzteıilen NUur

innerhalb des Hauptfeldes angezeıgt werden können, falls nıcht eıne Pendenskonstruktion
gewählt wırd
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anderer Satzteıle, andere Satzteiıle als Fragewort der Deıktikon) entgegenstehen. Bei Aus-
tauschproben, dıe für diıe Entdeckung Von Stellungsregeln unabdıngbar sınd, muß die Tatsache
einbezogen werden, daß außer den nominalen/pronominalen Satzteılen uch das erb selbst
1m Fokus stehen ann.

Anschrift des utors.
Prof. Dr. Groß, allestr. 24, D-7207/2 übingen, Bundesrepublık euftfschlani
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On Ante-Posıtion of the Attrıbutive Adjective In
(Hassıcal Syriac and 1DI1I1Ca Hebrew
Jan Joosten (Brussels)

If there 1S ON rule of which maYy safely be postulated for proto-Semitic ıt 1s
post-position of the attrıbutive adjective.‘ In all the classıcal Semitic languages
substantiıve-adjective 15 the egular the adjective functions attrıbute,
ee!l MOSL of them ıt 15 the exclusıve sequence.“ Though in languages belonging

eren branches of Semuitic the opposıte 15 attested, the dıstrıbution
of thıs phenomenon suggests that ıt 15 NOL part of the proto-Semitic herıtage
whiıich Was preserved in Ome and lost TOom other languages, but the result of rela-
tıvely recent independent arallel developments.* Ihe UuUsSsC of the adjec-
tiıve-substantıve has been researched faırly extensively for Ge’ez.4 The phenome-
NO  ; 15 noted, ough not treated In ep In the majJor of Syriac.? Wıth
regard Bıblical Hebrew the has ‚VE clearly been recognized.®
In the present note OINe examples of ante-position representing pecıfic syntactic
type wiıll be gathere for Classıcal Syrıiac. TIhe dInNnc typ € wıll then be ıdentıifıied In
1D11CcCa Hebrew

In Syriac, ante-position of the attrıbutive adjective 15 relatively irequent ıth the
adjectives ( )hren "  other'  m and "numerous"./ Also, ıt 15 rather the rule ıth
certaın laudatory blamıng adjectives accompanyıng DIODEL u  'y almost In the
WaYy of epitheta ornantıa, ıke In tübanıta aryam "blessed Mary  d San yd
Mal )nT "  Crazy Manı" er of ante-position AdIc relatıvely [aTre and
disparate.® At least In far 15 concerned, ıt e that ante-positioning

The question IMNay perhaps be raısed whether the attrıbutive UuUsSCc of the adjective Wäas nol ın
thıs WaYy dıstinguished from its predicatıve USC, which would normally ımply the
adjective-substantive (16, predicate-subject).

Brockelmann, Grundriß der vergleichenden Grammatık der semitischen Sprachen, 8
(Berlin»-SS -126

Blake, Comparatıve Syntax of the Combinatıons Formed by the Noun and ıts
Modifiers ın Semuitic, JAOS (1912)SCSP. 158

Gal, The Place of the Attrıbute ın Ge’&eZ. JS5 (1981), /-265, ıth discussıon of
earlıer lıterature.

Nöldeke, Kurzgefaßte syrische rammatık (Leipzig 18982:; TCDT Darmstadt , 160-
161, S 211B; Duval, Traıte de grammaıre syrı1aque (Parıs 1881; ICDT Amsterdam, 342-
34 9 x  8 263 NO specıfic information be. avaılable for the other ramaıc dıialects.

Except for few ınvolving the adjective rab See, Joüon, Grammaıre de
’Hebreu bıblique (Rome» 435, 141b

See the Sr amMmMaars quoted in For example wıth A  e  or „few“ SCC Leloır, Saınt
Ephrem. Commentaıre de l’Evangıle concordant. exte Syriaque (Dublın91 A

hıs Jjudgment 1S based faırly extensive readıng ın mostly early Syriac SUOUTCCS.
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the attrıbutive adjective Was sımply option which m1g| sometımes be exercısed
Dy the author.
However, ONe relatıvely homogeneous of examples Can be OUuUn 1C allow
of straightforward explanation. When the substantıve 15 insıgnıficant v
carryıng semantıc informatıon, the adjective, which then carrıes the essentıal
informatıon, mMaYy precede ıt xamples:

Mara Serapion,” 47, hallen dme$Skhän lamgabbalu “agathön dhallase
bnaynasa steadfastness and endurance) 1C AIC able bear the griefs of
feeble men  ”
Thomas, 19 316, 15 prisın hTi$Se bnaynasa "The bad mMEn have been SCDAaTA-
ted."
Rom daw ya ")na arnasda MANNU n pDasSSEN( y) men Da hand dmawta
||I miıserable man!12 Who wiıll elıver irom thıs body of dea
Ahıgar, 22 1,16 ber(y) habbar hakkıme nAaSda dählay mMen alaha  “ "My SOUTMN,
assocılate ıth W1SE MECN, who fear„

No subtle 0)4 complicated linguistic EeOTY 15 needed explaın the inversion of the
normal substantive-adjective 1n these examples. The adjectives AI in
CVEIY dsSCc the sıgnıfıcant element iın the nomıiınal phrase; hat informatıion 1s
by the substantıve 15 secondary even superfluous.!* The MOTE signıfıcant element
then receıved the fırst positıon in the nomıiınal phrase, for [CasSsONs of expressiVvıty.
The CoOorreciness of thıs analysıs 15 buttressed Dy Tew examples in IC the sub-
stantıve, though nOTL merely PTOD, adds NC informatıon and takes the second
posiıtıion In the phrase:

Acts 6:1 wabhon byawmata hannon kad SQ IW talmıde ratten(w) (h)waw
yawı almıde al "ebraye OW in ese days, hen the dıscıples increased
In number, the Tee dıscıples murmured agaılnst the Hebrew ones."

Sınce ıt Wa already clear from the Contftext that discıples aATIcC meant, the second
talmıde does noft add an Yy meanıngful ınformatıon. It has almost become m

AS 1ın the examples ıth barna$Sa/bnay (")nasa above. Thıs be the
1CASON of the exceptional order adjective-substantıve.

Dan 8:21 wse pra ya d°ezze malka d yawnaye wqgarna rabbta d.>  1t het
aynaw(hy) hüyuü qadmaya malka the he-goat 1S the kıng of the Greeks,
and the horn between hIs CYCS 15 the fırst king.  m

As Brockelmann remarks, rdıinal adjectives have endency In dıfferent languages
take posıtion before the substantive. !> However, thıs May be precısely for the

The letter of Mara bar Seraplion, in Cureton, Spicılegium syriacum (London
10 The Acts of Thomas, ın Wright, Apocryphal cts of the Apostles, Vol (London
1865)
11 According the Peshıiıtta version.
12 In thıs example, the adjective-substantıve 1s discontinued by the 1st PDrONOUN
which functions the subject of the clause.

Grünberg, Dıe weisen Sprüche des Achıkar (1917)
14 One maYy wonder, indeed, why the substantıves WETIC added al all, SINCE the adjectives
being "substantivized" could VerYy el ave expressed the Same«ec meanıng Dy themselves
hallase "weak nes  A BIic Possıibly, the substantıve Was added only g1ve SOMINC addıtional
weıght the nominal phrases in question.
15 11 (see an 2X 202
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1CAaSonNn observe here, namely that ıth rdınal numbers the substantıve often
well understood 16

10 recapıtulate May SaYy that DyTr1aC attrıbutive adjectıves may take the fırst
U1 the nomiınal phrase when they the decısıve iınformatıon Thıs
the aSc when the substantıve 15 PTOD word devoıd of value;
known irom the cContext the entity under dıscussıon

TIhere be modern aAMMar of 1DIi1CcCa Hebrew 1C FECOBNIZCS the
adjective substantıve 17 Yet number of that mMaYy be analyzed

the SAdINc WaYy the Syrıiac examples discussed above The fırst four examples
involve the PTOD word adam mMan human being

Ezek 25 el met am ö yabo tom ey shall noft them-
selves by Nnealt dead PCErSsonN RSV)!®
Job 15 r( )7SOn am tiwwaled "Are yOU the fırst mMa  / that Was born?"

Prov 45 20 ben hakam Sammahı- uk 77 adam hözeh LMMLO "A WISC SO  >

makes d glad father but oolısh INan despises hIs mother
TOV DA () ”56sar nehmad wasemen hınwen hakam uk 77 ”"adam hall Nnnu

NA and 01l dIie the house of the 15C but oolısh INa  _

devours ıl 1

TIhe usual analysıs of these phrases has been regard the adjective
an take adam 1Uı CXPTESSINS SCHUS An

favour of thıs VICW the clear Casec of Isa ebyOone
adam Thıs phrase however an y A5C bıt dıfferent form the ONC>Ss quoted

above ıf May actually CaITLYy superlatıve INCaNINS 20

INOTC sımple and adequate VICW the four examples of
ante-posıition of the adjective 'Ihe RSV OT other modern translatıons show that
the CI1S5C of the phrases understood fıts the Context 21 And the Semutistic
parallels from Syrıac (and Ge SC below) ShOow thıs analysıs fo be lınguistically
plausıble
Moreover, other examples CannotL be explaıned CONSIrUCLÄUS One example
iınvolves the plural DIOD word adam "Luman beings MC  —_

16 Another example Cor 15
17 Except the ıth rab noted above (n 10 these should be added [WO iınvol-
VvViIiNng eha whiıch all aCcCCounitfs be consıdered adjective Num 3128’ For
exceptional of ante-position of the adjectival demonstratıve, SC Joosten, The yntax of
eh Mosech (Ex 3 ' 23) 103 412-415
18 Drıver, Ezechiel: Linguistic and Textual Problems Bıbl (1954), 310 CT1ILICIZES the
RSV because grammatıcally ımpossıble that however precisely the question He
analyzes 2el CONSIMCILLS and takes INan s dead the of SOMECONEC Ise
dead" In 1CW of the paralle] Lev 21 fınd thıs UNCONVINCINS

GKC 416 1281
20 GKC 132c add perhaps the dıfficulit hakmoöt na$Im, Prov
21 Compare Iso the renderings the Vulgate zek 44:25 Oortuum homınem Job 19
PIIMUS OMO Prov 15 stultus OMO 21 imprudens OMO
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Psalm 5705 na pD$ST h“tök I“b. D  1m ?>eEk bah loh” tim bc adam $ınnehem h'nit
7  SSIM nI lıe in the mıdst of lıons, fıery MEN, whose teeth AI SPCAaIS and
arrows."22

In the ollowıng example, the substantıve 15 probably not be regarde 4S Dro
word, but sınce ıt has been mentioned several tiımes 1n the immediıate contex(t, ıt
functions 4S such:

Gen 17°14 arel  L B zakar >4 or 156 ”-yimmol >ot-b“Sar °orlatöo... uncırcum-
cised male who 15 noft circumcısed 1ın the flesh of hıs foreskın..." (RSV).2

In both salm 57° and Gen 17:4 the masoretic aCcents the adjective from
the following substantiıve. Thıs indıcates that the masoreftes dıd NnOL recognize the
grammatiıcalıty of the adjective-substantive.“
Conclusıon
The remarkable parallelısm ıf the valıdıty of the examples be ranted between
Syriac and 1DI1Cca Hebrew SyntaxX thıs poıint, 15 urther reinforced Dy comparI-
SOM wıth Ge’ez. It Was bserved by Amıkam Ga1l that ante-posıtion of the attrıbutive
adjective CCUIS under specıfic Circumstances W  1C NOW SCC, resemble those of
Syrıac and Hebrew

In pecıal however, ıt 15 the attrıbute 1C| Can have the maın ınforma-
tıve value. In sentence ıke "I want drıve the red Car”,  n the concept "  car  ‚ 15
understood in relatıon the the verb "t0 drıve”, and In thıs particular instance ıt 15
only the colour IC 15 the really NCW informatıon of the entıre noun-phrase. In
other the NOUN has iınformatıve value aft all, and only basıs,
1.€. grammatıcal PTOD, the attrıbute. In such the attrıbute in Ge’ez Cal

(but need not!) recede the noun.2
No 0)91  ® wiıll attempt deriıve the CO  Ce of Syriac, Hebrew and Ge’ez thıs
point irom COMMMON parent-language. We mMay be certaın, therefore, have
traced striking instance of independent arallel development In the SyntlaxX of the
three Janguages.

Abstract.

The attrıbutive adjective’s following the substantıve it describes 15 part of the proto-Semitic
herıtage in the dıfferent Semiuitic languages, 15 confiırmed by the revIeWws of Brockelmann and
Blake Yet ın Janguages of different branches of Semuitic, of ante-position of the attrıbu-
tıve adjective9manıfestly the result of afer development of the of these langua-
CS
In the present note, ON set of ccondıtions under which anteposıtion (ICCUTS 1S investigated ıth
regard Classıcal Syriac and Biblical Hebrew. When the substantıve has lıttle. informa-

22 In The Dutch translatıon of the Bıble Socıiety: "Ik lıg neder mıdden Van leeuwen,
vlammen spuwende mensenkinderen, hun tanden Zın pıylen.”

König, Historisch-kritisches Lehrgebäude der hebräischen Sprache, 111 (Leipzıg
9 407, 3 holds that arel 15 the substantıve an zakar the adjective. Note, however,
that ın the immediıate context zakar fıgures several times substantive.

As indeed thıs Lype of synlaxX be absent from post-biblical Hebrew.
Gal, JSS (1981) 25.7:258 Ga speaks of the attrıbute in general sınce hıs study inclu-

des other Lypes of adnominals, besides adjectives.
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{(1ve. alue the attrıbutive adjective mayYy, these languages, be posiıtioned before 'hıs the
Casc when a) the substantıve INECIC PTOD word (lıke ma  =} ‘human being ); b) the sub-
stantıve has been mentioned earher the context and el understood
Ante-posıiıtion has been shown under the Same condıtions Ge by Ga The
CO  6 of Hebrew ‚yr1ac and Ge thıs poın certamly due ındependent parallel
development the syntax of these languages

csSS of the author:
Dr. Joosten, 14, B-1020 Brussels 45, Belgiıum
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Les Semuites selon Gen 10,21-30 ef Chr ‚17-23
Edouard Lipinskı (Leuven-Bruxelles)

Le releve des «filsv de Sem»‚ enumeres dans la Liste des Peuples apres les «fıls de
J aphet» ef les «fıls de Cham»l)1, comptaıt l’orıgine 28 NOMS. La structiure de
troisıeme section de la Liste ete quelque PCU bouleversee par le telescopage de
deux NOMS, dont est 1SSU celuı d’Arpakshad, eft par l’omission de apres Aram
dans le hebreu La lıste primıtıve comprenaıt fıls de Sem ef petits-
fıls efi arrıere-petits-Iils, dont 14 X formaıent la am de Yogtän.
Le NO de rp de&compose alse&ment rD, «bedouin», «Ar: abe»‚ eft k$Sd,
«Kesed», «Chaldee». L’orthographe rp D, lıeu de "rb, denote emprunt
nEo-assyrıen quı avaıt perdu la dıistincetion phonemique de la SONOIC ef de la
sourde p“ point YJuUC les ettres de Tab-sıll-ESarra, SOUVEINCULF d’Ashur m
de Sargon IL, NnOomMMeENnNt les Arabes kur Ar- pa-a-a? kur Ar- pa-a-a, servant du
sıgne cuneıforme pa> Par con(tre, Vorthographe du NO de Ia Chaldee des
Chaldeens, k$d, reflete la pratıque arameenne el hebraique de la aterale
friıcatıve /S / MOYCNMN d’un shin, alors quC les textes akkadıens S’efforcent de
rendre la cComposante aterale du phoneme l’&crivant - KurKal-du /-di,
kur/lü Kal-da /-dä-a-a®. La diısparıtion du NO d’Arpakshad dans la Liste des Peuples

des ımplicatıons chronologiques DOUTC les genealogies bıblıques de Gen 1,10-32 eft
Chr ‚24-28 quı comportent 110 hybriıde et presupposent dejä la telescopage

de rp el de k$Sd Elles guere delä de la periode
Le NO de Qenän, quı MAaANqUC dans les manuseriıts hebreux, est revanche
preserve par la TIXX SOUS la forme KOLVOAV. es la transcription de Gyin quı est
atteste hebreu dans Gen 5,9-14 ef Chr L: La section XL ApYAaEAXS EYEVVNCEV
TOV KALVOAV de Gen 10,24 est evidemment oublet de XL KOLVOLV SEYEVVYNCEV TOV
>XAR (Gen »  ’ destine harmoniıser Ia Vorlage de la CX VeCC celle du

Lipinskı, «Les Japhetites selon Gen 10,2-4 ei Chr 1,5- /», 3) 1990, 40-53; 1d.,,
«Les Chamiutes selon Gen 10,6-20 Chr 1,8-16», 51 1992, 134-161

GAG, Erg 2 Lipinskı, Studies ın ramaıc Inscriptions and Onomastıcs (OrLovAn
I} Leuven 197/5, 12

Parpola, The Correspondence of DSargon I, Part Letters from Assyrıa and the West
(State Archıves of Assyrıa Helsıinkı 1987, 82,5 e{

Ibıd., 847
resulte, realıte, de l’etude: ınedıte de Deller, Lautlehre des Neuassyrıschen, Wıen

1959, 241, qucC le sıgne cun&gıforme servaıt nEo-assyrien noler ha Etymologique,
maıls ı] S’ensuit pas qQuUC avaıt alors la valeur phonetique de ha

Edzard, «Kaldu», V) Berlın New ork 1976-80, 291-297J (voır 296),
semble. compliquer inutiılement le probleme. est probablement de la meme manıere qu'’ıl
faut expliquer l’origine de l’orthographe A/TI-tam-meS$- el A/ITI-te-eh-ri-, VOC varıantes, des
elements theophores Same$}- et Sehr- ans les [0)00K propres arameens de l’Epoque neo-
babylonienne, quand alf- servaıt noftfer la meme aterale frıcatıve IS orthographe
A[/TI- reirouve ans d’autres OmMms arameens, alnsı A/TI-ta-gi-bi Sag1b(D). sıgne al /il

peut etre interprete ans le SCNS de «dieu».

193VIP2 993



Edouard Lipifisi(i
selon lequel «Arpakshad engendra Shelah» (Gen 10,24a). derniere lecon est
certaınement secondaıire, Car l’enumeratıon des fıls d’Aram (Gen doit etre
Sulviıe de celle des descendants d’un fils de Sem mentionne apres Aram,
est le N de Qenä dans la ef pasSs d’un fıls de Sem quı precede Aram
dans la ste de Gen 10,22. Par cConsequent, faut sulvre ICI le de la 1K
supprimant toutefoiıs les MOoO{s «e[ rpaksha engendra Qenän», quı contredisent
du restie la mention de Qenä parmı les fıls de Sem, Gen 10.22
elon la Liste des Peuples, les «fıls de Sem» Sont les peuples ei les DaYyS de l’Orient,

quUC oulıgne dejä la notice gE&ographique de Gen 10,30 Le NO meme de Sem,
Sem, toutefo1ıs UCUNEG connotatıon d’ordre geographıique
clımatıique, maıs semble sıgnıfıer LOUf sımplement «N OM>», probablement dans
l’acception de «premier-ne», quı perpetue le NO dans Dtn 25,6 et; tres
Ouven(, dans l’anthroponymıie semitique. Les «fıls de Sem» sont donc les
descendants Dar excellence de Noe SL, du FOSstE., est Sem quı est nomme
premier lıeu parmı les enfants de Noe dans Gen 10.1 Le SIOUDEC des «fıls de Sem»
MAaNYUC cependant d’homogeneite racıale lınguist1que, puisqu’il comprend les
Elamites ef les Lydıens est unıquement Ia localısatıon geEographique, reelle
presumee, de SCS membres quı explique la constitution de SIOUDEC «orjıental».

Fıls de Sem «Fiıls de Sem Elam, Ashur, Arabıe, se Lud, Aram, Qenän»
(Gen 1022 Chra
F Elam Teu °“Elam (“ylm) na paS la desinence [ de °Flamtu adıen
et derive Dar consequent du gentilice lamü/ Elamıi, peut-etre pDäar
I’intermediaire de l’arameen!. Pays de haute culture, un  '} ecriıiture
pictographique, DUIS lıneaıre, partiellement dechiıffree 1961, etaıt des le
miılıeu du 111e millenaıre, l’Elam eut toujours des VE la Mesopotamıie,
VeC aquelle fut tres souvent conflit®. Devenu vassal de l’Empire d’Akkad,
1’Elam adopta l’ecriture cunejforme m€&sopotamıenne ef servıt mme de
V’akkadıen l’Epoque de ’apogee de |’«Ancıen Empire» eElamıte, AUX Xx VIlle efl
XVIIE sıecles. Au 1ecle, entretenaıt des relatıons VCC Marı er SOUS

Kuter-Nahhunte (XVII® sıecle), les Elamites menerent Mesopotamıe un  q
memorahbhle dont le SsOuvenıIır persista moılns Jusqu’au m

d’Assurbanıpal, VIIE sıecle . On {rouve peut-&Etre echo legendaıre
dans la mention du rFO1 edor-Laomer d’Elam dans Gen Les el X IIC
Jecles furent uUunc nouvelle epoque glorıeuse de ’histoire d’Elam dont les FO1S
regnalent SUT Suse el Anshan. Les LITOUDES conduıtes pDar Shutruk-Nahhunte
pillerent Sıppar et abylone, emportant Suse, trophees de» la stele
du Code d’Hammurabı ei la statue de Marduk, le grand dieu de abylone. Le
declıin de I’Elam fut cependant rapıde ei est seulement siıecle qu’on le

G «Jes Elamites», “Elmaye”, ans Esd 41
Pour l’histoire de l’Elam, general, peul reporter CAH 1/1>, 154-155; 1/2),

644-680; 11/1), 256-288; 11/2>, 3279-416 eft 482-506; I11/22, cf£. V’ındex. Voıir aussı DBS IL,
col -962; EncJud VI, col- IRE L  n 491-493; The Cambridge Hıstory of Iran I
I, Cambrıdge -85; Vallat, use el l’Elam, Parıs 1980; Carther Stolper,
Elam, Berkeley 1984

194



Les SEmuites selon Gen 21- Chr 1,1/7-23

reirouve allıe trıbus cha  ennes ef Marduk-apla-ıddina I1 lutte contre

l’Assyrie?. Les BUCITCS elamıiıtes ınrent les Assyriens haleıne depuıls le du
regne d’Assurbanipal Jusqu’ä la prise de Suse 639 i Les INVvVasıons
assyrıennes, dont le ecıt est regroupe dans les Annales d’Assurbanipal SOUS les
tıtres de cinquieme ef de huıtiıeme C  S’ semerent la destruction dans l’Elam,
quı releva plus de SCS ruines. L’oracle de Jer 9,35-38 s’inspire peut-Etre de
ces evenements. la chute de ’Empıre nEo-assyrien, l’Elam fut incorpore la
1€. Sa mention auX cötes de la 1e dans les propheties d’Is ZEZ ef de Jer
2525 doit rapporter peri0de, MmMaıs la Liste des Peuples 1I’Elam
Juste l’Assyrıe eft semble a1lnsı comporter Un remiıiniscence des
recents eft belliqueux 1’Elam ef l’Assyrıe, Nnofammen dans les annees 669-639
S

”5. Ashur L’orthographe hebraique "Swr, toujJours VeEC la malter lectionLs
P’exception de Chr 5,6, correspond celle de la plupart des attestatıons du

dans les inscriptions arameennes des eft ViIIe sıecles J_CIO Ce
n  est pas la vılle d’Ashur quı est mentionnee 1CIH, maıs V’Assyrıe VOC aquelle Israel
ef Juda avaljent des MOINSs depuıls le du IX sıe&Cle, pulsque Israel
etaıt  Z Assyrıe SOUS le NO de «Maiıson d’Omrı1», Bit-Humri\!. est
douteux JUuUC la Liste des Peuples eüut placı l’Assyrıe parmı les LOUuUf premiers «fils de
Sem» S1 l’Etat assyrıen avaıt dejä disparu de Ia scene de l’histoire, laıssant le champ
lıbre la Babylonie de Nabopolassar quı n es meEeme pDaS mentionnee telle
dans la Liste

1.3 Arabıe (Nest rabıe du Nord, le ord du Sınailr ef la Steppe syrıenne quı
Etajent la patrıe des Arabes SsSCNS PTODIC du termel2. Les SOUTITCCS nEo-assyrıennes
les distinguaient, par exemple, des Sabeens!® el les inscr1ıptions sud-arabiques de
l’epoque ıblıque, voıre des premiers sıecles de ere, qualıifient TabDes les

Y  Q Brinkman, «Elamite Miılıtary Aıd Merodach-Baladan», JN 2 „ 1965, p.
10 KAI 215 SSI HL, 14,7.11.12:0.1.16.17.(18 S7); SSI ,  9 KAI 20 "ISSI ’  9
KAI 2373 S51 11,20,11.16.17.18.
11 Ces Oont sSsOuUuvent ete Etudi6s; :, entre autres, Lipinskı, «Aram el Israel du XC

VIIIS sıecle av.n.6.», cta Antıqua Academıae Scıientiarum Hungaricae 217 1979 (1981)
49-102, partıculıer 72-101; Spieckermann, Juda unter Assur In der Sargonidenzeıt

129), Göttingen 1982
12 Pour les SOUTCECS ancıennes, peut referer Weıippert, «Die Kämpfe des
assyrıschen Königs Assurbanıpal dıe Araber», 7) 1973-74, 39-85; Eph’al,
«‘Ismael’ and ‘Arab(s)’: Transformatıion of Ethnological JTerms», IN 3 9 1976, 25-235
ıd «‘Arabs’ ın Babylonia iın the 8lh Century B.C.», JAOS 9 9 1979, 108-115; 1d., The Ancıent
Arabs, Jerusalem 1982; Donner, «Xenophon’s Arabıa», Iraq 48! 1986, 1-14;
Knauf, Ismael. Untersuchungen ZUur Geschichte Palästinas und Nordarabıiens im
Jahrtausend Chr., e Wıesbaden 1989 On reportera auUsSsı EeuX recueıls d’articles
de Henninger, Arabıca (OBO 40) Freiburg Göttingen 1981, el ıd., Arabıca varıa
(OBO 90), Freiburg Göttingen 1989 Pour l’ancıenne onomastıque, peut consulter
Lankester Hardıng, An Index and Concordance of Pre-Islamic Arabıan Names and
Inscriptions, Toronto 1971, e{ Zadok, On West Semuites in Babylonıia durıng the Chaldean
and Achaemeniıuan Periods: An Onomastıc Study, C Jerusalem 1978, 193-239
13 CY. Lipınskı, art.cıt. (n 1), 3, 1992, 146-148
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bedouiıins quı menacaılent les populations sedentaıres de ’actuel Yemen qul,
contraire, mettaijent leur servicel4. Le NO generique des Arabes 6taıt
hebreu biblique C  arab  A  15 G .  ardı  .  bi/ “arbil®, derıive gentilice. L’orthographe rp

rencontraıt quC dans la SOUTITCEC de Gen 10,22 el Chr L17 certaınement SOUS

l’ıinfluence de la prononcılation n6o-assyrienne!/, La plus ancıenne attestatiıon du
erme akkadıen (kur4r-ba-a-a emonte du regne de Salmanasar 111
(858-824 J.-C.) Comme les Israeglıtes ef urtout les udeens onf ete cContact
AVOCC les trıbus nord-arabiques tOut long de leure histoire, est vraısemblable
UJUC, d&es le COMM !:  ment du Ier millenaıre ere, le erme «Arabe» etaıt
employe Qaussı hebreu, bıen quC l’on —3 plutöt C des NOMMS specıfiques des
trıbus nommement CONNUCS. Les Inscr1ıpt10ns royales assyrıennes attrıbuent le
qualificatıf Tabes AUX SCHNS de la grande trıbu de Qedar!®8, CEUxX de Sumu’il, quı
n’est pasS uUune varıante du NO smaädQ1l, Ce d’Idiba”il, iıdentique el
biblique??”, DUIS Epha, Ealıte "Ayappah, Thamoud, Ibadıdı ef Marsımanl1i,
dont uUunc A scribale (r faıt peut-&Etre le M ıbsam de la Bible?l qu’ıl
faudraıt alors corriger ar$ım, dont M arsımanı seraıt le pluriel??,
cependant d’autres trıbus UUC les texies assyrıens meittent apport VEC les
es anNns leur attrıbuer explicıtement de&nomuination. Ce SONL les PCNS de
Tema, de Massa, les Meünites, les Nebayot, les Hattıaya ef les Badanaya®>,
Plusi:eurs de N trıbus reirouventT pDarmı les descendants smaegl, Gen 23153°

eft Chr 29-31, d’o resulte YUJUC C”cs texties NOUS donnent un lıste de trıbus ef
d’oasıs, dont plusieurs sont attestees es le sıecle T3 Les Arabes

C par exemple, ( 1  , ’  -  9 y  '9 350,9; y  9 ,  -  9 540,2; 541,8;
Ryckmans, «Inscriptions sud-arabes. Dixieme sEri1e», Mus 66, 1953, 267-317 (voir 2835-2806,
n®, On rencontre le NO collectif °rh el le plurıiel 7° h °rbn-. Les fouılles ıtalıennes
SUT le sıte d’ad-Durayb, ans le Wadı ala (Yemen), prouven qu'’ıl faut remonter
consıderablement les dates de la «chronologıe basse» des inscr1ptions sud-arabiques; cf. de
Maiıgret Robiın, «Les fouılles ıtaliennes de ala (Yemen du Nord): nouvelles donneges SUT
la chronologie de ’Arabıe du Sud prEislamıque»,S 1989, 255-291
15 Is 2133 (29; Jer 25,24; Ez 22 Chr 9,14.

Is 13,20; Jer 3!1 Neh Z 4,1; 6‚1, Chr AA BA 263
17 On nofera YJucC la desonorisatıon du fiınal semble etre la ase de la forme BICCYQUC
Apay, attestee P.CA, hez Flavıus Josephe Schalıt, Namenwörterbuch Flavıus Josephus,
Leiden 1 15), DUIS chez Nonnos de Panopolıs, Dionysiaques AAAVI, 3  , eLC,, VEGC

plurıel Apaßegc, cependant (XXVI, Z etc.) On {[TrOuve aussı Apaı epigraphie.
18 Gen 25315 (°hr 1,29 ( Eph’al, cıt. (n 12)! The Ancıent Arabs, 54-56, 147-169,
- Knauf, op.cıt. (n 12), passım.
19 Gen 231 Chr 1,29 C Eph’”al, ıbıd., 215216
20 trıbu (Gen 25!v Is 60,6; Chr 1333 dont certaınes famiılles sont melees lan
genizzıte de Caleb (1 Chr 2,46), DUIS Sont 6tablıes Netopha, sud de Bethle&em (Jer 4019
cf. 222 NeEh 7!26) ’ est mentionnee SUOUuS le NO de Hayappa ans les inscr1ptions neO-
assyrıennes de la fın du sıecle, quı la localısent Arabıe du ord dargon I1 affırme
VOILFr dEporte des survıvants d’Epha Samarıe. ET Eph’al, ıbıd., 236-21/.
21 Gen 25313 Chr 1,29. C: Eph’al, ıbıd., 218 Le NO PTODTC M ıbsam Chr 4,25
doit cependant tre correclk, puisqu'ıl est atteste safaitiıque, cf£. Lankester Harding, op.cıt.
(n 12), 323 Mb$Sm

On notera UJuc le nEo-assyrıen correspond geneEralement «S» ouest-sEmitique.
Eph’al, ıbıd., 1/9-191 el 216-223
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question etalıent des «grands nomades», C’est-äa-dire des eleveurs de dromadaıres,
quı les obligeaient placer SUT des distances parfois consıderables la
recherche de päturages ef de points d’eau Des cCampements d’hiver dans le Nefü

lıeux d’estivage yrıe du Nord, les trıbus chamelıieres transhument SUT 600
800 6taıt de meme dans l’Antıquite, ef est a1Nsı qu’en 853 J.- le

arabe Gındıbu prıt part la bataılle de Qargar, SUT l’Oronte, VeC miıllıer
de chamelıers. autres trıbus deplacaient Vers l’Euphrate, OUu elles entrajent
contact VeOCC la ciıvılısatıon sedentaıre de la Mesopotamıe. C’est SN bedouins quC
faıt probablement allusıon la Liste des Peuples quı mentionne rpD l’Assyrıe
Tr eft la Chaldäe Encore I1e-I11e sıecles de ere, les SOUVveraıns
de Hatra, sud-ouest de Mossul, donnaient le tıtre de «TOI Arabıe» «des
Arabes», dy “rb4
1.4 se. Ce n’est pasS la Babylonıie, ma1ıs la Chaldee (KS$d), quı est mentionnee
apres ’Arabıe. Cecı sembile indiquer quc les informatıons de ’auteur de la Liste
des Peuples sont anterieures la fondatıon de l’Empire neo-babylonien Dal
Nabopolassar (625-605 J.-C Les Chaldeens du Pays de la Mer, l’extremite
septentrionale du Persique, sSsont attestes partir du IX° sıecle 1 D eur
eponyme se‘. est frere d’Aram, NO  —_ seulement selon la Liste des Peuples (Gen
PO:22) Chr EI7): mMaIls QaUSSI selon la lıste des trıbus arameennes quı donne Ia
«descendance» de or (Gen 2221°22). Le nombre d’anthroponymes chaldeens
actuellement CONNUS est LTrOp Iımıte DOUT lıvrer uUunc DICUVC decisıve de la parente
des Arameens ef des Chaldeens, dont la plupart adopterent l’onomastique
babylonienne. En revanche, est important de qJUuC les 1OMS des grandes
trıbus cha  ennes derivent de NOMS PDTFODIECS arameens.
J1en qUuUC la transcription Byt wkn de 1t-Amukkanı dans la lettre arameenn
d’Ashur? reflete un  @ prononcılation neo-babylonienne, caracterisee par le
changement posıtıon intervocalique, faıt guere de doute UE le

derive de “ Amügaän, dont la forme “Amöq/Ayovx, sans l’afformante
-AN, est attestee par deux NOMMS de la lıste de Neh Bit-Dakkürı
evidemment l’anthroponyme Dakkür, identique Zakkür, tandıs UJUC Bit-Yakın(i)
comprend le NO abrege Yakın, egalement hebreuz®e Bıt-
Sa ”alli/Salli/Sala/Sa alla contient l’anthroponyme arameen Sa al, atteste parmı
les Arameens d’Egypte?27 eft dans Esd 10,29, el Bit-Silläni/Silläna/Siläni
le NO Sillän, dont irouve les varıantes Sallün dans Neh 5D el Salılanu neo-
assyrien®, quı correspond * Salılan arameen. Ces Composantes des NOMS de
trıbus confirment l’etroıite parente des Chaldeens eft des Arameens
En revanche, les lhıens presumes des Chaldeens AVEC ’Arabie orjıentale basent
qUC SUT les quelques inscrıptions dıtes «cChaldeennes», quı SONT ecrıtes cCaracteres

Vattioni, 1SCI1Z10N1 dı alra A Suppl. 28) Napolı 1981, 193,2: ‚1'21
,1'2) 197; ‚2'33 }}  9 )2"3v 231,2.

SSI IL,9
Gen 46,10; Ex 6.13; Num 26.12

27 Kornfeld, Onomastıca Aramaıca dus Agypten, Wıen 1978, S I; Preisigke,
Namenbuch, Heidelberg 1922, col. 355 N

wasman Parpola, cga Transactions of the Royal OUrT!'! of Nıneveh, Part
(SAA VIJ), Helsınkı 1991, 337209 ındex)
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sud-arabiques et Oont ete trouvees Babylonie meridionale?®*?: tro1s Ur, un  m

Uruk, uUunNnc Niıppur et üune Tell Abu Salabikh. La presence de CGS inscr1ptions
dans region n es guere surprenante, Calr des inscriptions e&criture sud-
arabıque ont ete trouvees QUSSI dans l’oasıs d’al-Hasa+l, region du Nord-Est de

l ’Arabie Seoudıte quıIi est HET PCU xploree du pomnt de VueC archeologique, mMaıs
quı dü connaitre, dans l’Antiquıite, nıyveau relatıvement Jev. de cıvılısatıon eft

.  \X tres töt cContacft aAVOC la Mesopotamıie meriıidionale.

1.5 Lud Lud, la «Lydıie», Etait dejä mentionne parmı les descendants de Cham“*
SL, OUuS le NO de agog, parmı les fıls de aphe Rıen Justifiıe un correction
de Lwd, S1 n’est *Lwr, raıson de la quası-1dentite des ettres ef B7  Ur
pourrait etre uUunNnc reference AUX uUrs quı habıtaijent le Lurıistan, MmMaıls AaUCUuNCG SOUICC

les mentionne VOCIS le mılıeu du Ier millenaire Al vaut donc MIEeUX s’en
teniır 1C1 TECU et QuC la mention de Lud parmı les «fıls de Sem»,
C’est-äa-dire les SCNS de l’Orıent, s’explique par la SOUTITCEG assyrıenne de la Liste quı
alsaıt etat des relatıons entre Assurbanıpal el le rOI Gyges de Lydie>. L’auteur de
la Liste des Peuples auraıt profite DOUTF mentiıonner la ydıe eEgalement parmı
les «fıls de Sem».

1.6 Aram La mentiıon des Arameens parmı les «fıls de Sem» emande
commentaıre particulier. Leurs trıbus SONTL aDlıes urtout yrıe eft

Mesopotamıie, constituant dıvers petits qUC l’Assyrıe avaıt dejä CONQqUIS el
annexes l’Epoque dont datent les ınformatıions de ’auteur de la Liste des
Peuples.
1 Qenän Ce NO de «fıls de Sem», preserve par la DARX. est iıdentique celu1ı
du fıls d’Enosh, «Homme», le seul (1 de Ia hebraique (Gen 5,9-14; Chr

29 Albrıght, <The Chaldean Inscriptions in Proto-Arabic Scr1ipt», 1  y 1958,
39-45

Burrows, ((A New Kiınd of Old Arabıc Wrıting from Ul’»‚ TK A! 1926, 5-8 VE

Un photographie ans Woolley MLE Mallowan, Ur Excavatıons The Neo-
Babylonıan and Persian Peri0ds, London 1962, pl 36; Kıenast, «Miıtteilung von einer
Tontafel mıt altsüdarabischer Beschriftung», ruk Vorläufiger Bericht (Abh der
Deutschen Orient-Gesellschaft 3) Berlın 1958, 43-44 el pl 46; ROoux, «Recently
Diıscovered Ancıent Sıtes In the Hammar ake Dıstrict (Southern Iraq)», Sumer 1 9 1960,
20-31 (voır T el pl 6 Biggs, ((A Chaldaean Insceription from Nıppur»,
179, 1965, 236-38

Jamme, Sabaean and asaecan Inscriptions from Saudı Arabıa (Studi semuticı 23),
Roma 1966
32 Gen 10,13; cf. Lipıinskı, art.cıt. (n 1) 5) 1992, 130-1517
33 Gen 10;2; cf. Lipinski, art.cıt. (n 1) 37 1990, 41-4%
( Lipınskı, loc.cıt.,
Parmı les OUVTagCcS ecents traıtant de l ’histoire des Arameens, peut mentionner

Pıtard, Ancıent Damascus, Wınona ake 198 7; Sader, Les Etats arameens de Syrie
depuis leur fondatıon Jusqu’ä leur transformatıon provinces assyrıennes, Beıirut 1987;
G.G Reinhold, Die Beziehungen Altısraels den aramäıschen Staaten ın der israelıtisch-
Judäischen Königszeıt, Frankfurt/M Bern 1989; Ponchıa, L’Assırıa glı Statı
transeufratıcı, Padova 1991
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K2) s’agıt  ’ toutefoiıs de deux Qenä dıstıincts, du MOINS nıveau de la redaction;
ıls apparaıssent des PErSONNASCS dıfferents eEgalement dans Jub 4,13 eft » MR
Le NO de Qenän (qynn) semble bıen ötre le mol GUNYN, «Forgeron», augment de
l’afformante arameenne -an quı s’ajoute urtout des NOMS monosyllabes
n ’evoque pas peuple, mMals l’ancätre resume d’une ancıenne caste

professionnelle, l’occurrence celle des forgerons. Une tradıtion semitique
rattachaıt les CcCastes des nomades eu  » musıcıens, forgerons ambulants, des
ancöetres eponymes dont le 11O rappelaıt le mäöätier de leurs descendants. On
{rouve la dans Gen „20-2 eft chez on de Byblos quı assıgne ancetre
auX chasseurs eft AUX pecheurs, SaVOIT greus, «Chasseur» (hebreu sayyad), efi

Halıeus, «Päöcheur» hebreu dayydag, ugarıtique dgy), auxquels donne un

genealogıe fictive.
Le Livre des Jubiles, dont des iragments de loriginal hebreu Ont ete decouverts
Qumirän$)’, attrıbue (Kainam la scıence de la divinatiıon Par les astres (Jub
8,2-4): «Son bere uı appriıt P’ecriture. partıt rechercher -un endroıt OQOUu
pourrait DOSs  er un vılle decouvriıt Un inscription JUuC des anclıens avaıent
gravee SUT le [  © lut el copla quı S'Yy trouvaıt efi s’egara de faıt S'Yy trouvaıt
1a doctrine des Veilleurs selon aquelle ıls pratiqualent la divinatıon par le sole la
lune eft les 6&toıules dans {OUS les sıgnes du c1ıel. 1a mıt Dal ecrit mMals n en dıt MOL>»
Le Osıppon hebraique 2,18 attrıbue scı1eNCeEe Qenän, fıls d’Enosh, quı auraıt
grave [OUS les secre{ts de ’aveniır SUuT des tables de piıerre UE Alexandre le ran
Ecouvre Inde. elion Flavıus Josephe, revanche, l’iınvention de l’astronomıiıe
revient A4aUuUX descendants de Seth, le troisıeme fıls d’Adam ıls auraıjent grave eur
ense1ignement SUT deux steles, l’une de brique, l’autre de DIETFE, de manıere le
preserver de la conflagration unıverselle el du deluge A venir®. Une hıstoire
comparable celle de Qenä est transmise Dar Diıodore de Sıcıle, selon lequel
Evheämiere de essene auraıt decouvert, SUT l’ile de Panchaia, ul  @’ stele d’or dont
les inscriptions revelaıent l’origine historique des mythes religieux>?,

semble toutefo1ls DaS UJUC la egende de Qenän oıt inspıree de celle
d’Evhemire, Cal la pratique de Ia divinatıon est atrrıbuee Dar on de Byblos
’un des descendants des eponymes des chasseurs efi des pecheurs“‘, plus
preciısement forgeron Chousor-Hephaistos. La cience de ’*avenır decouverte
pDar Qenän, selon Jub 8)7 apparait a1Nsı dDANAYC de iorgerons ıtınerants,
dont semble ötre l’eponyme. faut elever dans Jub S, 3 UJUC
scıence ’Egare, alors qu’ıl etaıt Ia recherche d’un endroıiıt OUu pourraıt
s&dentarıser ei posseder uUunc vılle convıent de du pomnt de VUue

ethnographique u les tzıganes Ataıjent pareıllement COMNNUS Jusqu’ä nofre epoque
diseurs de bonne avep ure ef {orgerons. L’iımage de Qenän,

Eusebe de Cesaree, Preparatiıon Evangelıque y  y Les OMmMs d’Agros, Agrouh6eros ef

grotes (ıbıd., L 10:12), «Paysan», sont rapprocher de YTOUDEC d’ancetres de casftes
professionnelles.
37 Les fragments Ont ete regroupes par Vgnderl(am‚ Textual and Hıstorical
Studıes in the oo0k of Jubilees, Missoula 1977

Flavıus Josephe, Antiquite6s jJudaiques K3ı cf. la Vıe latıne d’Adam ef d’Eve 49,3
39 Dıodore de Sıcıle, Bıblıotheque hıstorıque VI
4() C4. cı-dessus, ofte
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elle Esulte de V’etymologie de SO  _ NO el de la notLiıce de Jub 2-4 paraıt donc
correspondre type ermın de populatıon nomade qu d’un lıeu DOUT
ar examen de la descendance de Qenän confiırmera conclusıon

Fıls d’Aram «Fıls d’Aram Us, Hul Geter Mash» (Gen Chr 17b)
Cette ste est FePT1SC, OUuSs un  ' forme quelque PDCU dıffe&rente dans le Reglement de

Guerre trouve umrän «AIls combattront cCon(ftre le des fıls d’Aram confire
Us WS) ef Hul Tögar (Twger) et (M$ QUul sont dans Ia
Transeuphratene (“br Pwrt)» (1QM 11) es le plan prevu POUT la tro1sıeme
annee de la Dans la premıere annee la UCITC devaıt etre menee contre
Aram Naharaim (1QM 10) QUul explıque la mention du «TEeSLIEC>» ($ r) d’Aram
la lıgne 11 eft indıque qUuUC la Transeuphratene esft la regıon sıtuee l’ouest de
l’Euphrate

Us Le NO de Us WS) correspond phonetiquemen wd el peut etre
VOIIC des Inscrıpt10Ns nord-arabiques“*!. Le Livre de Job connaıt «DaYy>S

de Us» (Job 71)) la patrıe de Job, efi la lıste des descendants de SEeir mentiıonne
Us (Gen 36;26); JuC l’on seraıt donc por localıser dans la region dEdom3%2. Par
aılleurs, Us est qualifi de premier-ne de or dans la lıste des trıbus arameCceCcNNCS,

Gen J2 21 [Nals oncle d’Aram, alors quC la Liste des
Peuples faıt fils Ils est pas possıble de concılıer CCcs diıverses onnees INals

semble UJuC Us sSo1t eEgalement le NO un trıbu d’une regıon d’une vılle
d’un sheıkh arameens Flavıus Josephe VOIL le fondateur de Damas el de la
Trachonitide® Sa|”ns eveler l’orıgine de informatıon Une localısatıon plus
septentrionale de Us est suggeree Dar les Annales du 78E palu de Salmanasar 111

est dıre de annee 831 8&3()
elon le TINCC Lubarna I1 du Pattın, dans la regıon du Bas Oronte A U  X
assassıne par SCS SuJels ef remplac: par certaın Surrı Salmanasar 111 CHNVOYyd des
lors le Urtanu Dayyan-ASSur POUTF retablır la sıLuatlıiıon el installer SUT le TrOoONe Sa-a-
Z INar KUR Us-sa-a“ «SAäsı le Useen» Ce payS de [}ssa devraıt DaS t[rouver
loın du Pattın eft l’onNdonc PENSCI uUunc regıon de la yrıe du Nord enfre
le Bas ronte eft l’Euphrate faıt qu uUunNnc vılle uru /'ı/ Sa -a est
mentionnee Cilıcıe par les Annales de a alasar ei qu voulu
ıdentifıer les deux toponymes lısant Kur-uUS-Sa-a dans les Annales de Salmanasar

41 ankester Hardıng, An Index and Oncordance of Pre Islamıc Arabıan Names and
Insceriptions Toronto 19/1 424 456 On connaıt Egalement Un dıvinıte d’Arabıe
centrale appelle Awd “ Aws cf Höfner ans Haussıg, Göltter und Mythen

awWıVorderen Orıent (Wörterbuch der Mythologıie 1/1), Stuttgart 1965 Le mol

sıgnıfıe arabe «Compensatıon» eft peut OnC employer NO DTODTC de
En revanche, 'oıl pas bıen quelle seraıt la nature une dıyinıte de NO
42 Voır la discussıon des localısatıons proposees hez OTrSs! 10b (BKAT XVI/1),
Neukirchen-Vluyn 1968, 8

Flavıus Josephe, Antıquıite6s Judaiques 6,
Michel, «Die ssur- Texte Salmanassars 1IL (858-824)», WO 2, 1954-59,

45 Rost, Dıe Keilschrifttexte Tiglat--Pılesers INL., Leipzig 1893, vol I’ 367 lıgne 207
attendant la nouvelle &dıtıon de Tadmor The Inscr1iptions of Tiglath Pıleser 111 Kıng of
SYyTr13, Jerusalem (SOUS presse)
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111 anNs le determinatıf KU  z URU des NOMMS de lieux46 iıdentificatıon
S toutefoiıs paS ef la1doit rester ouverte+/

22 Hul NO Hül 1 etre l’abrevijation du Hul hu-li( f1)
atteste pPar les Annales d’Assurbanipal®® ef ocalıse viıllage de ale. dans le
Nord-Est du Lega, uelque 6() km sud est de Damas“” est cependant plus
probable u SOIL la regıon dV’el üleh <’Etendant dans la plaıne V’est des
Nosairıs eft sud Ques de Hama, village SENCOIC le NO de Büs el-
Hüleh>% Cette regıon sıtuee l’ouest du Moyen-Oronte seraıt pas tres eloıgnee
du payS de Ussa SI dernıer pres du Bas-Oronte

DA er Le NO de Geter est remplac: dans 1Q 11 par celuı de
Tö wgr Ce changement semble indıquer UJUuUC ’auteur du Reglement
uerre pas er ef qu'’ıl Juge preferable de uı substituer

onnn ıdentifiaıt Hul lac Hüleh de la haute vallee du Jourdaın
donnaıt peut Stre le NO de Ögar la Toqrd Tögqrat des ecrıts talmudıques
localısee Khiırbet J urrita une de ılometres nord du lac Hüleh>!
faut toute{o1s noftfer quC derniıer MAaNquUC dans le parallele de la
mde la SYNaBOSUC de (Tell es-Sarem) sud de Beth Shean
est remplac: pPar Msb Spnhh>* Par aılleurs 1n propose deredans
I wgr le payS des «Tochariens»>® JUuUC Flavıus Josephe semble confiırmer, DUISqU
consıdere er l’ancetre des Baectriens“ substitution d’un NO Par

auftfre resout cependant pas le pro  me de I’ıdentificatıon de Geter

identificatiıon est faıte Ofammen par Parpola, Neo Assyrıan Toponyms
6), Kevelaer Neukırchen- Vluyn 197/0, 218, el Hawkıns, «Hattın», I  9 Berlın
New ork TEL7 9 162 (voır 161a); ıd., «Kınalua», V’ Berlın New ork 197/6-
30, 59/-598 (voiır 347756); KL <The Neo-Hliıttite States ı Syrıa and Anatolıa», CAH I11/1%,
Cambrıidge 1982, 472-441 (voir 395)
47 Cecıi est soulıgne Juste tıtre par Frantz-Szabö «K urussa» VI Berlın New
ork 1980 2739

Parpola, op Cıt (n 46) e& Eph“al The Ancient Arabs Jerusalem 1982 163-

49 Delıutzsch Wo lag das Paradıes? Leıipzig 1881 ( Dussaud Topographıie
hıstorıque de la Syrıe anlıque et medievale (BAH 4), Parıs 1927 376

Dussaud Cıl (n 49), p 102-103
51 F.-M Abel GeEographıe de la Palestine Parıs 1933 LOoponyme est corrıge
arbıtraırement Wqr ans Reeg, Dıie Ortsnamen Israels ach der rabbinıschen
Literatur AV! 51), Wiıesbaden 1989 292 2923
52 Naveh On one and Mosaıc The Tamaıc and Hebrew Inscriptions from Ancıent
‚ynagogues (en hebreu), Jerusalem 1978 81 n lıgne ®ı ] Sussmann "The
Inscription of the ynagogue al Rehob" (en heEbreu), Qadmoniot 1975 123-128 ıd «<The
‘Boundarıies of Eretz-Israel’» (en hebreu), Tarbız 1975-76 213 257 (voır Z32) cf
Reeg, cCıt (n S1); 415-416
53 Yadın The Scroll of the War of the ONS of Light agaınst the ONnNs of Darkness, Oxford
1962 31 e{ ”auteur refere Toyx@por de Strabon GeEographıie 1.8.2 la
Doyapa NOALG de Ptolemee GeEographie ef 42 Thogarorum de Trogue Pompee
Hıstoire. unıverselle XLI

Flavıus Josephe Antıquıites Judaiques
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SI ’auteur du Reglement de la uerre n’avaıt AaUCUNEG connailissance de ICI'
sıecle J.-C.,, de bonnes raı1sons de croıire quC les vocalısatıons du
Geter) ef de la K OX T’aFep) s’appulent pasS SUT une tradıtıiıon so OT, une

cıte-etat attestee dans nombre de texies biblıques eft sıtuee expressement «Cn

Aram» (2 Sam 15,8) est celle de Geshur, dont ’ancıen NO hebreu devaıt
PrFONONCCI GeS$$Sür, l’indique la dissiımılation 1 €5cC0UP dans la plupart des

de la X  b Le semble rattacher la racıne seEmitique gZLr,
«Etre tres fort», quı donneraıt *(Gattür le SCNS de «forteresse». (Yest *(Jattür,
DUIS *(Jjattür UJuC V’endroit devaıt s’appeler arameen, ef Gtr seraıt alors la forme
normale du dans l’orthographe puremen consonantıque. On peut
s’attendre forme dans la Liste des Peuples, d’autant plus quC les
transcriptions assyro-babyloniennes du 4 semitıque Sont bıen «{I>» des la fın du
VIllIe sıecle 5 G: Aınsı, le NO du Sabeen Yıta "amara est ecrıt F "-am-(a-)ra
dans les inscriptions de Sargon 1LI>> et le NO du chef gedarıte Yawta” apparait
dans les Annales d’Asarha  on ef d’Assurbanıpal SOUS les formes Ta-ta- Ia-ta-a,
Ia-u-ti/te- 1a1l ia- n  U-a-a-te- tOUujJours \V.GC sıgne «t>»>6, tandıs quUC le NO

de la vılle de Yatrıb est transcriıt Ta-at-rı-bu dans les inscr1ptions de Nabonide>!. On
pourrait aise&ment multiplier les exemples.
Sı er est bıen Geshur, UE l’on localıse V’est du lac de Tiberiade, cC’es le sıte de
'Tel adar, SUuT la rıve orıentale du lac, quı semble etre le meılleur candıdat DOUTF la
localısatıon de cıte&-Etat, DOUTC aquelle manquaıt Jusqu'’ici de onnees
topographiques precıises. Les fouılles menees SUT le sıte depuı1s 1987 permettent
d’affirmer d’ores efi dejä JUC Tel ar 6taıt important centitre regiona MI
Xe sıecle dAV. J. eDOque aquelle remontent les mentions biblıques de Geshur,
ef qu'’ıl &taıt un vılle fortifıee IXe-VIlIe sıecle, quan l’Aram de amas &taıt
l’apogee de puissance>S,
AA ash Le 1O Ma$S du de Gen 10,23 est incomplet, l’indiquent les
lecons M$&” du Pentateuque samarıtaın el de 1Q Z a1lnsı quC le M Sk de Chr
1,17 eft de la Vorlage de la Mocox) Comme M Sk apparait dejä dans la Liste
des Peuples Gen 10.2; Chr L3 el qu«cC NO convıent pasS descendant
d’Aram, faut lıre M$” Gen 10,23 eft Chr 123 La ecture M Sk s’explique pDar
uUunNnc confusıon J/k quı peut produire dans l’ecriture paleohebraique SI la lettre
est partıellement effacee.
Ma$sa” apparait parmı la descendance smael Gen 25,14 l Chr 1,30 es
egalement un trıbu nord-arabique JUC paraissent referer SCS mentions
TOV 30,1; 31.1 ef dans les Inscrıpt10ns nEo-assyrıennes des 11Ie-VI1Ie sıecles V S

55 (: Tallqvıst, Assyrıan Personal Names, Helsingfors 1914, 108a
56 Wiıseman, «Jata”», V’ Berlın New ork 1976-80, 2/1-272; Eph’ral, op.cıt.
(n 48), 29-130
5 / Gadd, <The Harran Inscriptions of Nabonidus», nSt S, 1958, 35-92 el pl 1 V
(voır 5 'g col I’ 25)
58 eck Kochavı, «<The and of Geshur 198 7», Excavations and durveys in Israel 6,

75-718; Kochavı, «Land of Geshur 1988», ıbıd., 7‘) 1988-89, 110-113 (voır
111-112); 1d., «<The and of Geshur Project: Regional Archaeology of the Southern Golan
-Seasons)», 3 9 1989, 1417 el pl 1') particulier 9-11 15-17; 1d., <The
5  nd of Geshur Project, 1989-1990», 41, 1991, 180-184 (voır 181-182).
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C Les Annales de Teglat-Phalasar 111 placent les uru M a-as- -A-a tete d’une
ste de trıbus arabes de l’Occident®% eft üunc lettre adressee Sargon 1LIe1 paraıt
indıquer quC l’on atteıgnaıl le terrıtoiıre de trıbu passant Dar Damas®2 Cecı
expliqueraıt UJUuC so1ıt nomme les descendants d’Aram dans Ia Liste
des Peuples ef confirmeraıt INCMMMIC m la dırection ord-sud de leur
enumeratıon Us pres du Bas ronte, Hul l’ouest du Moyen-Oronte, er V’est
du lac de Tıiberiade ef du cofte du WAadı Sırhan dernıere localısatıon,
bıen qu approXimatıve est suggeree pal deux onnees
Une lettre neo-babylonıenne adressee Assurbanıpa. l’attaque uUunc

TaVanc par Ayakabaru, fıls de "Amyata” Iü Mas- “-a-d°3; SUT un menant VOeISs

le Sud-Quest de la Babylonie®. Par aılleurs, une inscription du Gunaym,
sud- de JTema, mentionne UuUnc UuEITE cContre Massa” Ir AT M s 71S,
«TOr D a1de dans la€cContre >> Ces deux de Massa indıquent
UJUuC cC’etaıt uUunc trıbu de «grands nomades» QUul deplacaient TrTavers la sSteppe
bordant le desert du Nefü ef transhumaıent V1 la vallee de l’Euphrate

orthographe S dans l’ınscription du Gunaym ontre UJUC la forme
du NO est M$” eft pas MS UJUC confifiırment les transcrıpl10Ns neo-

ASSYTIENNCS PUISQUC le neo correspond /S/ semiıtıque

Descendance de Qenä «Qenän engendra Shelah el Shelah engendra Eber
Eber naquırent deux fıls le NO du PICHMMCI etaıt Peleg» (Gen 258 Chr

19a)

59 Les donnees relatıves la trıbu de Ma$s$s$ onft ete dıiscutees par Albrıght <The
Bıblical Trıbe of Massa and ome Congeners» Studı orjentalısticı dı Levı Della
Vıda, Roma 1956 ınnett eed al Ancıent Records from North
Arabıa, Toronto 1970 90-91 e{ 101 102 Eph’al «‘Arabs Babylonıa i the 8&th
Century», JAOS 1979 108 115 particulıer p 114-115 ıd eill (n 48), en partıculiıer

183-184 el 218 219 Knauf Ismael Untersuchungen ZUT Geschichte Palästinas
und Nordarabıens 1 Jahrtausend Chr 2° Wıesbaden 1989

ÖOIr Eph’al CIl (n 48) lıgne attendant V’Edıtiıon de Tadmor CıL
n. 4

61 Parpola, The Correspondence of dargon 1{1 Part Letters from Assyrıa and the West
(SAA 1), Helsinkı 1987 n0 LE Malgre l’absence d’un des TOIS clous vertıicauxX SUT la tablette
la ecture KUR M a-sa (T 14) proposee par I Eph’al Cıl (n 48) 322 est

preferable KUR 1/a NL- QUul seraıt le NO une ontree totalement
62 Cf Ephral Cıt (n 48), p 219
63 ABL transcrıplion e{ traduction hez Waterman Royal Correspondence of the
Assyrıan Empıre Ann Arbor 1930 n0 260) el Pfeiffer ate Letters of Assyrıa New
Haven 1935 n0 U1 traduction seule hez Oppenheım Letters from Mesopotamıa,
Chıcago 196 / n 118

Pour la chronologıe el le cadre gEographıque, reporltera Eph“al Cıt (n 48)
95 e{ 218 219

ınnett eed l al CIl (n 59) 101 n0
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31 Shelah Shelah est anthroponyme atteste safaitique®; est
probablement identique arabe Salıh®', tres probablement «ENVOYE» d’apres
l’arameen Salıh, plus precisement «apötre» arabe chräetien. ( est l’interpretation
du NO de Shelah QuUC l’on ftrouve dejä dans Jub 8,5 OUu Kainam Qenän) explique le
NO de Sala (  a donne SOM fıls Jal ete eNVOYE, Oul, eNVOoye». est
cependant plus probable UJUuC l’«xenvoye» etaıt Shelah lJuı-meme, d’apres recıit quı

NOUS est pas arVENU.
Eber Flavıus Josephe avaıt dejä COMPTIS JuUC le NO des Hebreux derive de

celuı d’Eber®, MOl quı designe «V’autre cöte» d’une rıviere (Gen 50,10-11), d’une
vallee Sam 307 d’une INCT (Jer ,  9 d’une frontiere (Jos na
cependant pasS remarque UE l’acception preexıilique de ibri, quı qualıifialt
I’Israelıte de condıtion inferieure, An attaches trıbales el sujet l’asservissement
efinıtıf, dıffere consıderablement du CII que C  ibri  Ca possede dans les texies ardıfs
de Gen 14,13 et Jon 1,9°? Le qualificatif sert desormaIıs dıstınguer I’Israeglıte de
la satrapıeC de Iranseuphratene, dont la alsaıt alors partıe, de celuı quı
habıtaıt la Babylonie. est acception de C  ibri  A quı rattache NO d’Eber
de la Liste des Peuples, OUu “eber est üune abrevijation de Eber-närt, NO des pay>S
l’ouest de l’Euphrate, consıderes du point de VUu  '} de la Mesopotamıe
septentrionale.
Eber-närıi apparait dans les Vtextes nEo-assyrıens des le regne de Sargon I1 721-705

J.-C Au ViIIe sıecle, V’expression est meme employee dans le traıte conclu
VOeIrS 675 Asarhaddon eft le rO1l Baal de yr quı emo1gne bıen de
dıffusıon ’emploı du “ Eber(-näri) correspond tres bien ysteme
SUIVI par ”’auteur de la Liste des Peuples, ma1ıs n ’ est DaS evıdent DOUTrqUOI Eber
est cense etre le fıls de Shelah Peut-&Etre dernier a-t-ı] ete «eNVOye» l’ouest de
l’Euphrate selon recıt perdu SI Eber represente les payS l’ouest de l’Euphrate,
est dans les meEemes regi0ns qu’ıl faudra localıser SCS fıls egl Yogtäan.
3 eg Le NO de eg, EX selon la LAX. sıgnıfıe «MoO1t1e» «<  »
est PCU probable quUE moO(, dont le SCI15 etaıt parfaıtement intelligıble, füt utilise
Dal ’auteur de la Liste des Peuples PDOUTF deEsigner l’aine des «fils» d’Eber, bıen
qu’un anthroponyme al-2u so1ıt atteste Babylonie de Ia seconde
moıi1tie du VIIe sıecle Bl dr Le MOoOL adıen palgu, «canal», convıent DaS

Lankester Hardıng, op.cıt. (n P 324
67/ Wüstenfeld, Register den genealogischen Tabellen, Göttingen 1853, 405;
Caskel, Gamhbharat an-Nasab, das genealogische Werk des 1Sam ıbn Muhammad al-Kalbı,
Leıiden 1' vol I, 5() /a ındex)

Flavıus Josephe, Antıquıites Judaiques 1,6,4.
retz, Habıru-Hebräer. Eıne sozlo0-linguistische Studıe ber dıe Herkunft des

Gentilizıums ibr1 VvVom Appellatıvum habiru (BZAW 160), Berlın New ork 1984, 89-
182; cf. Lipinskı, «"ApIrü et Hebreux», 10r 4 ‘5 1985, col 562-56 7 (voir col
70 Parpola, op.cıt. (n 61), 204,
ral Parpola Watanabe, Neo-Assyrıan Treaties and Loyalty Oaths (SAA II)) Helsıinkı
19883, n 5’ I

Fiıgulla, Ur Excavatıons. exts 1  $ London 1949, 23,30. Transcription e{ traduction
hez San Nicolöd, Babylonische Rechtsurkunden des ausgehenden und des
Jahrhunderts Chr.. München 1951, 836-8 7,
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Les SeEmites selon Gen 21-30 ei Chr 1,17-23

NO  —_ plus Con eft les ancıens renVvOoISs des toponymes PCU connus’
Justifient pas le cho1x de NO DOUT le descendant d’Eber Un NO PTODIE Plg
renconftre auUssı dans les inscriptions safaitiques’* ef faut vraısemblablement le
rapprocher de arabe Falig”>, dont le SCI15S approximatıf est «fendeur». Par ailleurs,
le Judeo-arameen ef le Ssyri1aque font SC du particiıpe p lIig, D ITg24, eft des
substantıfs palıga ef pallag POUIL deEsigner celuı quı est SaCCOT' quı est ırrıte,

querelleur. Cette acception convıent bıen Vexplication eEtiologique
donnee NO dans Gen 10.25 efi (Shr 1,19 «Ca cC’es de SOM m qUuC Ia
fut divisee». L/’expression est attestiee Egalement adıen, par exemple dans $a
ersetlD t1dÜ, «qui saıt diviser la terre»/6. Ce n  est pas un refiference anticıpee

recıt de la Our de ef de la dispersion des peuples (Gen ‚1-9), mMaıls uUunc

allusıon la divisıon de la deux proprietaires, s’agissait du
partage d’un patrımoıine entire deux heritiers. es a1nsı qJUuC le est dejä
interprete dans Jub ;8'9, dont ’auteur mel le NO de eg apport VEOCC le
partlage de la entre les enfants de Noe, «QUI la repartirent mal» (Jub 6,9)
est cependant plus probable qu’ıl s’agıt d’un partage oper les fıls d’Eber:
eg, “hrrite personnifiant peut-Etre les nomades, efi Yogtän, quı pourrait
reconnaitre ancetre 1C| des sedentaıres.

Yoagatäan eft SCS fıls «Le NO de SO  —_ firere 6taıt Yogtan ef Yogtan engendra
a Sheleph, Hassarmawet, Yerah, Hadoram, Uzal, Dıgla, Obal, Abımaegl,
a, Ophır, awıla, Yobab» (Gen 10,25b-29; Chr 1,19b-23).
&2 Yoatäan Le NO Yogtän n  est pas atteste Jusqu’iCci dans d’autres OUTITCcCesSs el
SON assımiılatiıon tradıtionnelle Qahtän, l’ancätre legendaıre des Arabes du Sud,

ICDOSC qJuC SUuT l’identification de certaıins de SCS «{1ls>» AVOCC des regions des
trıbus de TrTabıe merıidionale, dans le Cad> evıdent du Hadramaout. omme
SON frere 1n s’appelaıt Peleg, Cest-ä-dıre «MoO1t1e» «<  » selon V’interpretation
du dans Gen 10,25 eft Chr 119 pourraıt comprendre le nom de Yoatän
JEXTAV, selon la LÄA, SCNS du verbe hebreu qatan, donc «qu’il soıt petit» &« ll
era petit»‚ eventuellement dans l’acception «plus Jeune». es UuUnNnc explication
possiıble, DUISqU s’agıt d’un frere puine, mMals elle SUDDOSC YJUuC le 10 esft hebreu
Or, les NOMMS des pretendus descendants de Yoatän OUS orjıentent VeISs rabıe el

GQAlana Veut dıre arabe <«habıter» endroit «S’Y etablir», «S’installer». Le
substantıf l’adjectif sud-arabique qrn signiıfıe «pet 1t» selon certaıns, maıs
«indıgene» selon d’autres/”. L’acception «habıter» doit de acon ötre tres
ancıenne dans les angues semıt1iques de l’Quest, Cal le 19(8) de la vılle syrıenne de

Skınner, enesis Edinburgh 1910, 220, ıte tro1s ıdentificatiıons gEographiques.
74 Lankester Hardıng, op.cıt. (n 12); 470
75 Caskel, op.cıt. (n 6 vol 1, 244b ındex)

A Ebeling, «Sammlung VO  —_ Beschwörungsformeln teıls ın sumerisch-akkadıscher, teıls ın
sumerischer der akkadischer Sprache», rOr 21 1953, 235 /-42% (voır SV lıgne 16) est

geEeneEralement question de la divisıon des champs: pilı egleti.
AF Beeston hul üller Ryckmans Dictionnaire sabeen,

uvaın-la-Neuve Beyrouth 1982, 109
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Qatna, SUurT le oyen Oronte, rattache racıne ’8 et peut sıgner qu'un
«habıtat», sürement pas la «pet1tesse» du heu. Dans perspective, yqtın veut
dıre «qu’ıl s’etablısse» bıen « l_l S  est etablı», SI le NO remonte l’Epoque Ou les
formes verbales preformante y/t servaıent NCOTE MAarquer le preterıit dans les
langues ouest-seEmitiques. Ce pourraıt aussı ötre substantıf preIiormante y — du
type yaf cal_’ ma1ls la plupart de Ges formes derivent d’un verbe ef NO verba
yqrın designerait des lors celuı quı S’est tablı, entarıse Dans les deux CaS,
Yoatäan seraıt l’ancetre 1C} des populatıons sedentaıres de la Peninsule arabıque
ef de la steppe syrıenne, specialement de leur partıe orjentale.

4.) modad 1en qJu«C le EAL@OSAS des 1LAX suggere la ce de V’element
EL interpretation sembIle pas DOUVOIr etre efifenue. En S  el,
l’anthroponyme ouest-seEmitique Mödad, «cher1» «ami»"°‚ est atteste Tell
Halaf/Gözän Mu-da-di)®, Nimrud/Kalhu Mu-da-da)®}, Nıinıve W
dans les Annales d’Adad-Nırarı I1 (Mu-da-ad-da) ef de Teglat-Phalasar 11 Mu-da-
a  ’ dans ’Ancıen Testament, Num 1.,26.27 OUu faut lıre Mwdd VEC la LXX
(Mo3SaS), lıeu de M ydd®* eEgalement dans les inscrıpt1ons sud-arabiques de Saba
(  Wı  m l de Qatabän W  n  9 eft dejä amorrheen (Mu-da-du, M u-da-
du-um)®’, maıls l’eElement mwdd n  est Jamaıs recede d’un onyme. Ce n’est donc
pas hypocoristique, maıs NO rofane quı deEsigne diırectement la

question.
Dans C6 condıitions, le modad peut etre un  m transcrıption soıt de
l’akkadıen alu, «ville»‚ «localıte», soıt du nEo-assyrıen Iu quı servaıt rendre le
mol arabe “ahl, «Clan», «famille»®8. Plusieurs toponymes de Mesopotamıie, attesties

l’eEpoque de l’Empire assyrıen, sSont constıitues du mot alu ei d’un NO PTODIEC de
d’un onyme, par exemple URU.EN-/LZi-bur Al-Bel-ILibur, URUWU-$4-

Se basant SUrTr l’orthographe Qatanum de Marı (ARM 9 26-27), Gelb,
Computer-Aided Analysıs of Amorite, Chicago 1980, 342, rattache resolument le LOoponyme

la racıne qtin La varıante Oatanum s’explique de la meme manıere qQuC le9 «petit»,
de l’akkadıen VIS-Ä-VIS du qatan de ’hebreu.

DISO, 1: KAI 1, PAAN est substantıf partıcıpe substantıve quı rattache
la racıne wd.

‚4  U  &(} Weıdner Ungnad Friedrich, Dıe Inschriften VO! ell Halaf (AfO, Beih 6),
Berlın 1940, n0$ 28‚1 A1
81 ostgate, The (Jovernor’s Palace Archıve (Cuneiform exts from Nımrud OM London
1973, n© 1193 9 Fales, «West Semutic Names from the (jovernor’s Palace», Annalı dı
(a Foscarı 13, 1974, JOS (voir 185, n© 26)
82 CIS 1L, Fales, ramaıc Epigraphs Clay Tablets of the Neo-Assyrıan
Perio0d (Studı semuiticı, 11.5. 2 Roma 19806, 157 n0 1 9 Rev.
83 APN, 139a; VI, 4923

La forme Medaä est neanmoıns cConservee par Zadok, The re-Hellenistic Israelıte
Anthroponomy and Prosopography (OrLovAn 28), Leuven 1988, 121

CIS 9  9 VOEC la mıimatıon.
RES 9  y VOEC la nunatıion.

8’7 Gelb, Computer-Aıded Analysıs of Amoriıte (AS 21); Chicago 1980, 624, nOS 4731
4732

AHw, 39a, &- "lu; Weippert, «Die Kämpfe des assyrıschen Königs Assurbanıpal
dıe Araber», 7‚ 1973-74, 30-85 (voır 687 114)
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d Da-gan-EN.PAP Al-$Sa-Dagan-bel-usur _ UR  edIM Al- Adad® On
connait cependant A4UCUuNCcC OCcalı! appelee * AIl-Mudadı Vu QuUC le NO de Mödad

»  est pas assyro-babylonien ef qu’ıl est por notammen pal chef du DayS de
Lage Qquı correspond terrıtoiıre sıtue l’embouchure du Habur* DUI1S pDar
membre de la trıbu arameenne des Rugahaya?‘', SCId plutöt por VOILC

«clan de MöÖödad» Sa|”ans toute{fo1s DOUVOILL le localıser

Sheleph Le NO SID est atteste anthroponyme safaitıque eft
sabeen”? correspond vraısemblablement alif dans les genealogıes dressees par
al-Kalbı”* Par aılleurs unc trıbu yemenıte de la region d’Aden portaıt le NO d’as-
if ’as-Sulaf, temol1gnNage du geographe arabe al-Hamdanı (‘7„945 d

Les antıques attestations du NO sont toutefo1ls plus interessantes. Ainsı,
S} est mentionne dans un inscription mineenne” eft SUfn, aVE6C

nunation, do1ıt ötre NO de lıeu du Hadramaout”®, quC l’on rapproche 4S-

Salf dans la regıon de Awalıgq, ef de WA3dı Salaf?/ Comme Sheleph precede
immediatement le Hadramaout dans la Liste des Peuples est bıen üune vılle un  e

trıbu terrıtoiıre de regıion rabıe merıdıonale u l’on doıt PENSCI En
revanche, les AARTNVOL (var ANAATNVOL) de Ptolemee? paraıssent SsıLuer plus
nord

Hassarmawet La forme Hsrmwt de la I ıste des Peuples rend exactement le
NO du Hadramaout Hdrmwt des INSCT1p{10NS sud arabıques (Yetaıt des

de l’Antıquıite sud arabe QU1 OCCUDAaIL la vallee de ’actuel WAadı
Hadramaout nord est d’Aden le lıttoral para:  e du golfe d’Aden ei les vallees
transversales QUul const:tuaıent autant de routes commercıales relhant le (801>101 du
DayS la mer”” Le Hadramaout lıvre quelques dızaınes IHSCI'IPHOHS publıees
relevees men el ofar, merıiıdıonale du sultanat Oman etaıt
une des regions les plus peuplees de rabıe du Sud l’ındıquent SCS

nombreux systemes d’iırrıgatiıon Cet UuX de populatıon notammen

ostgate, CIl (n 81), n0$ 135
ostgate, «Laqé» VI Berlın New ork 1980 492-494
ostgate, Cıt (n 81) n© 119.5 cf lıgne

Lankester Hardıng, CIL. (n 12), 3924-325
W.Caskel, cıt (n 67), vol IL, 50 /a ındex)8  91  93 Müller (EdX Al-Hamdäni’”s Sifat Grazirat al- “ Arab I1  9 Leiden 1891, 41 c£.

Osıander, «Ueber den Joktanıden Selef 20 Genes. 1 926», DMG 13; 1857, 153-155
> RES 2965,

CS 1V.6215; 648 2-3
U} ‚Ontfı Rossını, Chrestomathıa Arabıca merıdionalıs epiıgraphica, Roma 1931 196b

Ptolemee, Geographıie VI
Sur le Hadramaout el SON exploratıon, peut Olr vVan der Meulen VON

Wıssmann, Hadramaut Leiıden 1932 Stark «An Exploratıon Hadhramaut and the
Journey the Coast» The Geographical ournal (1939) vVan der Meulen den

Hadhramaut London 194 / St.J Philby, Sheba’s Daughters, London 1939 chap
afon Thompson The Tombs and Moon Temple of Hureıdha (Hadhramaut), Oxford

1944 Grohmann Arabıen München 1963 DAı VON Wıssmann Zur Geschichte und
Landeskunde VO:  — Altsüdarabıen, Wıen 191  ® ıd Zur Archäologıe und antıken Geographie VO|  —_

Südarabien Leiden 1968
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Shabwa, la capitale du Hadramaout!®, s’explique pPar la culture d’arbres NCcenNnNs el
myrrhe, quı pratiquait urtout dans region ei constituait üune

exceptionnelle SOUTCE de richesse commercialisable101. Le monde mediterraneen
etaıt grand demandeur ei TOCOofte notaıt ProODOS «Du cöte du Mıdı, la
derniere des terres abıtees est l’Arabie; est le seul] DayS du monde quı produise
P’encens, la myrrhe, la cannelle, le cinnamone ef le ladanum»102

capıtale du Hadramaout, S2hwt dans les inscr1ptions sud-arabiques, ZauußaF o 105
2ZuUBBaFo Sabota1%* chez les auteurs STECS ef romaıns, etaıt le cCenfre OUu
formaient les Caklavanecs transportant ’encens ef d’autres produıts de luxe L’auteur
ANONYMC du Periple de Mer Erythree 27 oOmpose VOIS la fın du Jer sıecle d T
C. 105 voıt la metropole du «Day>S de ’encens», X@pa ALBOVOG, «producteur
d’encens», ALBAVOTOROPOG. L’abondance des monnaıles de bronze modele
athenien, du Ve IV sıecle CL decouvertes Shabwa, UJuUC les
routes commerciales menaıent du Hadramaaout Jusqu’en rece, MOINS des le Ve
sıecle S splendeur de la capıtale el SCS richesses etalent legendaıres eL
ICI' sıecle de ere. ıne ’Ancıen luı attrıbuaıt temples1%, Cätaıt le sıecle du
rol appele EAE@E0OGC Dar le Periple de Ia Mer Erythree 27 l probablement identique

Sur Shabwa, peut 'OIr particulier RA Hamlilton, «Six Weeks ın Shabwa», The
Geographical Journal 1 1942, 107-123; Brown ALF. Beeston, «Sculptures and
Inscriptions from Shabwa»‚ JRA! 1954, 43-62; Pırenne, «Premiere missıon archeologique
francaıse Hadramout (Yemen du Sud)», CRAI 1975, - ead., «Deuxiıeme missıon
archeologique francaise da Hadramout (Yemen du Sud)», CRAI 1976, 2-4 ead., «Les
fouılles francaise Shabwa, capıtale du Hadhramout», Dossiers de l’archeologıe 3 9 1979,
74-719; ead., Les te&moıns ecrıts de la region de Shabwa el U’histoire (Fouilles de Shabwa

134), Parıs 1991  O On TOUVera Un presentatıion d’ensemble des resultats de fouiilles
francaıses hez Pırenne, «Ce qyu«cC tro1ıs Cam DagncS de fouılles OVUus Ont deEJä apprıs SUurTr
Shabwa, capıtale Hadramaut antıque», Raydan 1, 1978, 125:142 out le volume de Syrıa
68, 1991, est consacre fouılles de Shabwa.
101 Voır, sujet, Van Beek, «Frankıncense and Myrrh ıIn Ancıent South Arabıa»,
JAOS 78, 1958, 141-151; Cleveland, <The 1960 American Archaeological Expedition
Dhofar», 159, 1960, 14-26; Van Beek, «Frankıncense and Myrrh», 23
1960, 69-95 The Bıblıcal Archaeologist Reader IL, Garden City 1964, 99-126; Van
eek Coole Jamme, «An Archaeological Reconnatıhssance in Hadhramaut, OUu
Arabıa Preliıminary Report», Annual Report of the mıiıthsonıian Institution 1963, 5721-
545 pl 1'1 Pırenne, «<The Incense Port of Moscha (Khor Rorı) In Dhofar» 6 The ournal
of (Oman Studıes n 1975, 81-96 B pl 1'! VOU!  — Wiıssmann Müller, Das
Weıiıhrauchland Sa’kalan, Samarum und Mos-cha, Wıen 1977

Herodote, Hıstoires 111,107; traduction de Ph.- Legrand, Herodote IL, Parıs 1949,
149
103 Periple de la Mer Erythree

Ptolemö6e, Geographie VI)67  9 Strabon, GeEographie AXV1,4,2; Plıne, Hıstoire naturelle VI,
(Saue).155; AIL, 32.63, OuUu Plıne prEcıse qu'’ıl s’agıt de la capıtale des «Atramıiıtes».

est la datatıon JucC OUuSs retenons sulıvant Dıhle, Umstriıttene aten
Untersuchungen ZUuU Auftreten der Griechen oten Meer, öln 1965, 9-35, l
Raschke, «New Studies ın Roman Commerce wıth the East», NRW 1L, 9/2, Berlın New
ork 1978, 604-1361 (voır contre Pırenne, «Un probleme-clef DOUTF la
chronologie de ”Orıent: la date du ‘Periple de la Mer Erythr6e’», 249, 1961,

Plıne V’Ancıien, Hıstoire naturelleg
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l° add Yal bın "Ammdahar, onnn par les inscrıpt10Ns hadramaoutiques!®/ Les
plus AaNCIENNCS inscrıpl10Ns monumentales actuellement CONNUCS remontent
19910)0085 Ve sıecle C: eur qualite atteste le haut degre de culture que le
Hadramaout atteınt des le mılıeu du Ier miıllenaıre ere el

emon1gne d’un long passı QUul explıque la entiion du Hadramaout dans la Liste des
Peuples
&s Yerah Le NO de ra peut sıgner la vılle de arl eft Ia trıbu

des arıhu attestee dans la regıion du oyen uphrate ei dans le Haut-
Pays l’Epoque des archıves oyales de Marı, sıecle 108 L’ancıen
rapprochement de Tra AVOCC le uru/q-ar-kı du recıt des S
d’Assurbanıpal contre les Arabes1%” est uUune ypo  se defendable S1 l’on
compte de la spıratıon du /k/110 QqUuı peut etre note par heth arameen 111 On
propose d’iıdentifier uru / A-ar-kı AVCC l’actuelle ocalıte d’Arak km V’est de
almyre1i!? ımportante tatıon Caravanıere OUu l’on trouve miıllıaıre
romaıin1ls est attestee pal la de Peutinger Dar mıllıaiıre ef par Ptolemee
SOUS les NOMS de Harac (corr de arae el d’Aracha (CIL 111 est

cependant plus probable qu’ıl faılle lıre UTu/g-ar q dans les Annales d’Assurbanıpal
ef iıdentifıer Beruiarac d’un miılliaire L[OMAaLN trouve km l’ouest
de Palmyre** el la Veriaraca de la Notıtıa Dignitatum partıbus Orientis 30
Qu1l sıfueraıt 37 km l’ouest de Palmyre Aın el Beida1lls Le
complet * Be r-Y araq sıgnıfıe «Puılts de Verdure» el possede donc SCI15 excellent

107 Jamme, Pıeces Epigraphiques de Heıd bın Adgıl la nEcropole de 1Tımna a
Kohlän) (Bıbl du useon 30), Louvaın 1952 yckmans «La chronologıe sud-
arabe du PTFCMICI sıecle avan!ı notre ere» 10r 1953 205 SA el pl (voır 207 208)

textie de reference est RES 3058
B Kupper «Jarıhu» Berlın New ork 1976 ${() 260-261 ( AR

XVI/1,
Skınner, cıt. (n 73), LA OIE

110 GAG ei Erg 25d; VOonNn Soden, «Die Spirantisierung Von Verschlusslauten
Akkadıschen: C1N Vorbericht», JN Z 1968, 214-2200 (voır Zn-218); Knudsen,
«Spırantızation of Velars Akkadıan» Lisan mithurti! Al  A Kevelaer Neukirchen-
Vluyn 1969 14 ) 155
111 est le du the&onyme Nusku CTI| Nsh ans le NO PDTODIC Nshnghy; cf StA
Kaufman «An Assyro-Aramaıc egl $a $ulmu>» Essays the Near ast EeMOTY of
Finkelstein (Ed de Jong Ellıs) Hamden 1977 119-127 (voır 121) faut toutefoıs
nofer qucC le phe&nomene NVEISC SAaVOIlL la notatıon /h/ akkadıen par kaph arameen
est plus frequent Lipinskı «In Search of the Etymology of Oome Semitıic Loan Words»
Fucus Semitıic Afrasıan Gathering Remembrance of Ehrman (Ed Arbeıtman)
Amsterdam Phıladelphıa 1988 325 22 (voır 329 331)
112 Ephral CIl (n 48), 16() 161 er 162 VEC la ofte 555 contenant les references la
lıtterature plus
113 Mouterde, «La Strata Diıocletiana eft SCS bornes millıaıres>» MUSJ 1930 21 219-

el pl 11 (voır ,EEdıite Dar eyr1g, «L/’ıncorporatıon de Palmyre l’empıre
romaln>», Syrıa 1 9 1932 DA (voır 276 277)
114 CL I, 14177,4
115 Weıippert, art.cıt. (n 88), 64-65 cf£. Honigmann, «Hıstorische Topographie von

Nordsyrien ım Altertum I», 1923, 149- 193 (voır 17/0, n© 105); cf. 19 28 1925,
col 701
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quı appuıe la ecture WU/g-ar-gl; OL, du pomnt de VUueC phonetique, celle-cı exclut
iıdentification VOCC ra
Un oponym Wrhn, V nunatıon, est atteste par une inscription sabeenne116 el
pourraıt correspondre ra Ce n  est toutefoıs qu’une sımple possıbiılıte, privee
de Justification concrete.

4.6. Hadoram Hadoram est anthroponyme arameen atteste dans la Bible117,
probablement dans ’inscription arameenne de ar-Hada:  18 ef souvent dans les
textes assyro-babyloniens quı l’&crivent Ad-ra-me /mu /mi!”, Ad-ra-am)120 U-ra-
me121 U-ra-a-mu 122 dIM-ra-am 123 dIM-ra-mal24 dIM-ra-mu12>, eic Le meme NO
est probablement atteste SOUS la forme Hdrwm dans uUune inscr1ıption sabeenne126 OUu
l’orthographe revele une orıgıne «Cananeenne». Les cheıks arabes
portalent parfois des 11OIMNS arameens, tel Hazail, «roi» de ar du VIIt
sıecle J.-C e{ est donc possiıble UE Hadoram soıt I’un d’eux, ma1s est pal
aılleurs INCONNU. En tOuf CdS, ’auteur de la Liste des Peuples semble etre d&ejä
COUT de toponymes ef d’ethniques. est PCU probable, }  e ‘9 quUC l’0S0ppa (Gen

l le KESOVPAV Chr 121) des XX supposent Un Vorlage dıff&rente de
dwrm

47 zal Uzal, wzl selon le Maıls yzl selon le Pentateuque samarıtaın ef
les { @ (ALENA), est ’ancıen 1O de c -  San  a Ia capıtale du men, selon un  €
tradıtiıon yemenite Ju1ve, consignee arabe dans le mıdrash N ür al-Zalam de

116 RES 3946,3
117 Chr 18,10; Chr 10,18 > Adoraäm nen est qu ' une varıante orthographique: Sam 20,24;

Roıs 12,18.
118 uecC «La stele de Bar-Hadad Melgart e{ les rOIS d’Arpad», 99, 1992, 411-334
el pl V-XVI (voır 2315-316 el 325-327).
119 Donbaz, «Iwo Neo-Assyrıan Stelae ın the Antakya and Kahramanmara; Museums»,
Annual Review of ‘the Royal Inscriptions of Mesopotamı1a Project’ S, 1990, 5-24 (voir 9,
recLo, lıgne Ad-ra-me; le meme souveraıln, semble-t-ıil, est appele aılleurs A-ra-me /mu:
APN, 28a, Aramu 1_2); wasman Parpola, Legal Transactıons of the Royal
‚OUrT' of Nıneveh, Part (SAA VI), Helsinkı 1991, 232 TOV. ('Ad-ra-mi de la reine-
mere Nagı a/Zakuütu); APN, 5Sb, D Abı-ramu (Ad-ra-mi/mu, Cponyme de l’an 677; cf.

IL, 426-427); Lanfranchı Parpola, The Correspondence of Sargon 1, Part {1
(SAA V), Helsınkı 1 (Ad-ra-me); 2414,23 (Ad-ra-mu; ef. Zadok, Or 5L
1982, 391); Homö6s-Fredericq Garellı Lipınskı, Archıves d’un cenftre provincıal
de ’Empire assyrıen, Bruzxelles 1993, n° 4,21;9 (Ad-ra-mu).
120 9 App 17 col IX,10; 2095,3; CBS 1294() 129 72,2, publıe Dar Stolper,
Managment and Polıtics In the ‚ater Achaemenıiıd Babylonıa, Ann Arbor 197/4, 3072
121 Weıiıdner Ungnad Friedrich, Oop.Ccıt. (n 80), n© 56,3
122 Hom6s-Fredericq Garellı Lipinski, Op.cıt (n 119), n 39,13
123 R.P  > Dougherty, Goucher College Inscriptions I1 Archıves from Erech Neo-Babylonıian
and Persian Peri0ds, New Haven 1933, y

Lutz, Neo-Babylonian Admıinistrative Documents Irom Erech (ÜCH erkeley
1927, 24,40

Tremayne, Records from Erech (YOS f New Haven 1925 3103
126 CIS IST °"rbm Hn Hdrwm , «"Arbum, servıteur des Banı Hadrawm».
127 Eph“al, op.cıt. (n 48)7 118-119, 224  ' Z D
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etihane.| ıbn Yeshayah!#2) quı Vvıvaıt XIVE sıecle. referaıt un!' tradıtion
locale quı considerait ” Azal le NO preislamıque de SanCD maıs dont
lPorigine est probablement bıblıque ef Juive'? Le faıt est UJUC d etaıt
anthroponyme tres repandu sabeen !0 eft qu’une OCalı! appelee Aazıl irouve

Cr°entre Metne ef Süg Bau’an, SUT la rouftfe menant de Sana port dV’el-
Hudaidal>!, On pourraıit rapprocher QuUSsI wzl yzl du nNnO de la localıte
yemenıte de W, nord de Hageilal>2 el de V’ethiopien >  azzal, «homme
fort»153 mMaıls substantıf NO n’est pas atteste sud-arabique!>.
L’identification d’Uzal VEC ’ Azalla des Annales d’Assurbanipal!, UJUC l’on
propose de sıtuer l’est de Palmyre, l’extremite de la va de "Azzaleh!, est
lıee pro  me de la localısatıon de ra ei donc dıifficılemen acceptable dans
le cadre de la am de Yogtan. Bref, conviıent de alsser Ia question QOuverte,
{OUuUt soulıgnant qu’ıl n’est pasS possible d’ıdentifier cefl zal celuı d’Ez 2119
urfout S1 dernier est I’Izalla du JTur "Abdin, Turquie du sud-est197, la vılle
hıttıte d’USalawas, Anatolie!; quı n’est guere probable.
4.8 ıgla Diglah est le NO arameen du «palmier»!” l designe
vraısemblablement uUnN«c EISIS Aucun determiıne peut etre mMI1Ss
actuellement relatıon AVECC NO de Ia Liste des Peuples La racıne dql sert
aussı former quelques anthroponymes nord-arabique140

4.9. Obal Le 19(8) de “wbIl correspond celuı d’une 0Calı du men
septentrional, appelee “Obal °Uba ef sıtuee entre agıl l Hageila14l, a1Nsı

mıdrash ete publıe VOEC uUNc traduction hebreu par Kafah, Nathanel
Yeshäyah: Me  r  Or ha- ” Afeläh, Jerusalem 1957,
129 C’gtait dEJä l’opinion de Gilaser, Skızze der Geschichte und Geographie Arabıens IL,
Berlıin 1890, (* Enzyklopaedıe des Islam I  9 Leiden 1914, 153-154

Lankester Hardıng, op.cıt. (n 12) 654 Ce NO rattache la meme racıne QUC
l’ethiopien "azzala, «etre fort», «l’emporter»; cf. Leslau, Comparatıve Dıiıctionary of e’ez,  S
Wıesbaden 1987, 52b
131 Glaser, op.cıt. (n 129), 427; Rathjens Von Wıssmann, Landeskundige
Ergebnisse, Hamburg 1934, carte IL,
132 Rathjens Von Wıssmann, op.cıt. (n BIX Car' IL,
133 Leslau, loc.cıt. (n 130)

En revanche, connait NO PTODIC "dl safaitıque: Lankester Hardıng, op.cıt.
(n IZ)
135 Gilaser, op.cıt. (n 129), Z Skınner, op.cıt. (n I3 Z0T. oftfe

Musıl, Palmyrena. Topographical Itınerary, New ork 1928, 56, 2 ‘9 SUIVI Dar
Eph’ral, op.cıt. (n 48) 162
137 est l’opinion de Mıllard, «Ezekıel XXVIL19 The Wıne TIrade of Damascus», INN 7‚
1962, 01

hypoth6se ete avancee par Elat, <The Iron Export from Uzal (Ezekıel XXVII
19)», 3 ’ 1983, 3723-33()
139 Sokoloff, Dıctionary of Jewish Palestini:an ramaıc of Byzantıne Peri0d, amat-
(Jan 1990, 154b
140 Lankester Hardıng, op.cıt. (n 12)y 241
141 Phılby, Routes ın Southwest Arabıa, Sımla 1915, 417 Al 477; Rathjens
VO!  — Wıssmann, op.cıt. (n 5 cCarte IL  9 2C.
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qu’au NO de la trıbu yemenıte des anu U ballt2 est cependant ımpossıble de
SavOoIr exıste quelque lıen reel Dr NOMS. Le Pentateuque samarıtaın l le
textie de Chr 122 lısent “ ybl, econ quı n’apporte element de solution.

4.10 Abımael Abımaäl, peut-Etre ’orıgine "hbhwm ’l, est anthroponyme quı
est atteste amorrheen, NnofLfammen Marı1l?>, eft que l’on peut NO
du clan sud arabique "bm “ttr1m4 varıante dialectale de ”h “ttri4> s’agıt
PP  ment du 19(08) PITODIEC d’un individu d’un clan gatabanıtes, que
l’enclitique -n est irequente gatabanıte eft s’attache egalement dUuX substantıfs,
quı semble pas ötre le Cas sabeen 146 signıfıe «Le/Mon pere est E1/Il>.
6141 L’auteur de la Liste des Peuples, manıfestement COUr de NOMS qu’il
pourrait raısonnablement attrıbuer la descendance de Yoatän, repete ICI le NO
de a, qu'’ıl avaıt dejä cıte dans la genealogie des Chamites147.
&12 phır «L/’&nıgme d’0phir» 148‚ «le payS de I’or», IM l’appelle Flavıus
Josephe!?; complıique Gen 10,29 du faıt quC est le seul pPaSsSapc de la
OUu est ecriıt WDpr, Sans la malter lectionıs yOod (”wpyr), efi Ou les
manuscriıts de la 1L.XX le transcrıivent Jamaı1s VEn I’ınıtiale Z ıls le font
DOUF ’Ophır de Salomon. Christides conclu l’existence d’un «Ophir
yoqgtaneen», dıstinct de l’«Ophır salomonien», el ropose de le localıser Oman,
dans le sud-est de la Peninsule arabique!>,
L/’existence de deux Ophuırs distincts, chacun un  m orthographe PTODTIGC, NOUS

parait devoır ötre admise, d’autant plus qJUC le Periple de Ia Mer Erythree 27
mentionne UuUnNnc Ayap LNTPOTNOALG, SV XapıBanA, EVITECLOG BASLAEUG SS vOV SvVo,
TOUV OLNpPLTOL XL TOUL NANAXELLEVOUL AEYOLLEVOU ZußaLTtOVU, «Aphar, la metropole
dans aquelle (se trouve) Kariba’el, rO1 legitiıme de deux peuples, le Himyarıte el
celuı quı lu1ı est contigu, appele Sabeen». On s’accorde ıdentifier Ia Ayap du
Periple de Mer Erythree la Zanyap/Sapphar de el Pline!>1, la Zr des
inscriptions sabeennes!>2 eft la Zafar des aufeurs arabes!>3, OSCu du Yemen On

usqu’ä Corrıger la Aydap du du Periple ZauYAp, Sd[15S rendre complte de
letrange coincıdence des formes Ayap ef z  WDr (Gen ,  ’ peut-&Etre ’origine

142 Tag al-"arüs, Caıre,vol. x) 254,1
143 Gelb, Computer-Aıuded Analysıs of Amoriıte (AS 21) Chicago London 1980, 555,
n© 165; XVI/1, A-bu-um-  GIR

RES 2740,4
145 CIS I  9 290,; sabeen.

AF Beeston, Sabaic Grammar, Manchester 1984, 6 9 3A()1 La mımatıon est
fr&quente ans les OMmMms PIODICS sabeens, mals n’apparalt pas normalement U’interieur du
NO enitire SCS partıes Composantes.
148

$ Lipinskı, art.cıt. (n 1) 5) 1992, 14 /-149
€s! le tıtre. d’un artıcle de Christides, ans 7 9 197/0,

149 Flavıus Josephe, Antıquıite6s Judaiques V111,6,4.
150
151

Chrıistidös, art.cıt. (n 148)
Ptole&mee, GeEographie VI, 7,41; Plıne, Hıstoire naturelley

152 CIS IV 3126 RES 4158,10; Ryckmans, «Inscriptions sud-arabes», useon 6 9 1953,
S n© 508,3

153 Caskel, op.cıt. (n 67), vol. IL, 613a ındex)
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z  DF MOINSs quUC * °Ofar provienne de Afar, quı seraıt un  ® evolution
normale hebreu Christides, quı na paS releve la Ayap du Periple,
cependant attıre l’attention SUT le lıvre d’une chronique syrl1aque attrıbuee
Zacharie de Mytilene, quı abrege ei COMMENLeE Ia Geographie de O la
chronique iıdentifie Ophır AVOCC les Sabeens!, quı MANYUC pas d’Evoquer le
Periple, O Aydap est la metropole des Hımyarıtes ef des Sabeens

notatiıon du za inıtıal de ajar par aleph dans (w)pr emande toutefols
unc explication. Celle-cı peut prevaloir de la nafure des CONSONNCS emphatiques

ethiopien, auquel les ancıens parlers de l’Arabıie du Sud etaıient apparentes. Or
saıt UJUuC les emphatıques de l’ethiopien sont caracterıisees par l’occlusion de la

glotte ef certaın report arrıere du point d’articulation?. es ce

«glottisat1on» de l’articulation du za INCONNU de Teu el de l’arameen, qUuC
noteraıt le z  aleph de Gen 10,29 efi qu’impliqueraıit le «Zero» orthographique du
Periple, ’ bıen sür, qJUuUC l’ancıenne prononclation sud-arabique des
CONSONNECS emphatiques etaıt semblable celle des parlers seEmitiques d’Ethiopie.
On est tres mal renseigne SUT les orıgines de Hımyar, dont aIfar 6taıt la capıtale, el
le rO1 Kariba”el du Periple n e  IL  taıt qu’'un souveraın du ICI' sıecle de nofire drelso On

toutefois UJuUC les Hımyarıtes etajent une trıbu de la gatabanıte,
quı Justifierait la mentıon ıblıque de l’«Ophıir yogtanegen» Z)afar apres
Abımaägl, dont le nO semble etre gatabanıte.
13. Hawılah de LOoponymes ei d’ethniques qu’ıl pouvaıt classer
raısonnablement dans la descendance de Yoatän, ”’auteur de la Liste des Peuples
reprıs le NO de Hawılah, dejä mentionnee pDarmı les Chamites>/, tOutL l’a
faıt DOUT Peut-&et distinguaıt-ıl pas «l’Ophir yogtaneen» de «l’Ophır
salomonıjen» ei «DaYyS de 1’07r>» uı suggere l’autre, celuı de Hawılah, sıtue SUT la
1ıve occıdentale de la Mer ouge.
4.14 YoOobab est le NO d’un FO1 e&domiuite selon Gen 36,33-34; Chr 1,44-
45, d’un rO1I cananeen selon Jos TL d’autres PErSOoNNASCS selon Chr 8,9.18 des
tablettes neo-assyrıennes mentionnant a-bı-bu ef une Za-bi-bi-e1>S. En revanche,
l’anthroponyme semble pas ötre atteste dans les inscript1ons arabes
preislamıques, SiInon SOUS la forme Yhıybb}>?, NO porte par uUune trıbu clan
sabeens. On sauraıt cependant pas PTFrOUVCIL I’ıdentite de wbh eft de Yhybb

Les lımıtes du territoire habıte Dal les fıls de Yoatän SONL indıquees Gen 10,30,
probablement du nord sud ME$Sa “/Macon semble ötre identique NO

Hamilton Brooks, The Syriac Chronicle NOwnNn that of Zacharıah of
Mitylene, London 1899, L’identification subs&quente d’Ophir V Acaßa ON de.
Ptolemee, GeEographie VL7,29, s’appule vraisemblablement SUT l’homophonie de Saba-Asaba.
155 Ullendorff, The Semitic Languages of Ethiopıa. Comparatıve Phonology, London
1955, 151-157 nofter quC le ayin seraıt marque hebreu el arameen, S’'1. s’agıssaılt

C — >5de la lle forte. de "Affär, nord-ouest de Sana entre le Wadi Maur el le Wadıiı Laga
156 Pour SON identification, (8) 14 Raschke, op.cıt. (n 131), 958-959, 125
157 CY£. Lipinskı, art.cıt. (n IX 5, 1992, 142145
158 APN, 90b.
159 Lankester Hardıng, op.cıt. (n 12)y 691
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du quatrıeme descendant d’Aram selon la lecon la plus probable du hebreu
On le sıtue Arabıe du Nord160 S“ para est MUnNı de V’enclitique A
de direction. On peut ıdentifier «montagne de ’Orient>» afar, dont le
NO S’&criraıt hebreu Spr DT, NOUS l’avons roDpOSE, eft quı n  est
d’ailleurs pas OÖOTONYMEC. Nous PrODOSONS d’ıdentifier Spr ’actuel Mont 1r quı
s’Eleve 3006 d’altıtude sud de .  Ta  IS dans le Yemen meridional.
dıiffe&rence de SONOTE ef de sourde b/p cree pas plus de dıfficu quUC dans le Cas
de ‘D, rencontre plus hautle1l vocalısatıon ZWYNPA des pourraıt m&me
ötre S1 l’ancıenne prononcılation de l’oronyme etaıt Sab /pir, quı
donneraıt normalement hebreu Soper SI ’auteur de la Liste des Peuples
qualifie SsOoOomMMEeTL de «montagne de l’Orient», est qu’ıl sıtue {OUS les Semuites
Orıent.

SOUS la forme d  s  un ableau genealogıique de la descendance des troI1s fıls de Noe,
’auteur de la Liste des Peuples est fforce de donner ADEICU de tOufes les
natıons de la Du MO1NS, tel 6taıt SOM but. En e  el le nombre de 70 peuples
enumeres correspond celuı des fıls de Dieu dans la mythologie d’Ugarit 102 el, Sans

doute, dans celle d’autres Semuites du Nord-Quest W rapport numerique 6taıt
exig Dar la tradıtion, sulvant aquelle les ımıtes des natıons avaıent ete fixees
sulvant le nombre des fıls de Dieul®S
Les peuples sont repartıs SUT tFrO1S des quatre regions de la erre le Nord echoit
Japhet, le Sud Cham, V’Est Sem I’Quest etant OCCupe Dar la Grande Mer, la
Mediterranee. L’ombilique de cel unıvers, partır duquel les poıints cardınaux sont
fixEs, n’est pasS Jerusalem, ulsque la Syro-Palestine est rangee dans la ZUNC de
Cham, mMaıs point sıtue nord de la VIIGe: probablement le Mont Saphon,
’actuel Gebel el-"Agra”. Ce «MONT Chauve» d’une altıtude de TTO m) unc

quarantaıne de kılometres nord ”’Ugarıt, fut divinıse el Ia elle-
meme voıt lu1ı UuUnNnc sacree CO WE Sıion 164 on de
Byblos, quı l’appelle K@6L0G, la Compte nombre des quatre montagnes saıntes
des Pheniciens!®, ’auteur de Job 26.7 faıt le point de suspension de la erre ef Is
14,13 reconnait FA la «montagne de V’assemblee» des dieux.

fonction de la Liste des Peuples dans le Livre de la Genese n’est plus,
premier lıeu, celle de dresser ableau des nations de I’unıvers. Elle consıste
faıre le pont entre les recıts du deluge (Gen 8-9) eft I’histoire d’Abraham (Gen
SS La Liste faıt donc double emplo1 V la genealogıe de Gen 1,10-26, quı est
de date plus ecente ef presuppose dejä la fusıon des NOMS d’Arap eft de se:
Arpakshad. Ce dernier est cense ötre l’anc&tre d’Abraham, dont le DayS natal seraıt
Ur des Chaldeens (Gen Eber, l’enponyme des euples de Transeuphratene
(Gen ,  ’ faıt egalement partıe de genealogıe tres tardıve (Gen 11,14-16),
quı s’inspire de la Liste des Peuples; celle-cı1, dans forme orıgıinale, semble

€Y-. cı-dessus, 202-203
161 ( cı-dessus, 193
162 KTU ö  ‚9
163 Ditn 32,5-9.

Is 14,12-15; Job 26,/-13; Ps 48,2-3; 89,13.
Eusebe de Cesaree, Preparatıon Evangelique 1,10,9
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Les Semites selon Gen 10.21-30 ef Chr ‚  -

la fın du VIIE sıecle \ O tout le MO1NS, base SUuT des
iınformatıons quı refletent epoque.

Sommaıre (abstract):
lıste des SEmites Gen 10,21-30 e{ Chr 1,1/7-23 contenaıt OMmMs de fils de Sem 21

OmHhls$s X de SCS petits-fils e{ arrıere-petits-fils, dont X formaient la amılle de Yoatän.
Ce sont des DNDOMIMS ethniques, attestes Oriıent, auxquels Joignent quelques anthroponymes,
COMMMEC Hadoram e{ Abımaöel, ef quelques NOMINS symbolıiques, tels Yoatan e{ Peleg, semble-t-ıil.
Comme plusieurs OmMms de la lıste des SEmites peuvent tre iıdentifies IVEC quelque
vraiısemblance, ıl est dıfficıle de dater composition. lle faıt neEanmoıns partie inteEgrante de
la Liste des Peuples el devaıt contenir omMs de manıere parvenır total de Omms de
peuples, quı correspond nombre de dieux d’un panthe6on semblable celuı d’Ugarıt. La
repartition des peuples entre les descendants de Japhet, nord, de Cham, sud, el{ de Sem,

Fest, indıque qu’elle est faıte partır d’un pomnt de la Syrie du Nord, probablement du Mont
Saphon, qyucC Job 267 consıdere ENCOIC le pıvot de la erre.

dresse de auteur:
Prof. Dr Lipinskt, Lacomblelaan Br russel, Belgique
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Sım le Nomimnal Clause erDleSs C(C'lause
1DI1Ca Hebrew Prose

Alvıero Niccaccı (Jerusalem)

Definıition

The sımple nomiınal clause the clause that does NOL contaın anYy fınıte verb
orm-not CVOCNMN the verb h“Hyh It the sımple nomiınal clause contradıstinction
the complex nomiınal clause 1C has D finıte verb form the second

of the sentence, x-gatal Xx-yıgtol
ese definıtions do NO conform COMMON grammatıcal analysıs Contrary
mMoOost TamMmMmarıans 1n that first the verb hyh not copula but normal verb

1fs NOL optional INaıln sentence (see below) and second when
verb form takes the second the has the function of NOUN

phrase ıf used nomınal adverbial element of larger uniıt of the text
The basıc presupposıtlıo that COrrect syntactıc analysıs ımpossıble ıf ONEC
TEeEMAaıNs OUn the sentence eve. only the larger eve of the text AdICcC the
relatıonshıps between sentences correctly understood
In thıs shall define crıterıa and analyse order clarıfy the basıc
siructure of the SNC shall NnOoTt the SNC wıth 7r thıs would LEQULIE

by ıtself

Criterıia

In of monographiıc studıes the subject nobody able provıde
crıterıa that determiıne hat the subject and the predicate dIec the SNC TIhe
problem eft for the SLaAMMAAaAMAN decıde NOL always CaSYy task Another
unsolved problem the princıple 1C lıes behıind the ord order why
SsOMeLIMES fınd the order predıicate (P) subject (S) and sometımes
My assumptıon that the roblem of subject and predıicate solved Dy takıng infto
consıderatıiıon [WO basıc princıples fırst the tradıtional doctrine of unıversals and
partıiculars, and second the the sentence
In Arıstotelıan unıversals and partıculars correspond accıdental propertıes
and substances respectıvely

Detaıils of hıs eOorYy Can be found [WO recent books of the author: The Syntax of the
Verb ı Classıcal Hebrew Prose, Sheffield r and Lettura sıntattıca della ebraıco-
bıbliıca, Jerusalem

hope publısh SOON monographiıc study the SNC ı Bıblıcal Hebrew refraın
from biıblıographical ıst ere brief OVECIVICW of the Current research the verbless
clause avaılable INn Waldman The Kecent Study of the Hebrew Cincinnatı Wınona
ake 1989
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Sımple Nomuinal Clause Verbless Clause ın Bıbliıcal Hebrew Prose

Substances WEIC PCISONS thıngs of which accıdental properties (of quantıty, qualıty, relatıon,
actıon, place, state, etc.) could be predicated (or asserted) ın logically well-formed
proposıiıti0ns...
Proper 'g ell and phrases which ıdentify definıte PCISON thing (lıke
John, he and en AIC be regarded the most <substantival’ the mOSsL truly
‘nominal’ of the EXpPrESSIONS ın language (hence the tradıtional term ‘substantive? for
‘noun’), They are partıcular (or ‘sıngular’”) erms, denoting SOMIMNC definıte, InNndıvidudai substance.
Other words and phrases, includiıng indefiniıte. °common’ (man, book, etc.) and ‘abstract’

(goodness, eauty, etc:); ell verbs, adjectives and adverbs, arc unıversal (or
‘general’) erms: they do not of themselves denote indıyvıdual substances (unless they AI

syntactically determined, ın the descriptive specıfication of indıvıdual, the OVer

there), but they denote eıther class of iındıvyvıduals qualıties, states, actıons, . which may
be assocıated wıth individuals.®
In princıple, substances (or particulars) function subject whiıle accıdental
properties (or unıversals) function predıicate.
The other maın princıple of MY analysıs 15 that the first position of the
belongs the predicate In Bıblical Hebrew. already have applıed thıs princıiple
the senfifence wıth finıte verb form.* Accordingly, senfence 1S predicative hen the
finıte verb form 15 Oun rg al the beginning of ıt; ıt 15 nomiınal when the finıte
verb form takes the second posiıtion (LE CNC) hope ShOW that, mutatıs
mutandıs, thıs SAaImnıc princıiple applıes the sentence wıithout finıte verb form (Le
d SNC)
1wo INOIC specıfications dICc needed at thıs poıint. Fırst, distinction 15 be made
between "ınmarked" and .  mark sentences; second, pecıal sentence 15 be
efined 1C shall be termed "presentatıve".

definıtion of unmarked and marked 15 ormally gıven by resorting
tradıtional ogıcal distinction of subject and predicate".> In 1DI1ca Hebrew, the
ollowıng definıtiıon Can be gıven: hen the fiırst posıtıon of the sentience 1S taken Dy

eXpression belonging the class of the predicate the sentence 15 predicatıve,
unmarked, neutral; the Contrary, hen the fırst posıtion 15 taken Dy
eXxpression NnOL belonging the class of the predicate, the sentence 15 NON-

predicatıve, marked, detaıl-oriented. In the fiırst CasS-C, class and function
coıncıde sınce the emphasıs falls expression IC 15 destined function
the predicate Dy ıts W nature, and therefore the ınformatıon 15 eneral (1t states
G,  what the subject In the second CaS-c, the CONLTAaTY, class and function
dıverge because the emphasıs falls expression 1C 15 nOot expected
function d the predicate, and therefore the informatıon 15 NOL eneral but
concerned ıth certaın etia 15 the subject’, ‘how dıd somethıng
happen hope that thıngs become clear later
Presentative sentences AI clearly discernıble Dy theır specıfic word order and
semantıc setting. "Presentative" 15 NnOL the usual termınology In Englısh, however.
Presentative sentitence has been clearly described in talıan and French In talıan ıt

‚yons, Introduction Theoretical Linguistics, Cambridge eic. 1968, &.1  \
See ofte
See ‚yons, Semantıcs S Cambrıdge BEC. 1977, 12.7, 5()2.

A



Alvıero Nıccaccı

15 sometiımes marked by CL SONO, In French by ıl d, C  est; VOILCI, voilda.© In Englısh
there m1g| correspond the "there construction" a  oug ıt 15 NOL analyse In thıs
WaYy by grammarlans./ Ihe promiınent eature of the presentatıve sentence 15 that
the subject takes the second position instead of the fırst (as in the normal word
order). Its specıfic setting 15 description noft evaluatıon (as in predicatıve
sentence). The peaker describes what he er (1ın realıty 0)48 in dream), he

present even 1C appene the past far dWdYy from ımself
and/ irom the lıstener. In Englısh thıs type of sentence 15 indıcated d

"descriptive" (J Lyons), "descriptive statemen ( Searle), "proposıtıon" (3
Austin).®
Iype of SNC

By combinıing the [WO maın princıiples have Just described, 1.e. classes of ubject
and predicate, and posıtion ın the sentence, all types of SNCS Can be described and
accounted for. The [WO basıc types of SNC are follows: type 17 ıth word order

&M and Lype 2 wıth ord order
Type 1S predicatıve sentence It 18 unmarked neutral when belongs the
class of the predicate; ıt 15 marked hen ıt does NOL belong thıs class. Thıs
that hen element noTt belonging the class of the predicate takes the first
position, ıt bears the emphasıs and ıt functions the predicate of the
TIhe element belonging the class of the predicate 15 then emoted function
the ubject

(1) Lev 11°35 (P) [m "ym (S) mM
(Everything upOnNn which part of theır Car CcCass chall fall...) they arc unclean..

(2) 1Kgs 20:32 (P) °“hy (S) hw
(Ben-hadad...) he 15 brother.

These [WO examples illustrate dıfferent erms belonging the class of the predıicate
(unıversals): adjective and CoOomMMOnN NOUN respectively. These dICc unmarked,
plaın sentences because the predicate 15 term belonging the class of the
predicate.
Note, however, that particular erms denoting iındıyıdual substances Can also
function shown In the ollowıng examples:

(3) Dit 3:21b (P) "ynyk (S) hr z# kl- 5  h yhıwh Ihykm
(To Joshua sald...) It 15 YOUr CYCS which ave SCCH all that Yahweh YOUT God (dıd
those [WO kıngs...)

(4) Gen 27:16 | (P) F "hy (S) "nky mbgqg$
(Gen 310 What AIC yOUu lookıng for?) It 1S brothers that looking for.

See Renzı (ed.) (Grande grammatıca ıtalıana dı consultazıone, Bologna 1988, 36-37, and
B Chevalıer el al (ed.) Grammaıre Larousse du francaıs contemporaın, Parıs 1964, SS
121.125

According Huddleston, Introduction the Tammar of Englısh, Cambridge eic.
1984, 14. 7, thıs "dummy there 15 the subject of the sentence.

See index at the end of the respectiıve books ‚yOons, Semantıcs, 1') Searle, Speech
Acts, Cambrıidge eiCc. 1969; Austın, How Do Things ıth Words, (OQxford New ork
1975
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(5) Gen 29:4 (P) yn (S) "tm
(P) mhrn (S) "nhnw

(Jacob saıd the shepherds ere arc YOU from? ey sald:) From Harran AI

Xamples (3) (5) ıllustrate where particular term (a substantive ıth
personal PFrONOUN in (3) and (4) prepositional phrase in 5)) functions 4S

predicate. In all three the informatıon 15 nOL general, unmarked, neutral, but
rather detail-oriented, 0)4 marked It states who the subject 15 in (3), wh the object
15 in (4) and the place fifrom where in (5) mphasıs falls In the fırst element of the

1.€e€. ıt 15 the predicate. In examples (3) and (4) fınd partıicıple (hr ‚t,
mb)q5$, respectively) whiıch belongs the class of the predicate. ecause of ıts
posıtion in the second place, thıs partıcıple 15 emoted the role of subject;? iın (5)

prepositional phrase, 1C 15 ormally nOoL classıfıed predicate, 15 promoted
the role of the predicate.

Iype of SNC

Iype shows word order In thıs ASCc the 15 emoted irom ıts eadıng
function In the Thıs happens In circumstantıal and In presentatıve SNCS
The fact that the circumstantıal SNC cshows the ord order 15 well known.
One example 1S enough:

(6) 15m 17:41 w yIk hplSt y hIk wqarb ”I-dwd
(S) wh ’ y$ n$” hsnh (P) Ipnyw

The Phıiılıstine ame O! continually getting closer Davıd, whıle the shıield-bearer Was

in front of hım

The clearest aAaASec of the presentative sentence 15 that of SOMMCONC introducing
hımself the lıstener (as In the so-called "self-presentation formulas"):

(7) Gen 28:13 (S) nYy (P) yhwh Ihy "hrhm 'byk w ”Ihy YSNq
(God saıd Jacob:) Yahweh the God of Abraham and the God of Isaac.

Wıth the Sd1I1lec type fıind the Casc of OMIMNECONC introducing 1r
the lıstener (8) describing something whiıch 15 happening in that VE MOMEeNT

(9), reporting SOMEC 10) OT submitting the lıstener proposıtion of his
OW (11)

(8) Gen 24:65 my-h”y$S hhlk hSdl [gr "tnw
(S)Simple Nominal Clause or Verbless Clause in Biblical Hebrew Prose  (5) Gen 29:4  (P) m’’ yn  (S) ’°tm  (P) mhrn  (S) ’nhnw  (Jacob said to the shepherds ...) Where are you from? (They said:) From Harran are  WEe.  Examples (3) - (5) illustrate cases where a particular term (a substantive with a  personal pronoun in (3) and (4), a prepositional phrase in (S)) functions as a  predicate. In all three the information is not general, or unmarked, or neutral, but  rather detail-oriented, or marked. It states who the subject is in (3), who the object  is in (4), and the place from where in (5). Emphasis falls in the first element of the  sentence, ie. it is the predicate. In examples (3) and (4) we find a participle (hr ”f,  mbq$, respectively) which belongs to the class of the predicate. Because of its  position in the second place, this participle is demoted to the role of subject;? in (5)  a prepositional phrase, which is normally not classified as predicate, is promoted to  the role of the predicate.  Type 2 of SNC  Type 2 shows a word order S - P. In this case the P is demoted from its leading  function in the sentence. This happens in circumstantial and in presentative SNCs.  The fact that the circumstantial SNC shows the word order S - P is well known.  One example is enough:  (6) 1Sm 17:41  wylk hpl$ty hlk warb ”Il-dwd  (S) wh”y$ n$° hsnh | (P) Ipnyw  The Philistine came on, continually getting closer to David, while the shield-bearer was  in front of him.  The clearest case of the presentative sentence is that of someone introducing  himself to the listener (as in the so-called "self-presentation formulas"):  (7) Gen 28:13  | (S) ’ny  | (P) yhwh °”Ihy °brhm °byk w”Ihy yshq  (God said to Jacob:) I am Yahweh the God of Abraham and the God of Isaac.  With the same sentence type we find the case of someone introducing a third party  to the listener (8), describing something which is happening in that very moment  (9), reporting on some event (10), or submitting to the listener a proposition of his  own (11):  (8) Gen 24:65  my-h?y$ hhik b$dh Iqr°tnw  (S) ... hw?  | (P) °dny  (Rebekah said to the servant:) Who is that man that is walking in the field to meet us?  (He answered:) He is my master.  (9) Gen 38:13  | (S) hnh hmyk  | (P) “!h tmnth Igz s°nw  (It was reported to Tamar as follows:) Behold your father in law is going up to Timnah  to shear his sheep.  (10) Nb 11:27  | (S) "dd wmydd  | (P) mtnb?ym bmhnh  (A young man reported to Moses as follows:) Eldad and Medad are prophesying in the  camp.  9 The ‘subject’ is an embedded SNC in (4) with ’nky as the (grammatical) S and mbq3 as the  (grammatical) P.  249hw (P) "dny

(Rebekah saıd the servant:) Who 15 that INa hat 15 walkıng ın the fheld meel us?
(He answered:) He 15 master.

(9) Gen 38:13 (S) hnh hmyk (P) “Ih MNn 22 s ”NW
(It Was reported JTamar follows:) Behold yOUur father ın law 15 going Tımnah

chear hıs sheep.
(10) 11°27 / (S) ”Idd wmydd (P) ntnb ym bmhnh

INa  - reported Moses follows:) Eldad and Medad Ar prophesyıng ın the
Camp.

The ‘subject’ 1S embedded SNC in (4) ıth >  nky the (grammatıcal) and mbq$ the
(grammatıcal)
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(11) Gen 19:31 (S) bynw (P) Zn
(S) yS (P) >  yn rS Ibw” "Zynw

(The firstborn saıd the yOUNgeCIr daughter of Lot:) OQur father 15 old and there 15
INan the couniry (80)091% nto

We conclude that the normal ord order of the predicatıve independent SNC 15
exactly the corresponding wıth finıte verb orm The first

element of the SNC functions the predıicate and ıt the emphasıs falls If the
first element belongs the class of the predicate, the SNC 15 unmarked, otherwise
ıt 15 marked, 1.€. ıt communiıcates ınformatıon not In eneral erms but stressing
only eia of ıt. When, however, the SNC 15 presentative (independent
cırcumstantıal (dependen the normal word order 15 No emphasıs falls
the fiırst element of the presentative sentence SIMpIYy because the 15 noft
predicatıve, 1.e. there 15 predicatıve XU. In ıt between (grammatiıcal) subject
and (grammatical) predicate. In fact, the presentatıve communıiıcates
information in WaYy (see NnextT sect10n). No emphasıs talls In the first element
of the ciırcumstantıal SNC, eıther. In fact, the effect of the ciırcumstantıal SNC 1$
demote the predıicate us makıng the whole sentence syntactically dependent)
sımply by putting the subject In the fırst posıtıon.
Presentatıive and predicatıve SNC

It 15 advısable sShow the dıfference between predicatıve and presentatıve SNC DYy
of examples:

(12) Gen 24:23 (P) bt-my (S)
Gen 24:24 (P) bt-btw ”] (P) nky
(Abraham’s servant asked:) Whose daughter AI you? e  e  a answered:) daughter
of Bethuel

(13) Gen 21:32 (P) (S) ”th
(S) nYy (P) bnk bkrk SW

(Isaac asked:) Who AI you? (Jacob answered:) yOUr firstborn Esau.

In (12) complete repIiy WOU. Iso be sımply ht-btw ;l, whıiıle ıIn (13) ıt WOU be
bhnk bkrk SW It 1S clear that these [WO NOUN phrases dIe the predıicate. In 12)
fınd predicatiıve sentence, wıth the ord order : since ıt states ualıty of
the ubject On the CONLTAaTY, (13) 1s presentative SInce ıt sımply reveals
the ıdentity of the INa  — who 15 comıng along. In (12) Rebekah states somethıng of
herself whıle INn 13) aC0o sımply ımself (falsely!).
We Can NO understand the varıant ord order of ıdentical SNCSs such the
ollowıing:

(14) Gen 26:20 W yr yow ( STtT m P YSAq I °mr
(P) Inw (S) mym

The shepherds of (Gjerar Stirove ıth the shepherds of Isaak sayıng: (Jurs 18 the water!
(15) 1Kgs 2:14 mr

(S) dbr (P) Iy "Iyk
(Adonıjah) saıd (to Bath-sheba): ave somethiıng 5SdYy (‘a word’) yOU,

(16) Lev 11:35 (P) [ ym (S) M
wim "ym yhıyw m
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(Everything upONn which part of theır Carcass shall fall...) they AIcC unclean and unclean
they should be ntio YOU.

(17) (S) "nhnw (P) [ ym
(The INC)  } who had become unclean because of touching COTDSC saıd Moses:) We
aAIc unclean...

Sınce in 14) the [WO of shepherds AI arguing ON  ® agaınst the other, the
preposıtional phrase Inw clearly states claım the wafifer Ihe prepositional
phrase 15 the predicate and takes the fırst position. Thiıs word order 15 distinctive of
the predicatıve (P S On the CONLTAaTY, such claım In (15)
where the peaker SIMpIYy NNOUNCEC: that he has something Sd y the addressee.
TIhe word order 15 therefore that of the presentatiıve (S P) and nOf that
of the predicatıve 0)el  ® Accordingly, 16) 15 d predicatıve SNC wıth the word order

whıiıle 17) 15 presentatıve wıth the ord order Ihe context, ın
fact, Justifies thıs analysıs. In Lev 11 God 15 giving instructions concerning DUIC and
impure anımals. Startıng from 4b, the structure of several sentiences 15 A follows

description ("As for thıs and H184 d pendens ollowed by statement (
15 clean”, lllt 15 unclean"). Ihe statement consısts of SNC of the predıicatıve Lype
avıng the adjective 4 unclean"”, OTr thwr "cClean" INn the fırst position, and
independent personal DTONOUN In the second position. The adjective belongs the
class of the predicate and functions the predicate; the PrIONOUN, ıfs part,
belongs the class of the subjects and functions such. Every such sentfence

CONVCYS verdıict food matftters
Ihe second sentence of 16) 15 NO SNC ıth the copula but COCNC of the type
waw-X-yıgqtol. Thıs 15 ON of the clearest examples that contradıcts the analysıs of
the verb hyh copula (see below). Otherwise, ıt WOU be rather dıfficult
explain the repetition of the amn sentence In (16) 1S, 1ın fact, repetition SinCce
the second sentfence 15 totally dıfferent The (WwaW-X-) yıqgtol has Jussıve force ın

the declaratıve force of the preceding SN!  Q ey dIC unclean and they
must be unclean for you  " Thıs Same typ e of sentence 15 OUuUnNn in Lev 111011 and
Ex 3():32
In wıth (16) the SNC of (17) 15 nOoL predicatıve. Ihe people wh: spea
have already undergone impurıty. They AIC not ISSUINg statement themselves;
rather they AICc presenting theır Moses that solution Can be oun
allowıng them celebrate the

SNC VC| sımılar (3) 15 OUnN:! ın Gen 45:12

(18) Gen 45°12 (S) nn "nykm (P) wtf
(S) W ny “hy bnymyn (F3
(P) Ky-DY (S) ımn Iykm

(Joseph saıd hıs brethren:) And, behold, yOoUur CYCS SCC, do the CYCS of brother
Benjamın, that ıt’s mouth that speaks nio yOU.

Gen 45°:172 consısts of three SNCSs, the fırst showıng the word order (in
the second fınd ellıpsıs of the P, 1C| 15 the AaIne d the preceding). They
dIiC presentative sentences the context sShows. In order hıs brethren,
Joseph invıtes them consıder hat they SCC wıth theır OW) CYCS (note the

of hnh 1C 15 characteristic of vıisual experience). On the CONLTraTY, 1n (3)
the emphasıs the fırst term YNyKM, 1C| consequently has the function
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of the predicate, and the ollowıng particıple hr functions the subject, wıth
particular artıcle characteristic Of the subject. Here find, therefore, complete
reversal of roles: the substantıve 1C: 15 ormally subject functions the
predicate, and the participle 1C 15 normally predicate functions the subject.
The amme of sentence 15 OUuUnNn: ın Dt 4:3; 1128 It also CCUTS 1n the 1r SNC
of 18) where the substantıve py functions the predicate and the partıcıple
agaın wıth particular artıcle!) functions the subject.

sentence of the Lype f  nYy personal NOUN\N, ||I N.N.”", represents the basıc
pattern of the presentative SNC showing the ord order In specificy
however, the syntactic function of the [WO members changes. Tom the Context ıt 15
clear that iın the ollowıng examples A  nYy 15 NnOL the subject but the predicate:

(19) 1S5m 9:18 mr hgydh-n [y
(P) zh (S) b yt hr°h

1Sm 0:19 n SINW ”]
(P) ,  nky (S) hr ”h

(Saul) saıd Please tell IM which 1S the seer’s house?
Samuel answered: It’s the CT

Clearly, the SNC of 1S5m 0:19 15 nOoTt presentative but predicative. Samuel does NnOL

sımply iıdentify ımself; rather he qualifies ımself the ONC Saul 15 ookıng for
Thıs SNC 15 NOL "self-presentation or  lu The 1S irue sometımes ıth the
sentience nYy yhıwh meanıng "  ıt’s Yahwe 1.e the only on  4” capable of
eing in the future hat Was In the pastl. 15 then "formula f incomparable-
ness”, have sShown elsewhere.10

Word order iın circumstantıal SNC

In ciırcumstantıal SNC the ord order 18 prevalent but DYy
mandatory. Consıder the following examples:

(20) Gen 24:29 wirbah h
(S) WS$IMNW (P) Ihn

NOw, Rebekah had brother whose ame«e WAas Laban (‘whıle his ame Was Laban’).
(21) 15m 17:4 W YS "yS-bnym mmhnwt plsStym

cf. 17023 (P) gl yl (S) SINW
champıon am Outl of the Ca D of the Phılıistines whose amn Was Golıath (‘whıle

Golıath Was hıs name’).
dıfference between (20) and (21) 15 the absence of Wa  < In the latter before the

SNC ZLy $mMW, A compared S INW Ibn) but thıs makes dıfference ın erms of
Waw does NOL affect the function of the sentence, exactly ıt does NnOT

affect sentence ıth fınıte verb form except of COUISC hen ıt 15 constituent of
the verb form tself, 1.e. wayyıgtol, gatal, and yıqtlo 15 reasonable A4SSUMEC

that In (20) and (21) the New informatıon, 1.e the predicate, 15 the personal Namc

In both the SNC WI wıthout WaW) indıcates background ınformatıon
elated the preceding In (20) thıs 15 another SNC introducing

10 NSee Esodo 3,14a ‘10 Saro quello che ero parallelo eg1Z1aN0, FrancLA 3 9 1985, 726
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antecedent informatıion previous story;*}' In 21) the ciırcumstantıal SNC 15
elated the preceding first eve. verb form wayyıatol. Thıs INCanNls (as already
mentioned) that ciırcumstantıal SNC Can have both the word order and
Further examples of the type AICc Gen 386:1,2; for the Lype Can

Z7Sm 20:21 and 1Kgs 13  N
The circumstantial function Can also be expressed by the conjunction Ky. When thıs
happens, the SNC has the ord order do nOoL have complete evidence
sShow that thıs word order 15 mandatory. In the ollowing examples the cırcumstance
15 expressed by both WAaW SNC and the conjunction ky SN!  © In the fırst AS5C

the word order 15 P in the second ıt 15

w ySIh ySrT A0 "t-ymynw w ySt SIn "prym(22) Gen 48:14
(S) whw (P) hs yr
t-5m "Iw *J-r 7 n$h $k1 t-yd yw
(P) Ky mnsh (S)

Israel estretched ouf hıs right hand and pul ıt upon Ephraim’s head who Was the
YVOUNgCT, and hıs eft hand (he put) upOoN Manasseh’s head, thus guiding hıs hands
purposely because Manasseh Was the firstborn.

(23) 20272 w yhır- "Ihym
(P) Ky IW (S) hw”
w yt ysb ml yhıwh hdrk k$i w
(S) whw (P) rk cl_ "tnw
(S) wSny N r yw (P) MW

God’s J4 Wäas kındled because he Wäas gomng (with the MESSCHACIS of Balak). The
angel of Yahweh stood ın the WaYy adversary agaınst hım whıle he Was riding upDON
hıs aASS, and hıs [WO servants WEIC ıth hım

IThese [WO WdYy>S of expressing cCırcumstance AdIe equally effective. The conjunction
makes thıngs explıcıt, of COUTISC. But the SNC alone effectively CXDTESSCS the

cırcumstance sımply by ıts word order In fact, term which 15 normally
predicate 15 indıcated function the subject sımply by takıng the second posıtı1on
of the sentifence ASs CONSEQUENCC, the sentfence ıtself becomes dependent and thus
ıt Can CXDI CSS circumstance of the maın

The SNC A wo-member construction

Contrary what 15 ormally assumed, the essentıal constituents of the SNC. diC

only [W  O the predicate and the ubject TIhe copula 15 nOL Caltegory of the 1DI1CcCa
Hebrew Thıs conclusıon 18 drawn irom [WO facts first, the verb hyh ehaves

an Yy other verb and nOTL the copular verbs; second, the PrFrONOUN (personal
independent demonstratıve) 1C 15 sometimes OUuUn In the SNC does nOoTLt
function copula, eıther.
As have cshown elsewhere, the sıtuatiıon of the verb hyh 15 NnOL comparable ıth
that of the copular verbs of the classıcal languages 1C| aAIc optional elements of
the sentence.12 The sıtuatıon of erb hyh 15 dıfferent sınce ıts (WECULFTEACE ın the

11 Antecedent iınformatıon CONVCYS the setting of the following Examples of dıfferent
erb forms and constructions sed ıIn thıs function AI gıven In mM Yy book, The yniaX, SS 1 '9 19,
91)
12 See: Niccaccı, Sullo sintattıco del verbo hayd, FrancLA 40) 1990, 9-72'  n
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sentftence 15 governed by definıte rules. It 15 mandatory hen there 15 need
indıcate tıme setting for the informatıion 1C) 15 dıfferent irom the present. The
SNC indıcates present setting by tself; for past and future settings finıte verb
form (gatal and yıqtol, respectively) 15 needed In the SNC form of hyh 15 Oun
SIıMpIy because the partıiciple of thıs verb 1S NOL used in Bıiblical Hebrew (1t 15 only
OUnN! Ex %33 When finıte verb form of hyh u  'g have eiıther verbal

(1f the verb form 15 in the fırst posıtion) CNC (if the verb form 15 in
the second posıt1on), nOot (verbless) SN!  O Ihe nomiınal complement OUnN! uıth
the verb hyh functions predicatiıve complement sSince ıt completes the
predication of the verb. In fact, ın such hyh 15 verb of incomplete
predication (1t Can also be n fuun verb of complete predication, In Gen 1:3)
Ihe analysıs of SNC where three members OCCUT 15 atter of debate Ihe 1r
member 15 d  » PrFrONOUN, personal demonstrative. ccordıing Ome authorities, ıt
15 "pleonastiıc ummy pronoun';  M, accordıng others, ONC of the members 15
"focus". For instance: 7 SW hw” "dwm (Gen 36:8) Can be analyse d follows "Esau

he) 15 Edom" (FE subject pleonastic PrONOUN predicate), ” As for Esau, he
15 Edo  m (1e focus ubject predicate). !$ Still other authorities take the
PrFrONOUN function the copula.

Driver 15 ON  e of the few authors who fınd hard accept the exıstence of the
copula in 1DI1CcCa Hebrew. Driver’s analysıs of the evidence 15 NnOTL wıthout flaws but
ıt 15 sound ın thıs respeclT. He also refers OInNnc 1C) beautifully
demonstrate, in IMYy Op1ınıon, the non-exıstence of the copula.!“ Some of the relevant

AIC follows (note that the pendens 15 ındıcated pd")
(24) Dit pd) wyd Z hywm Ky yhwh "Ihyk

(P) hw (S) ha Ober Ipnyk
pd) ”"wkIh
(P) hw (S) ySmydımn
(P) whw (S) ykny m I pnyk

And yYOUu shall experience today that Yahweh yOUur God, ıt’s Hım that 15 about
IVCI before YOU, consuming fıre, it’s Hım hat wiıll destroy them, ıt’s Hım hat wıll
bring them down before YOU

Ihe parallelısm between (verbless) SNC (hw” ha Ober Ipnyk) and CNCS (hw”
ySmydm, whw ykny DNYK, ıth finıte verb form In the second posit1on) 15
instructive. It ShOows that the PFrONOUN cannot be taken pleonastic, copula.
Understandably, thıs analysıs 1$ impossiıble ıth ollowıng fıinıte verb form.
Rather, the-pronoun 15 the predicate, the subject eing, In the fırst instance,
participle (ha “Ober, ıth partıcular artıcle). In the other [WO instances the role of
the subject 15 played Dy finıte verb form. Ihe SNC shows the ord order
ıth total reversal of roles sınce hat 15 ormally ubject functions predicate,
and ViICce
er ıth the SdINec senfence structure Can be quoted:

13 See Waltke U’Connor, An Introduction Bıbliıcal Hebrew yntax, Wınona
ake 1990, 131

Drıiver, Treatise the Use of the JTenses in Hebrew and ome Other Syntactical
Questions, Oxford 1892, SS 198-201
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(25) Dt 31:3 pd) yhwh "Ihyk
(P) hw (S) Ober DNYy
(F} hw (S) ySmYı "t-hgwym h ”IhSimple Nominal Clause or Verbless Clause in Biblical Hebrew Prose  (25) Dt 31:3  (pd) yhwh ”Ihyk  (P) hw?  (S) “Ober Ipnyk  (P) hw?-  (S) ySmyd °t-hgwym h°Ih ...  (pd) yhw3“  | (P) Aw?  | (S) “Ober Ipnyk...  Yahweh your God, it’s Him that is about to go over before you, it’s Him that will  destroy those peoples (from before you, so that you shall inherit them). Joshua, it’s him  that is about to go over before you (as Yahweh promised).  (26) Dt 31:8  (pd) wyhwh  (P) hw?  (S) hahölek I pnyk  (P) hw?  (S) yhyh “mk  And Yahweh your God, it’s Him that is about to march before you, it’s Him that will be  with you.  (27) Jos 22:22  (pd) ” ”Ihym yhwh *”I ”"Ihym yhwh  (P) hw?  (S) yodea“  (pd) wySr ”I  (P) hw?  | (S) yeda“  The God of the gods Yahweh, the God of the gods Yahweh, it’s Him that knows; and  Israel, it’s him that shall know.  (28) Jos 23:3b  (pd) ky yhwh ”Ihykm  (P) hw?  | (S) hannilhäm Ikm...  Jos 23:5a  (pd) wyhwh ”Ihykm  (P) hw?  | (S) yhdpm mpnykm  Because Yahweh your God, it’s Him that fought for you...  And Yahweh your God, it’s Him that shall expel them from before you.  In all these examples we find a personal pronoun functioning as the predicate, the  structure of the sentence being as follows: casus pendens, P - S. The pronoun can  also function as the subject and the sentence pattern can change; e.g., Casus  pendens, S (pronoun) - P (as in 29), and casus pendens, P - S (pronoun) (as in 30).  (29) Gen 36:8b  (pd) "Sw  (S) hw?  | (P) ’dm  As for Esau, he is Edom.  (30) Gen 41:25  (pd) hlwm pr h  (P) ’hd  | S) nw?  Gen 41:26  (pd) b“ prt htbt  | (P) 3b° $nym  | (S) hnh  (pd) w&b“ $blym htbt  | (P) 3b° $nym  | (S) hnh  (pd) hlwm  (S) hw?  | (P) °hd  (Joseph said to the Pharaoh:) The dream of the Pharaoh, it is one. (...)  The seven good cows, they are seven years, and the seven good ears, they are seven  years. The dream, it is one.  Demonstrative pronouns behave in the same way as the personal pronouns. They  can function as the predicate, thus being related to what follows ("cataphoric  pronouns") (31), or they can function as subjects, thus being related to what  precedes ("anaphoric pronouns") (32).  225pd) yhw$”
(P) hw” | (S) Ober DNY

Yahweh yOUTr God, ıt’s Hım that 15 about VT before YOUM, ıt’s Hım that will
destroy ose peoples (from before YOU, that YOU <hall inherit them). Joshua, ıt’s hım
that 15 about VvVer before YOUu (as Yahweh promised).

(26) Dt 31:8 pd) w yhw.
(P) hw (S) haholek DNYy
(P) hw (S) yhıyh mk

Yahweh yOUI God, ıt’s Hım that 15 about march before yOU, ıt’s Hım that wiıll be
wıth yOU.

(27) Jos AT pd) - "Ihym yhwh "Ihym yhwh
(P) hw (S) yodea”
pd) W ySr “
(P) hw (S) yeda

The God of the gods Yahweh, the God of the gods Yahweh, ıt’s Hım that KNOWS; and
Israel, it’s hım that shall NOW.

(28) Jos 23:3b pd) ky yhwh "Ihykm
(P) hw (S) hannılham m

Jos 23:5a pd) wyhwh "Ihykm
(P) hw (S) ipm mpnykm

ecause Yahweh YOUT God, 1t’s Hım that fought for yYOU.
And Yahweh yOUr God, ıt’s Hım that c<hall expel them from before yOUu

In all these examples fınd personal PrONOUN functionıng the predicate, the
SiIruciure of the eing d follows pendens, Ihe PrONOUN Can

also function the subject and the sentftence pattern Can change; C.B.,
pendens, (pronoun) (as In 29), and pendens, (pronoun) (as in 30)

(29) Gen 36:8b pd) SW
(S) hw” (P) ”dm

for Esau, he 1S dom
(30) Gen 41:25 pd) wm Dr

(P) °n | (S) hw
Gen 41  > pd) $h pri

(P) $nym (S) hnh
pd) w$b “ Sblym
(P) S3 $nym (S) hnh
pd) hiwm

(S) hw(P)
(Joseph salı the Pharaoh:) The dream of the Pharaoh, ıt 1S ONC. (ü3
The good COW5, they aATC „ and the good CaTs, they arc

The dream, ıf 15 ON

Demonstratıve behave in the amme WäaYy the personal They
Can function the predicate, thus eing elated hat follows ("cataphorıc
pronouns") 31) 0)4 they Can function d subjects, thus eing elated hat
precedes ("anaphoric pronouns") (32)
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(31) Gen S° 1 (P) zh (S) 5 DT ”"dm
Gen 20:13 (P) zh (S) hsd t°Sy  s md y.
Gen 25:12 (P) } (S) tldt ySm . bn- "brhm
The following the book of the generations ofdam
The followıing 15 the kındness that YOUu chall show ni{o

the following aAIc the generations of Ishmael SOM of Abraham...
(32) (Gien 2771 (P) ”th (S) zh bny & E,  SW

'm-1 (P)
Gen 217:24 (S) zh bny(P) "th

(P) ny S)
Gen 22:73 (P) mhnh "Ihym (S) zh
(Isaac saıd Jacob: Come Car that miıght feel you) whether yOUu arc (thıs, Ve.)
SOM Esau, (you are) 1(0)1 (my SOM Esau)
Are yOu (thıs, LE.) SOM Esau?
(Jacob answered:)
(Jacob saıd:) 0d’s Cam p 15 hıs.

The repIy nYy alone) iın Gen 217:24 confirms that the personal PrFrONOUN iın the fırst
position of the functions the predicate whiıle the demonstrative
PrONOUN functions the subject. The personal NOUN 15 ın apposition ıth the
subject. The SAamMme pattern in the ollowıng examples:

(33) 2Sm w“th "dny yhwh
(P) “ (S) hw Ihym

2Chr (P) -  th (S) MW. bkI mmlkwt hegwym
And NO Lord Yahweh, it’s yYOU (1t, ve) the Irue God
And ıt’s yOUu that rules VT all the kıngdoms of the natıons.

In 2Sm 7:26, hw?” 15 the subject and A ym follows iın apposition ıth ıt (the SdIlNlc

In 2Kgs The parallel text of Ar 20:6 ShOows thıs SAaTmnıc construction but O0OoN

after, there follows another SNC wıthout the personal PrONOUN, the subject eing
the partıcıple w&[/ Thıs ame pattern (wıith and wıthout personal pronoun)

1n the ollowing example:
(34) 1Chr 22°1 (P) (S) hw” byt ylıw. h”’Ihym

(P) wzh- (S) mzbh 1° l ySr 71
(Davıd sald:) hıs 1S (1t, Le.) the house of Yahweh the God, and hıs 15 the altar for the
burnt offerıng of Israel.

Droo that In thıs kınd of sentfence the term that follows the personal (or
demonstratıive) PrONOUN 1S really apposition fifrom the fact that eren
erms Can that posıition. These dAdIiIC NOUN (32-34) partıicıple (35) relatıve
phrase wıth 7r (36-37) and clause introduced by (38) Normally, substantıve

wıth the 7Er clause ınstead of the PrONOUN (37) 16
(35) Gen 27:33 | (P) DW (S) hw” hsd-syd

(Isaac saıd:) Who then 15 he that hunted game (and brought ıt me)
(36) 2Chr 2:5b (P) WM Y (S) ny "bnh-Iw Dyt

And who AI that should build house for Hım...?

The particle 'm-1 introduces dısjunctive question where both and AT elliptical
16 DChr 2:5b 15 the only example NOW wıth the personal PFONOUN before the partıcle
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(37) Dit (P) ky (S) £SWY gdwil ”Sr-Iw Ihym
For who 15 eat natıon that has gods (near them Yahweh...)?

(38) Ex 2.:11 (P) (S) nky Ky E l-pr °“h
(Moses saıd nto God:) Who that cshould the Pharach (and that should
bring the Israelıtes out of Egypt)?

In (35) partıcıple ıth artıcle follows the PrONOUN ıth the force of adjective,
the SaMıec A the 7Er clause In (36) The SdInc position 15 fiılled DYy ciırcumstantıal
clause in 37) Thus fınd paradıgmatıc substitution of the ollowing erms and
functions: NOUN in apposıtion, attrıbutive particıple, attrıbutive 7Er clause, CITrCUM-
stantıal clause. These functions CÄDTCSS sımılar relationshiıp ıth dıfferent erms
We conclude that the SNC consists of [WO members only, 1.e. and dıfferent

consıst of these basıc members wıth possible addıtion of hırd
member functioning d pendens As such ıt 15 NOL really 1T member
because it 15 noft part of the senfifence

Abstract:
The author g1VvES description of the verbless clause based NC crıterı1a. The basıc
[ypes of the SNC aAr ollows: Lype L ıth predicate subject, and [ype 2’ wıth subject
predicate. The first Lype 15 predicatıve, the second 15 ‘presentatıve’ cırcumstantıal. oth
types Can ave xira element at the beginning at the end. At the beginning ıt functions

'asus pendens; at the end ıt functions apposıtiıon wıth the subject. The copula 06€s nOTLt
‚xıist in Bıblıcal Hebrew. The SNC 15 basıcally wo-member sentence

Address of the author:
Prof. Niıccaccı ofm, Studiıum Bıhblicum Francıscanum, Flagellatıon (Via Dolorosa),

9424, PE 03 Jerusalem, Israel
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Nominatıv ual “yarıhau 1mM Gezer-Kalender
0Se ITropper erln

Der sogenannte Gezer-Kalender (KAI 182), eıne 1908 In Gezer gefundene, AU>S

dem 10 Chr. stammende siebenzeilige Inschrift, bırgt jahrzehntelanger
orschung ımmer noch erhebliche TODIemMEe sıch. en der fundamentalen
Frage, ob die Sprache der Inschrift Hebräisch oder Phönizisch ist, wırd der For-
schung VOT allem die insgesamt viermal bezeugte orm yrhw intensiv
diskutiert. Dıie wichtigsten Erklärungsversuche für die betreffende orm lauten:

yrhw ıst eın ual Nomuinatıv: yari * yarıha „ZWeIl Monate*“ (Waw als
lection1s für

yrhw ist eın ual pPron. muıt proleptischem Pronomuinalsuffix 3.m.sg / yariheu/
* yarıhehü „seıne ZWEe1 Monate“.*
yrhw ist eın ual (Obliquus-Form): /yarihau/ „ZWEI Monate' Dıe betref-
en orm ist eıne archaısche oder dialektale Varıante der Standardform
/ yarihai/. Dıe These beruht auf der Annahme, daß die semitıiısche Dualendung
(Obliquus) sprachgeschichtlich eine Entwicklung Al (D erfahren habe }
yrhw ist eın Plural Nomuinatıv: yarı „‚Monate“.*
Dıiıe Lesung yrhw ist falsch und yrh „Monat 2u „ZWel Monate“*“ korrigle-
Ien (Lesung des Zeichens nach Het als ahlzeichen fürZ

Keıiner der genannten Vorschläge iıst frei VOoNn Problemen: Der Vorschlag ist
vereiınbar sowohl mıt der althebräischen als uch mıt der phönızıschen rthogra-
phıe Der Vorschlag äßt sıch AUS syntaktischen Gründen kaum halten® und wiırift
außerdem MNECUC orthographische TODIemMe auf/’ Der Vorschlag ıne unbe-
jJesene und wohl auch unbeweısbare sprachliche Entwicklun VOTaUs. Der
beliebte® Vorschlag beruht auf der schwierigen Annahme, da ß ın der
hebräischen Orthographie bereıts 1M Chr. als mater '"eCHONLS für
auslautendes /ü/ fungleren konnte; außerdem der betreffende orschlag
kaum überwindbaren inhaltlıchen Problemen, weıl auf diese Weıse die bewährte

Gıinsberg, 1n Bullentin of the Jewiıish Palestine Exploration Socıiety (1935); 4 9 ders,
ArOr

Albright, The Gezer Calendar, (1943) (mıt Anm 28) und
Lemaıre, Zämir ans la tablette de Gezer eft le cantıque des cantıques, (1975).
Garbinı, ote sul „calendarıo“ dı (Jezer. AION 4-5  , 123- 130

Segal, „yrh“ ın the (Gezer „Calendar“, INN (1962), FEP 097 W R Sıehe oung, The Style of the Gezer Calendar and ome „Archaıc Bıblıcal Hebrew“ Pas-
9 2-375, bes

Dem Vorschlag zufolge würde nämlıch uch die viermal bezeugte sıngularısche Form yrh
eın proleptisches Suffix 3.m.sg. enthalten. Dıe geforderte Form müßte ber angC-

sıchts des orthographischen Befundes ın den frühen bybliıschen und hebräischen Inschriften
entweder yrh der yrhw lauten.

Der betreffende Vorschlag wurde neuerdings unter anderem VO:  - oung a.a ausführ-
lıch verteidigt.
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12-Monate-Kalenders fürInterpretation des Textes im Sınne eines
landwirtschaftliche Tätigkeiten nıcht aufrechterhalten werden kann. Der Vorschlag

ist schließlich aus paläographischen Gründen entschıieden abzulehnen.?

Angesichts der genannten unbefriedigenden Vorschläge sollen iIm Folgenden ZWEe1
bislang nıcht In Erwägung Deutungsmöglichkeiten für die umstrittene
orm yrhw vorgestellt werden. €e1| beruhen auf der VO Kontext geforderten
Annahme, daß yrhw ıne ualiorm darstellt. Ausgangspunkt der Überlegungen ist
dıe rage, welches Morphem ursprünglıch für die Markıerung des uals im Semuti1-
schen zuständıg ist. el ırd IM NSCHIL Fontinoy!® un Moscatıl!C-

daß der ual bereıts ıne ursemıitische Kategorie darstellt und dalß In
Übereinstimmung mıt dem Befund in den alteren semitischen Sprachen im Verbal-,
im Pronomuinal- und im Nomuinalbereiıch Nnzusetzen iıst
Die Rekonstruktion des ursemitisches Dualmorphems ist umstritten.1% Es g1ibt ZwWwEeEI1 ernstzZu-
nehmende Vorschläge: a) Langvokal b) Dıphthong al bZw. al Denkbar wäre theoretisch
auch, daß beıde Morpheme DZW. Morphemvarıanten nebeneıiınander 1m Ursemitischen eX1-
stiert haben
Für e1in ursprünglıches Dualmorphem 5 spricht VOT allem das verbale Dualparadıgma, WIE
1im Akkadıschen, Klassısch-Arabischen und Ugarıtischen bezeugt ist15:

Präfixkonjugation Suffixkonjugation
(Kurzform)

3Am yqatl-a gtl-a
3 f y/tgtl-a atl-at-a
P tgtl-a at!-tum-a
1L.c *ngtl-a agtl-na- ya

Diıesem Paradıgma zufolge wırd der ual durchgehend durch einen Langvokal R markıert. Dıe
Endung -ya der Suffixkon]). K fällt NUuUr scheinbar aus dem Rahmen: Der Halbvokal Y, der
1eTr zwıischen die Personalendung -Na und dıe Dualendung trıtt, fungiert nämlıch lediglıch
als Gileitlaut zwıschen ZWeI1 Vokalen (a D ayä).“ Zu diesem Befund stimmen uch die
dualıschen Pronominalformen auf wıe sıe {wa das Klassısch-Arabische bezeugt (huma „Sie
beide“, ”antuma '  ıhr beide“ etc.)
Für eın ursprünglıches Dualmorphem al bzw. al könnte dagegen der altsüdarabısche,
insbesondere der sabäische und miıinäısche Befund (Dualendung V /-ai/ DZW. /ai/ 1mM
Verbal-, Pronomiuinal- und Nominalbereich al constr. |) und der neusüdarabısche Befund
(Dualendung im Nominal- und Pronominalbereich SOWIE ın der Suffixkonjugatiıon der und

Sıehe Lemaıre, a.a.Q., 16[.
10 Fontinoy, Le duel ans les langues sEmitiques, Parıs 1969, bes. 213
11 Moscatı (ed.), An Introduction the Comparatıve rammar of the Semutic Languages.
Phonology and Morphology, Wiesbaden 1980, 12.59
12 Zur Diskussion sıehe VOT allem Vycıchl, Dıe Bıldung des Duals 1im Agyptischen. Dıe
Vokalısatıon des Zahlwortes SNa „ZWEeI“, Mus (19547); -3065; ders., UmMerus und Kasus
1im Klassıchen Arabısch, RSO (1958) 176f; Font1inoy, a.a.Q., 184-204
13 Moscatı (a.a.O., SS und 16.64-16.65) und Fontinoy (a.a.O., 190) halten das be-
treffende Paradıgma für ursemitisch.

Sıehe Wagner, Die erste Person Dualıs 1im Semitischen, DMG 102 (1952), DE
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Personen*”) sprechen. Eventuell könnte uch der ägyptische Befund (Dualmarker mıt
sıcherer Vokalisierung  16) die Rekonstruktion eines ursemitischen Dualmorphems al tutzen.
Dıe rage, ob das ursemitische Dualmorphem N oder al (bzw. al) lautet, ann und muß ın dıe-
SCIHN Rahmen nıcht definitiv entschieden werden. Stattdessen wollen WITr unNns konkret dem -
miınalen semitischen Dualparadıgma zuwenden, das bısher NUuTr Rande ZUur Sprache kam,
und dessen besondere Problematık erortern. Diese besondere Problematık besteht darın, daß

Nominalbereich!” beim ual ähnlıch WIE beim Plural zwıischen Zwel Kasus, Nominatıv und
Obliquus, unterscheiden und somıit von ZWE1 verschiedenen Dualendungen auszugehen ist.18
Dıe Endungen für Plural und ual sınd ach Fontinoy!” und Moscati<0 beım maskuliınen NOoO-
INCH unter Ausklammerung VOoN Miımation bzw. Nunatıon für das Ursemiuitische WIE folgt be-
stimmen:

Plural  RN
Nominatıv
Oblıquus - aa 7 E  »  $  K

Dıe angeführten Dualendungen (Nominatıv) und -l (Oblıquus) bestehen jeweiıls AUus eiıner
Kombinatıon Von ual- und Kasusmorphem und können deshalb sequentiell weıter analysıert
werden.
Die Obliquusendung -al ist problemlos als Kombinatıon Von Dualmarker und Kasusmarker
(für Obliquus) verstehen. eht INa  - Von einem Dualmarker $ dUs, gılt: al al
(Kürzung des Langvokals in geschlossener Sılbe); geht INa  — VOon einem Dualmarker al aUs,
gilt: al ı> al al
Stimmt diese Analyse, ann ann konsequenterweılse dıe Nominatıyvendung A, dıe 1mM kka-
dıschen, im Klassısch-Arabischen un! ın Resten uch 1im Athiopischen“! iın dieser Form be-

ist, NUTr das Kontraktionsprodukt desselben Dualmarkers und des Kasusmarkers (für
Nomuinatıv) seInN. eht INan VOL einem Dualmarker ‚] aUs, gilt: D a; geht INnan VO:  —

einem Dualmarker al aQUs, gılt: al 8 Beıide Kontraktionsprozesse sınd 1mM Semitischen
theoretisch denkbar, ber nıcht häufig nachzuweisen. Deshalb ist uch die Möglichkeıit in Er-
wäagung zıehen, daß die betreffende nominatıvıische Dualendung ıne Analogiebildung
ZUr Dualendung beım Verbum und Pronomen darstellt.
Aufgrund der vorgestellten sequentiellen Analyse der nominatıvıschen Dualendung 1m Sınne
einer Kombinatıon des Dualmarkers a/ai und des Kasusmarkers U ist ber zugleich damıt
rechnen, daß semuitıische Sprachen DbZw. Dıalekte g1bt, die 1im Unterschied den ben AC-
nanntfen (klassıschen) Sprachen ıne (nomiınatıvische) Dualendung -aAU aufweiısen. Eıne solche

Sıehe Wagner, AA 229.
16 Vgl Schenkel, Eınführung in dıe klassiısch-äyptische Sprache und Schriuft. Materıalıen
ZUur Vorlesung (Wıntersemester9Tübingen 1989, ($

ach UsSwEeIls des Akkadıschen gab 1M Semitischen ursprünglıch uch 1mM Pronominal-
bereich und damıt uch beım pronominalen ual ıne ausgeprägte Kasusdifferenzierung. Fuür
das archaısche pronominale Dualparadıgma des Akkadıschen sıehe Whıting, The ual
Personal Pronouns ın Akkadıan, JINES 31 (1972); 331-337, bes. 23236
18 Sıehe ZUur Argumentatıon Fontinoy, G 188  _-
19 A.a.O., 186

Moscatı, aal 12.64
21 Sıehe Font1inoy, a.a.Q., 111£.
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Nominatıv ual * yarihau 1im Gezer-Kalender

Endung könnte auf zweierle1 Weise entstanden SCE1N: a) ualmarker Kasusmarker au
a Dualmarker al Kasusmarker aiIu au22

Nun scheıint ıne Dualendung ın der Tat 1im altsüdarabıschen Qatabanıschen bezeugt
sein.2 Sie findet SIC. dort als Endung Nomen CONSIT. (Endung W), Zahlwort für „Zwel
NW und dualıschen Determinativpronomen dw) Sıe ann entweder der oben gC-
stellten sequentiellen Analyse zufolge als Kontraktionsprodukt VO:|  - Dualmarker a/ai Nom!1-
nativendung der im Anschluß dıe tradıtionelle Auffassung“ als diphthongisierte
und damıt sekundäre Varıante der ın anderen semitischen Sprachen bezeugten nominatıvIı-
schen Dualendung (Entwicklung R au) erklärt werden.

Kehren WIT nach diesen sprachtheoretischen Exkursen zurück der umstrittenen
orm yrhw Gezer-Kalender, ergeben sıch angesichts der vorangegangenecn
Ausführungen für diese orm ZWEe1 NECUC Deutungsmöglichkeıiten, dıe zumındest als
ernstzunehmende Alternatıven den bisherigen Erklärungen in Erwägung BCZO-
SCH werden können:

yrhw stellt iıne archaısche nomiınatıvısche ualiorm 1mM Status CONSILrUCLUS dar
Sıe ist als yari vokalıisıeren und ist d u * yarıh-a-u bzw. * yarıh-al-u
(Stamm Dualmorphem a/al Kasusmorphem U) entstanden.
yrhw stellt (ebenso eine nomiınatıvısche ualiorm 1m Status CO lau-
tend auf /yarihau/ dar Dıe Endung -} ist ın diesem Fall jedoch als dıphthongi-
sıerte un damıt sekundäre Varıjante ZUu[r bekannten Dualendung erklären.
Für das Phänomen der Diphthongisierung der Dualendung 1mM Status

ware auf das Qatabanısche verweisen.
€el!| Deutungen, Von denen hıer dıe erstere favorisıert wiırd, implızıeren, da dıe
Sprache des Gezer-Kalenders eıne weder 1ImM späteren Hebräischen noch im ON1-
zıschen nachweisbare nomiınatıivische Dualendung bewahrt hat, un würden damıt
eınen morphologischen Archaismus der betreffenden Sprache nachweisen. Die Be-
wahrung (bzw. Neubildung) eiınes diphthongischen Auslautes 1mM Status CONSIrUCLUS
würde dıe Sprache der Inschriuft eher in die hebräische als In dıe phénizische Tadı-
tion einordnen.

Zusammenfassung (abstract):
Aufgrund sprachtheoretischer Überlegungen ZU semitischen Dualmorphem werden In dıe-
SCIHN Artıiıkel ZWEI1 GCcus Deutungsmöglichkeiten für die umstrıttene Form yrhw 1mM (Gezer-
Kalender vorgestellt. Beiden Deutungen zufolge ist yrhw ıne nomiınatıvische Dualform 1m
Status CONsSLruCcLkus, dıe als / yarihau / vokalısıeren ist

Anschrift des utors.
Dr I ropper, Seminar für Semiutistik UNi Arabıstik der Freıen Universitat Berlin,
Reichensteiner Weg S5- 17 0’ D-14] Berlin 55 Bundesrepublik Deutschland

22 Vgl dieser Entwicklung dıe Kontraktıion VO:  3 alu 1im Klassıschen Arabiısch: rTamau

*ramalıl „sie warfen“; yalgqauna * yalgatüna „S1e begegnen“; yalqau * yalgaııı „sıe mOögen
begegnen“ (dazu Brockelmann, Arabısche Grammatık, Leipzıg 141960, 13b)
23 Sıehe Höfner, Altsüdarabısche Grammatık, Leipzıg 1943, SS 102.104; AF Beeston,
Descriptive (Grammar of Epigraphic South Arabıan, London 1962, 29:5; Fontinoy, a.a.Q.,
103-108

Sıehe Höfner, a.a.U., &S vgl uch Fontinoy, a.a.Q., 106
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Miszellen
KEıne C Lesart kI 1C€e LKA
Diıe Vernichtung VO  —_ Sodom und Gomorrha als Ganzopfer
Armıin Lange unster,

Miıt Hılfe der VOT kurzem In dieser Zeıitschrı publizierten Methode Computerge-
tützter Text-Rekonstruktion und Transkrıption Computer ext-Recon-
struction and Transcription A ıst gelungen, den ext (>Y 05

Q“\DNM) einer wichtigen NECUu transkrıbieren.
Schon Weiıss hatte darauf hingewlesen, daß sıch beı 2-4.8 11 K eın
Zıtat aus Gen 9handelt.? Zeıle wurde el in Anlehnung Gen 18,21 WIE
folgt rekonstrulert:

35 2Y] 9595 | 05 y ]N R7 [DN1] 1 mW[ DN \2R]
Das mıt ılfe der Grauwertmanipulation bearbeitete Bıld (S. dıe ung 234)
äßt jedoch anstelle des bıs Jetzt gelesenen und mıt Gen 18,21 übereinstiımmenden
e eın va erkennen, also eınes einzelnen lamed eın doppeltes ame: Dıe
Transkrıption der Zeıle muß somıt WIE O1g lauten:

[ DD 2Y] 375 | W5 Y ]N N> m W[ DR \2N]
Beıi m %9 * dürfte sıch ıne Defektivschreibung des Nomens \
("Ganzopfer Y Brandopf{fer" andeln, Wwıe s1ıe auch in eıner phöniızıschen Inschrift
AUS dem Chr. belegt Ist (CIS 165, 3:5.7:9)P Das he ıst Pronominalsuffix
und bezeichnet als genIitivus objectivus>? den Gegenstand des Ganzopfers, das pfer

3, 1992, 224{f.; dıe endgültige Publikation der Methode wıird 1m Kongreßband ZU

Treffen der International Organısatıon of the Qumran Society (I0OQS) herausgegeben Von

Brooke und (Garcia (StDJ) erfolgen, vgl uch das 1m November 199
erscheinende Handbuch ZUr Methode: omputer Aıded Text-Reconstruction and
Transcription, (A Manuwual.

Weıss, ragments of Miıdrash enesIıs from Qumran Cave us (1969)
-unabhängıg Vn Weiıss kommt Strugnell dem gleichen Ergebnis |Notes g
du Volume des ‚Discoveries ın the Judean Desert of Jordan’, ROQu (1969-1971), 163-276,

253f.; vgl uch Dımant, The ’Pesher the Peri10ds’ 40Q180) and Israel Orıental
Studıes (1979), 77-102, 84]

So zuletzt Dımant,
Zum Gebrauch des Nomens in der Inschriuft KAI 1, 54; vgl uch Kapelrud (Art

2123 1, 1 Sp. 193-195), Sp. 193f.; ZUTr Datiıerung KAI IL,
Wıe uch SONS! 1m Hebräischen, bezeichnet das durch den Genuitiv umschriebene Objekt 1im

oben besprochenen Text das indırekte Objekt ("etwas jemandem tun"); ZU genitıvus
objectivus ım Hebräischen vgl Waltke/M. U’Connor, An Introduction Biblical
Hebrew Syntax, Winona ake 1990, 146f. Zum Pronominalsuffix als genIitivus objectivus
z.B uch Ps 56,13 YY D OR
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Eıne Cu«c sar'! 4Q180

selbst Auffallend ist der Singular des uffixes, da noch In Zeıle eıne Pluralform
ewählt wurde, dıe Sünden der beiden Städte bezeichnen: 78A7 Es han-
delt sıch einen distributiven Singular Es soll dıie Absıcht betont werden, jede
einzelne der beiden Städte als Ganzopfer darzubringen.® Übersetzung und Iran-
skription VonNn Z 11 6f lauten somıiıt:

D[MY]I8 v > la R \9N] NN [MAnNDYTS NN } N ] ;a[7781]
"Ich wıll hinabsteigen, ıhr Geschre1i betrachten, das MIr hinaufkommt;
ob ich einer jeden von ihnen eın anzopfer vollziehen soll oder nıcht, wiıll ich
erkennen."

%9 ist im mehnriac in der Bedeutung "Ganzopfer" belegt./ Von entscheiden-
der Bedeutung für das Verständnıiıs VO  - 2.4.8 11 ist der eleg 1317
3,13-19 bestimmt, daß einea die Götzendienst betreıbt, vollkommen Zerstior'
werden soll, und ıhre  z Eınwohner un ıhr ıeh erschlagen werden sollen.

el duS, Was mıt der auf diese Weise erwuüsteten Stadt geschehen hat

1R MIn 78 220723787 193 ON NI 507
4] und du sollst die Stadt un: dıe n  C eutfe VOoO  —_ ıhr als Ganzopfer VCI-

brennen, für den Herrn deıiınen Gott n

Daß dieser eleg auch in spaterer eıt nıcht ohne Bedeutung Wäl, zeıgt 11Q Iemp
214 Hıer wırd „1N einem Kontext zıtiert, der den Umgang mıt CGJÖt-

zendienern regelt.
Auf den gleichen Thorabeleg spielt NUu  — auch Da I1 d WEeNnN in diesem
ext das in Gen 18,21 gebrauchte n UrC “\mıt fem SINg
erseftzt ırd Der ext wurde bewußt verändert. Eın Abschreıibfehler ist Urc dıe
Anspielung auf 3,131f ausgeschlossen. interpretiert dıe Vernichtung VON

Sodom und Gomorrha (Gen 18,16-19,29) mıt ılfe VON 3,1311 als eın des
Götzendienstes der beıden Städte notwendig gewordenes Ganzonpfer.

Zusammenfassung (abstract)
In 2-4.8 I1 ist des m> defektiv geschriebenen 395 mıt Suffix der Person
femininum sıngularıs lesen: aal Auf diese Weise wıird dıe ın den Zeılen A durch eın
Zıiıtat VU:  — Gen thematisıerte Vernichtung VO!  ; Sodom und Gomorrha interpretiert als
00 24 des Götzendienstes der beıden Städte notwendıg gewordenes Ganzopfer (Dt
13,13{£.).

Zum distributiven Sıngular be1l Pronominalsuffixen Gesenius, Hebräische rammatık:
Völlig umgearbeıtet Von Kautzsch, Nachdruckauflage der vielfach verbesserten und
vermehrten Auflage, Leipzig 1909, Hıldesheim I4I 145m, Im findet sıch der
distributive Sıngular beım Pronominalsuffix in JesZ57 8,20; Sach 14,12; Koh H.D

Vgl KBL}, 457; z B Lev 6,15f. und 33,10; vgl uch Sam 7’ und Ps 5121 (auf Lev
6,15£. WIT'! ın Sır 45,14 angespielt). Zum Begriff und seiıner Herleitung Kapelrud, a.a.OQ., Sp.
194f.
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Armin Lange

Ü&  M

‘ P

Israel Antıquities Authorıity (Ausschnıitt aus 23 PAM 41719)
Bearbeıiıtet VO  n Lange

Anschrıift des Autors:
Mag.theol. NngeE, Institutum Judaiıcum Delitzschiaanum der Westfälischen Wil-
helms-Unitversität, Wilmergasse 1-4, D-W 4400 Münster, Bundesrepublik Deutschland
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Das nachgestellte erläuternde Partızıp
eiıne Stileigentümlichkeit des osbuches
Gerhard Pfeifer NSDAC.

Auf dem International Meeting der Society of Bıblical Litarature Sheffield
3 8.1988 verwies iıch beı der Untersuchung der hymnischen Abschnıitte iM AmoSs-
buch auf das Vorkommen einer Stilform, die iıch als „nachgestelltes erläuterndes
Partizıp“ bezeichnete.1 Sıe findet sıch auch außerhalb der Doxologien mehreren
Stellen beı Amos, dıe hıer 1mM Zusammenhang behandelt werden sollen.

Z Dıe Israelıten (yiSra el); die in bedroht werden, „weıl s1e WCSCNH eld
den Rechtschaffenen, eines aars andalen den Imen (1n dıe Schuldsklave-
rei) verkaufen“, werden In charakterisıiert als Leute, deren Antrıeh olchem
Handeln darın besteht, „daß s1e nach dem Erdenstaub auf dem Kopf der Geringen
trachten/schnappen (ha$$o ”fim)“.2 Danach ırd ıhre Tätigkeıt In ınıten
Verbformen beschrieben
Am 3,1 Dıe Zzu Hören des Gotteswortes aufgeforderten Israelıten (B  ne yiSra vel)
werden UrC eıne nachgestellte Erläuterung, hıer allerdings nıcht im Partızıp, be-
stimmt als „dıe 1ppe (kal-hammiSpahah), die ich dUus$s dem an Agypten
heraufgeführt Damiıt greift Amos ıne dem Nordreich eigentümlıche Tradı-
tıon auf.
Am 3,10 Dıe Eınwohnerschaft VOoO  > Samarıa (Somrön 9) „unfähig, das Rechte
tun ırd bezeıichnet als >  1ın ıhren Palästen mıt Gewalt und Raub erworbene

S  ASchätze sammelnd (ha OS rIm). Eın Gottesspruch die Fortsetzung.
512 Dıe ıhrer Bewahrung und Errettung ın einer kommenden Katastrophe

gewıssen Israelıten (b“  ne yiSra "el) werden näher bestimmt als „n Samarıa Wohn-
(hayy6$ bim b“Somrön)“. Das Partizıp bezeıichnet s1e nıcht eiwa als In Sama-

ra faul erumliegende Nıchtstuer. Dıiıe Fortsetzung ergänzt auch nıcht diese An-
gabe Urc Nennung der Öbel, auf denen S1e herumflacken („eine Ecke der 1L1e-
gestatt und eines Damaskusbettes“), sondern gibt mıt Beth essentiae dıe Möbelre-
ste d  9 In deren Gestalt ıhre „Rettung“ erfolgen wird.®
Am 41 Diıe „Baschankühe ( paröt habbasan)“, ach einhellıger Meiınung der
Exegeten dıe wohlgenährten und wohlproportionierten amen der Oberschic
näherbestimmt als „dıe auf dem erge Samarıa >a  Sar h“har Somrön)“,* werden
Urc dreı Partızıpıalaussagen negatıv charakterisıiert: Sıe sınd solche, „dıe bedrük-

Pfeifer, Jahwe als Schöpfer der Welt und Herr iıhrer ächte ın der Verkündıigung des
Propheten Amos, 41, 1991, -481, 1er 476 Miıt einem förderlichen Beıtrag VON Profes-
SUOT ans-Peter Müller ın der Aussprache.

Z7u dieser Übersetzung vgl Pfeıfer, Denkformenanalyse als exegetische Methode, erläu-
tert Amos ‚9  -  y  ' 88’ 197/6, 56-71, hıer

Zu diıesem Verständnis der Stelle vgl Pfeıfer, „Rettung” als Beweis der Vernichtung
(Amos 5,.12); 1  ' 19883, 269-277, 1er 273%.

> Xır ist ach BHS wahrscheimnlıich Zusatz.
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Gerhard Pfeifer

ken (ha “o$“qöt) Geringe“, „dıe mißhandeln/unterdrücken (haros” söt) Arme-”, dıe
CNn (ha ”°om rot) ıhren Eheherren ‚Schafft her, daß WIr triınken’“. Diese dreı
ussagen hängen9wobeıl die letzte eın eispie‘ für die in den ersten be1-
den beschriebene Haltung sSeıin könnte: Der Weın, nach dem sı1e verlangen, wırd
VO  _ den Geringen und Armen erpreßt.?
Am D 4-' N: als Eıinheıit aufzufassen. Dıe Anrede gılt „dem Haus Israel
(I“bEet yiSra el; 4)“, das „Haus Josefs (bet yösef )“ genannt ırd Beıde ale
ist die EIC TO. gemeint,. das Nordreich Israel. Dıe Angeredeten werden /a
UrTrC! eın Partızıp näher erläutert: „ES sınd dıe, dıe da verkehren (hahof“kim) das
eC| Wermut.“ Dıe Partizipialkonstruktion ırd weitergeführt UrCc|
eiıne Aussage mıt ınıten Verbformen 1im Perfekt

5,9 Nachdem mıt drei Partızıpıen und Zwe1l inıten Verbformen dıe ätıg-
keıt des Weltschöpfers und „erhalters beschrieben hat, Von dem „YHWH ist
seıin Name YyAWwW $”mö6)“, nenn seine Tätigkeit in der Menschen- und Ge-
schichtswelt: „ET, der aufblitzen äßt (hammablig) Verheerung über den Starken“,
fortgeführ‘ mıt einer Aussage 1Im Imperfekt: daß Verheerung über die befestigte

kommt.“/
Am 6,1-7 In diesem Abschnıiıtt sınd mıt „Wehe (höy; 1 bedroht „dıe Sorglosen
auf dem Zıion (ha$$Sa aAnnIM b“siyyön)® und die Vertrauensseligen auf dem Berg
Samarıa (w”habbot”him b“har Somrön)“,. Sıe werden weıter ıronısch angeredet als
„dıe Ausgezeichneten des Erstlings der Völker, und 1e denen das Haus Israel
kommt“. ordert S1e auf, nach Kalneh, roß-Hamath und Gath der iıster
gehen, festzustellen, ob diese Reıiche besser sınd, ıhr Gebiet größer als das
ihre.?
Ehe ıhnen die Exilıerung androht, wırd In 3-6 In zanlreıchen Partıizıpien,
zu Teıl Urc finıte Verbformen fortgeführt, dargestellt, W1eE ıhre sorglose und
vertrauensselige Art beschaffen ist. Sıe sınd a) „dıe sıch ferne Wähnenden
(hamm” naddim) VO bösen Tag aber S1e ziehen herbe1i (wattagg1SUn) eın Ende
mıt Gewalt“ (v 3,

„dıe Herumliegenden (ha$$ok“bim) auf elfenbeinerne Lagern und dıe Hingerä-
kelten (üs ruhim) auf ıhren Betten“ 4a),
C) „und dıe Essenden (w ”ok“lim) 1 ämmer AUS der er und Kälber, die noch
gebunden ınd“ 4b),

„dıe Johlenden (happor°;im) ZU Klang der Laute Wıe AaVIl!| erdichten S1ie sıch
Liedsammlungen“
C} „dıe Trınkenden (ha$Sotim) Weın AUS Humpen, und bestes versalben s1e
(yimSahü) ber nıcht gramt S1ie der Zusammenbruch Josefs“.
Am 8,14 Die Jungfrauen, die schönen, und dıe Jünglinge (habb“tülot hayyafot
w“habbahür im)“, dıe mıt dem 109 Urc Verdursten edroht wurden, werden

Vgl Am 2,8b.
Dadurch erübrigt sıch dıe von BHS vorgeschlagene Einfügung eines höy Anfang Von

Zur Übersetzung und Interpretation des Verses vgl Pfeıfer, 41 (S. Anm I 476 419
Zu der vielverhandelten Problematık dieses Wortes beı Amos vgl dıe Kommentare.

/ Rudolph, Joel-Amos-Obadja-Jona, Gütersloh 197/1, 111 2‚ St
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Das nachgestellte erläuternde Partizıp

14 Urc eın mıt iınıter erbiorm fortgesetztes Partizıp reılac. charakterisıiert.
Sıe sınd diejenigen,

„dıe da schwören (hanniıSba Im) beı der Aschıma VO  — Samarıa,
und sıe (w ”°am ' rü): SO wahr dein Gott lebt, Dan,

wahr die nach eer Scheba
Am 9,10. Den Tod durchs chwert TO „allen ündern meınes Volkes
(kol hatta “ammi{)“, charakterisıiert als „diejenıgen, die da DC (hßa “om rim):
‚Uns wiırst du nıcht herbeıiführen und eintreten lassen das nheıl’“
Fassen WITr INm Als Größen, dıe UrC| eine nachgestellte Erläuterung cha-
rakterisiert oder näher bestimmt werden, begegnen im MOSDUC der Gottesname
yhwh (5:9): weıterhin dıie Angehörigen des Nordreiches, die Israelıten, dıe verschie-
den bezeichnet werden: yısra el 2,6) bc  2 yiSra el (3;1:12), het yısra 7el 5,4) het
yösef (5:0)
Weiter werden Teıle der Bevölkerung genannt: kol hatta (D °ammT
habb“tülot hayyafot w‘habbahürim paröt bbasan (4,1) die vertrauensse-

lıge Oberschicht (6,1) die Bewohner VOoO  — Samarıa (3;10; 49’ 6,1)
Als nachgestellte Erläuterungen fınden sıch eın Nomen mıt Artıkel kal-ham-
mILSpahäh (3;1 eın Partiızıpıum Hıphıl 1imM ıngular mıt Artikel hammabliıg (5,9)
dreı feminıne Partizipien Qal 1Im Plural mıt Artıkel ha °o$“göt, häros“söt,
ha?omrrot (4,1) acht Partızıpıen Qal iIm Plural mıt Artıkel “ fim (Z)
DA  A  ha  Ös rim hayyo$ bim hahof“kim (5;7) assok bim (6,4) hap-
por“tim (6,5), ha$Sotim (6,6), ha’?’om rim Weiıter kommen VOT eın Partızıp
Pıel 1ImM Plural mıt Artıkel hamm naddim (6,3) eın passıves Partizıpıum Qal 1Im
Plural ohne Artıkel ok"lim (6,4) un eın Partizıpıum Nıphal 1im Plural mıt Artı-
kel hannısba C A  1M
Bedenkt INan den geringen Umfang des Amosbuches, kann INan die verhältniıs-
mäßıg häufig vorkommende orm des nachgestellten erläuternden Partizıps urch-
AUS als eıne ıhm eigentümlıche tılform bezeıiıchnen.
rag Man NUunNn, WIE beı Amos dieser tiılform kommt, hat INan VO  —_ der
Feststellung auszugehen, da ß die nachgestellte Erläuterung ıne Präzisierung
des Bezugswortes nachbringt. Der unfer dem Namen YHWH bekannte Gott ist
der, dessen machtvolles Wırken In der Welt der Menschen unübersehbar geschieht
59) Dıe angeredeten Israelıten werden eingegrenzt als die Bewohner VO  —_ Samarıa
312} als dıie AUus Ägypten heraufgeführte 1ppe (3;1) und dıe bescholtenen sraelı-
ten, Samarıer, IDDamen der Oberschic dıe rommMmen ünglınge und Jungfrauen
werden charakterisiert uUurc dıe Anführung ıhrer orte und aten, durch dıe sıie
die VO Propheten angekündiıgte Katastrophe schuldhaft herbeigezogen en
(2Z 3,.10; 4. 1: 5,7’ O, 1-7; 8,14; 9,10)
Das sıch In lexten nıederschlagende Denken UrC| seıne charakteristische
enkiorm auch deren sprachliche Gestalt Da dıe enKIorm des Propheten Amos
neben ıhrer Identifizıerung VOonN Gottes- und Prophetenwort und ıhrer unausweichlıi-
chen Konsequenz UrCc ıhre starke Konkretheıit bestimmt ist, dürfte sıch VOoO  = er
die tiılform der nachgestellten Erläuterung erklären. Amos meınt mıt seiıner Ver-
kündigung nıcht allgemeın irgendwen, sondern die Urc dıe nachgestellten erläu-
ternden Partizıpıen präzise und onkret bezeichneten Personen.
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Zusammenfassung (abstract):
Amos Z 511012 4,1; 3T 6,1-7; 8,14; 9,10 findet sıch die Erläuterung eıner SCNAaNN-
ten Größe durch ine nachgestellte Erläuterung, zumeıst eın Partizıpium mıt Artıkel. Dıese
Stileigentümlichkeit des Propheten Amaos erklärt sıch aus dem seinem Denken und Reden
eigenen Streben ach präziser Konkretheıit der Aussagen.

Anschrift des Autors:
Dr Pfeifer, Eschenstraße %; .1)-91527) nsbach, Bundesrepublik Deutschland
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Bericht
Ihe ead Sea Scrolls Ihe New C'ritical Ediıtion
and Iranslatıon repare Computers
James H. Charlesworth Rıchard Whitaker (Princeton/NJ)

Readers of Zeitschrift für Althebraistik should apprecılate hearıng that the [WO
volumes of erıtical and translatıons of all the sectarıan ead Sea Scrolls wiıll be
avaılable by the spring f 1993 /4. Ihe ser1es of volumes 15 publiıshed Dy- ohr
au Sıebeck) 1n übiıngen and Westminster/John Knox In Louisville. The edıtior
15 Charlesworth; the advısors diC TOSS, Freedman, Sanders, and

Talmon. TIhe serıe6s Was launche In 1985 aft gathering of internationally
recognized eXperts the ead Sea Scrolls scholars SCIVC d subediıtors ın the
project; MOSsST of them ATIC firom Germany, Israel, and the United States. full ıst of
the of these volumes, ıth the Name.: f the subeditors, wıll be publiıshed In

later 1ssue of thıs peri0dical.
Ihe 0al of the Princeton Project
The project 15 preparıng erıtical edıtions WI1 translatıons, introductions and notes)
of all the documents mM the ead Sea crolls that AIC nOTt coples of book In the
Hebrew Better photographs have been obtaıned taken On the basıs of
improved readıngs IHUON texXl, sometımes ıth aApparatus CrLtLCUS, IS
prepared. On the basıs of the reedıted texi ıteral translatıon 15 prepared, ıth

varıant readıngs (sometimes ın manuscrıpts NO published for the fırst
time) an philologica observatıons. succınct introduction :precedes ach
document.

The First Iwo Volumes

ules

Ihe fırst volume 15 dedicated the Rule of the Community and elated documents.
It ıncludes:
Document: Subeditors:
Rule of the Communıity Qıimron ıth Charlesworth

AL Qıimron ıth Charlesworth
SO11 Charlesworth

Rule of the Congregation (1QSa) Charlesworth ıth Stuckenbruc
Rule of Blessings (1QSb) Charlesworth ıth Stuckenbruck

SchıfftmanSectarıan Rule (5Q13)
Ordinances 4Q159) Schiffman
ules (4Q5 13) Schiffman
Purıification Rule 4Q514) Miılgrom
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Rules I1

The second volume 15 ocused the Damascus ocument, the War Cro. and
other rules.
Damascus Document (CD) Baumgarten and Schwartz

Fragments Baumgarten ıth Davıs
50)  b Baumgarten

War Cro Duhaime
Duhaime1Q 35 Fragments

War-Scroll-Like Fragment 4Q497) Duhaıime
icked and Holy 4Q181) a Roberts

Charlesworth[E]ternal Fragment (1Q51)
Juridical ragments (2Q25) Charlesworth
Judgment Fragment (2Q28) Charlesworth
Volume ONC contaıns NnOL only the unpublıshed {ragments the Rule of the
Community but erıtical text f the majJor CODY of the document, 1Q5, ıth
crıitical apparatus cıting the readıngs In these iragments.
Preparatıon and Use of Computers
Ihe Princeton Project 15 makıng extensıve uUSse of Computlers al number of levels
10 egın wıth, al of the best editions of the sectarıan WEIC entered nto the

Ihe Ibycus Ssystem Was chosen for thıs task because of ıts ON-SC

dısplay of Hebrew characters and ıts a4ase of SCI CC edıtıng of the Hebrew text
Ihe EeNITYy format chosen allowed mark where superlinear insertions elonge:
In the lıne. It Iso saved kKeystrokes Dy ıgnoring lıne numbers and dispensing ıth
rıg Justiıfication of Iınes. Sınce the ead Sea Scrolls dIiC nOL vocalızed, WEIC
able UuUsSsScC the characters ormally used tor pomting indıcate crıbal and editor-
1al marks that wanted In the final CODY. Our software then reiformatted the

that they COU be dısplayed the SCICECTMN rınted Ouft for proofreadıing.
Ihe resident capacıty of the Ibycus print Hebrew eıther Dson Q-8

Laserjet proved partıcularly helpful al the beginnıng. After whıle
developed ()JUT OW downloadable fonts and prıint drivers ın order be able print
lıgatures and other non-standard characters SuC Paleo-Hebrew) that ın
the scrolls. 'Thıs print driver also allowed print the iınterlinear insertions ın
smaller font for easıer recognıtion. eCcCaUuUse the number of characters needed WaSs

greater than the MOTY capacıty of the pson prıinter, also incorporated nto
the print driıver the abıilıty USC graphics font Rarely used characters WECIC

graphically created, the printing Was slowed ıttle Dy thıs addıtıon. Ihe entered
could thus be proofread from hard CODY In characters that corresponded faırly

closely the printed texfi from 1Cc they had been entered.
Ihe maJor PUFrDOSC of the ENITYy of the orıgınal publiıcations Was the production of
concordance that coul be used In urther study of the including study Dy
scholars the project team Was antıcıpated that ıf would be used primarıly
ıdentify forms ın obscure Dy comparıson ıth places where they Ooccured in
clear Thıs proved partıcularly useful ıth iragmentary For thıs
DUDOSC chose make d Oncordance of the forms aAs hey dAIC wrıtten In the
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text ı; graphica. concordance Practically, it that lemmatızatıon of the
text Wäas nOof NECESSATY 'Thıs concordance Was publıshe the Graphic Concordance

the Dead Sea Scrolls (see ına sect10n)
Since the scrolls ınclude number of features that are noft OUnN!: normal
Hebrew text such delete zn insertLi10nNs and lacunae, well
edıitorial marks for uncertaın readıngs and restoration ıf Was for the
project develop 1fs OW concordance PrOßgTam that COUuU aCCOUnNT for all of these
peculharıties of the text Ihe concording PrOgram Was esigne that deletions
inserti10ns of etters 1C| created 1E  S words resulted concordıing of the 91  S

words the context ole words that WeIC eıther eleted inserted WeEeIC

concorded words the Context Insertions WEeEIC marked Dy pomted
brackets the concordance A well 45 ıth ıtalıc Cıtations IThe latter WeIC used
because insert10nNs WCIC often long enough that the ole lIıne the concordance
Was insertiion and brackets WEIC present Deletions WeEeIC marked by whatever
method the scrıbe had used orıginally Krasures WEIC placed parentheses
Restorations WeIC ımıted completing partıal words and the completed word Was

concorded Where d had been propose the artıal words Gr

concorded ere Was secii0n the concordance for Paleo Hebrew and
the four dots someftiımes used by the serıbe place of the dıvine Name Words ıth
lıgatures WECIC placed where they WOUu belong ıf not lıgatured

modiılıe' Version of the font and drıver developed for the for
proofreadıng Was used the concordance, pson 1050 prınter
Thıs allowed for the inclusıon of aleo Hebrew well the four dots Ihe
modiıfications nclude addıng roufiine do pasc makeup double columns
IThe nexTt step of the Droject Was the retranscr1ıptlion and retranslatıon of the
Siınce the orıgınal publications had already been converted electronıc form ıf Was

possıble enter the for the NCW publicatıons d the earlıer
Comparıson COUuU then be made eC hat changes had been made 1ı the

text The software used for printing the orıgınal for proofreadıng WasSs used aT
thıs well However, the publication time Camme CaICI, ıt Wäas possible
USC the NCW 1l software developed for publicatıon the for
proofreadıng
For the publicatiıon of the Ne  Z transcrıpl10Ns of the text Was ecıded that
proportionally spaced font the Laserjet WOU be much IMOTIC desıirable than
the fıxed WI| characters of the pson prınter The project developed software for
designing soft fonts for the aserjet and 1 drıver for the wıth
proportional SDaCINS The font desıgn software actually allowed for the CONWV!

of Epson fonts iInfo aserjet fonts AS well for the modıfıiıcatiıon of
characters and the creation of NCW characters
The wiıll be used al urther the project that Can oresee al
thıs Lime The fırst of these the preparatıon of morphologically agge Hebrew
text that Can SCIVC d the basıs for exıcal concordance of the NCW transcrıpl10Ns of
the scrolls Present plans AT enter the morphological analysıs and lemmas Dy
hand iInfto text sfiruciure created Dy the Thıs plan mMaYy change
software developed that SOM auftomatıon f the PTFOCCSS possıble Thıs
WOU depend software that Can remember the analysıs of forms ıl proceeds
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and Can be taught recognıze when forms AIc ambiguous. The concordance
ProOgrams wıll be moOodiılıe' take ınto aCccount the lemmatizatıon and
morphological analysıs. The concordance printing pPrograms wıll be modıiılıe'l
work wıth the Laserjet wıth proportional fonts.
The SAdIllc PTOCCSS wıll be create concordance of the NC  S nglıs
translatıon of the text, eXcept that the project already has avaılable software for
Jemmatizing the Englısh. Since the Englısh translations wiıll be printed by the
publısher, they wıll have be imported ınto the project from the
publisher.
Eventually have all of the texis and concordances avaılable
electroniıc form those outsıde of the project, perhaps wıth software for searching
and exporting portions of the texft We wiıll certainly have thıs avanulable within the
project for work publıshe In the future. Vendors who have software
avaılable for searchıing and dısplayıng the text of the Hebrew maYy be relıed
for the development of these possibilıties. We wıll OW the format Of the
Westminster project for lemmatızatıon and morphological aggıng of Hebrew
that those who have developed software work wıth biblical Hebrew from that
SOUTITCE Can work wıth these well

Appreclations
The project has been supported by > especılally firom Princeton Theological
Seminary and the Foundatıiıon Christian Origins 15 endorsed by the SOR
Ancıent Manuscript Committee, and 15 appreclatıve the Israel Department of
Antıiquities and Museums, the Shrine of the Book, the Rockefeller Museum, the
Museum of the Studium 1bL1iCcCUumM Francıscanum, the Antiquities Department of
the Hashemiute Kingdom of Jordan, the Bıblıotheque Nationale, Musee Terre
Saınts, and the Huntington Library.
Ihe Graphic Concordance

The Princeton Project has published ONEC volume already. It 18 the Graphic
Concordance the ead Sea Scrolls (Tübingen: ohr [Sıebeck] and Louisviılle:
Westminster/John KNOX,

:eSsS of the authors.
Prof. Charlesworth Prof. Whutaker, Princeton Theologica. Seminary,
52J1, Princeton/New Jersey 08542-0803, .85  x
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Bıblıographische Dokumentatıon
Lexikalisches und grammatısches Materı1al
hearbeitet VO:  > Bernd Brauer, Wilhelm reder, T imothy Doherty, Benjamin Kedar-
Kopfstein, Volker Kluft, Armın Lange, Hermann Lichtenberger, Hans-Peter Mülhller,
Rosel Pientka, Diethard Römheld und FTan. Zeeb

Lexikalisches Material: Fortsetzung HE 1990, 221-231; I 1991,
95-11  94-209; N} 1992, 91-11  6-236; VI, 1993, 128-148

nkr) (nokri)
Chr. Bultmann, Der Fremde 1Im antıken Juda (FRLANT 153); Göttingen 1992
Dijachronische Untersuchung des egrıffs nkr ]J 1Im ergleıc SE Das Wort
bezeıichnet eınen „Vertreter remder Völker 1im Bereıich der Judäischen Monar-
chie für den aAaUus seinen wiırtschaftlıchen Bezıehungen der chıcht der selb-
ständiıgen Bauern folgern ist, daß dauerhaft im Land ansässıg seın kann  «

Entfaltet wırd dies 1im Zusammenhang der „Abgrenzung des Gottesvolkes
den Na  Q  kr  ‘7  A 93-102). Im dtrG dieser Ortsfiremde „eine ökonomisch

selbständige Existenz“ Z7u beachten ist der relig1öse Unterschied, der
den Fremdstämmigen VON der landsässıgen Bevölkerung irennt „Innerhalb der
Deuteronomiustik zeichnet sıch der Zutritt des ypus des nakrı  o A verfaßten
Religionsgemeinschaft NUTr als ıne Möglıchkeıt ab, deren relıgıonsgesetzlicher
Aspekt noch nıcht entfaltet wırd.“

nmih (n”malah)
ılers, Apokopıierte Vollreduplikation (OrS 33-35, 1984-86, 85-95, hıer 93)

n“ malah „Ameıse“ geht auf iıne Vorform *namn zurück (Dıssımilation des
Radıkals). um ist die apokopıerte Vollreduplikation eıner Basıs
„wıimmeln, rıbbeln“

n‘1  m (na 1a J im)
Sh Paul, Amos Commentary the Book of Amos, Hermeneıa, Mınne-
apolıs 1991, 78%.
n ljm bezeichnet Am 26 ıne Art Bestechungsgeld (vgl Sır 46,19; Sam
12,3LXX).

n m
Margalıt, The Ugarıitic Poem of OH I 182), Berlıiın/New ork 1989,

„«Sweetness» MaYyBibliographische Dokumentation  Lexikalisches und grammatisches Material  bearbeitet von Bernd Brauer, Wilhelm Breder, Timothy Doherty, Benjamin Kedar-  Kopfstein, Volker Kluft, Armin Lange, Hermann Lichtenberger, Hans-Peter Müller,  Rosel Pientka, Diethard Römheld und Frank Zeeb  I. Lexikalisches Material: Fortsetzung zu ZAH III, 1990, 221-231; IV, 1991,  95-114.194-209; V, 1992, 91-112.226-236; VI, 1993, 128-148.  nkrj (nökri)  A  Chr. Bultmann, Der Fremde im antiken Juda (FRLANT 153), Göttingen 1992.  —  Diachronische Untersuchung des Begriffs nkrj im Vergleich zu gr. Das Wort  bezeichnet einen „Vertreter fremder Völker im Bereich der judäischen Monar-  chie ..., für den aus seinen wirtschaftlichen Beziehungen zu der Schicht der selb-  ständigen Bauern zu folgern ist, daß er dauerhaft im Land ansässig sein kann.“  (213). Entfaltet wird dies im Zusammenhang der „Abgrenzung des Gottesvolkes  gegen den näkrf“ (93-102). Im dtrG führt dieser Ortsfremde „eine ökonomisch  selbständige Existenz“ (102). Zu beachten ist v.a. der religiöse Unterschied, der  den Fremdstämmigen von der landsässigen Bevölkerung trennt: „Innerhalb der  Deuteronomistik zeichnet sich der Zutritt des Typus des näkrf zur verfaßten  Religionsgemeinschaft nur als eine Möglichkeit ab, deren religionsgesetzlicher  Aspekt noch nicht entfaltet wird.“ (144).  nmlh (»“malah)  - W. Eilers, Apokopierte Vollreduplikation (OrS 33-35, 1984-86, 85 -95, hier 93).  —- n° malah „Ameise“ geht auf eine Vorform *namn zurück (Dissimilation des 3.  Radikals). nmn ist die apokopierte Vollreduplikation zu einer Basis NM  „wimmeln, kribbeln“.  n°1ljm (na “"Iäjim)  - Sh.M. Paul, Amos - A Commentary on the Book of Amos, Hermeneia, Minne-  apolis 1991, 78f.  - n Ijm bezeichnet Am 2,6 eine Art Bestechungsgeld (vgl. Sir 46,19; 1 Sam  123LXS).  nm I  - B. Margalit, The Ugaritic Poem of ACHT (BZAW 182), Berlin/New York 1989,  379  — „«Sweetness» may ... be basic to Heb./Ug. n “m, a synonym of £b (cf. Ps 133:1):  cp. Ruth 1:20, where mr”? «bitterness» is assumed to be the antonym of PN  n myS;  ZAH VI/2 1993  243be basıc Heb./Ug n m, SYNONYM of D (cf. Ps
C) Ruth 1:20. where Mr «bıtterness» 1$ assumed be the antonym of

MYy
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n m
Rendsburg, Addıtional OoOftes „Ihe ast Words of Davıd“ (2 Sam 2 ’

1-7) . 1989, 403-408).
V{. behandelt dialektgeographische Besonderheıiten der Wurzel °M ach el-
nNeT Analyse der biblischen Belege 1im Horizont der phön und Uußarl. Belege äßt
sıch der nördlıchen Sprachgestalt des Hebr dem „Israelıan Hebrew“

zuwelsen.
ders., Ihe Northern Orıgın of AThe ast Words of Davıd“ 69, 1985,

113-121).
n m (na am)

al-Khraysheh, Dıie Personennamen in den nabatäischen Inschriften des (SOr-
PUS Inscriptionum Semiticarum, Marburg/Lahn 1986, 121
eım nabat n“ jmt Verweıls auf hebr n  c  m beı Noth, Dıiıe israelıti-
schen Personennamen, 1928, 166

nrT (na ar)
Hıldebrandt, Proverbs 297 :6a Traıin uD Chiıld (Grace Theological ournal 9,

1988, 3-19, bes 9-14)
V{f. diskutiert Bedeutungsbreıte VO  - ar, besonders iIm 1INDIIC auf Spr 22,6
e „personal attendant“, „milıtary cadet“ mıt dem rgebnis, da ar
d5S term of status, rather than merely of youthfulness“ (13) ‚He 15 d roya
squire who in the PTOCCSS of eing apprenticed INn wısdom for takıng roya
responsitbilıties consıstent ıth hıs status J“ (14)

nr (na ca  rq)
Levın, The Hebrew of the Pentateuch Arbeıtman [ed.]; Fucus. Sem1i-

tic/Afrasıan Gathering in Remembrance of Ehrman |Amsterdam tudıes ın
the Theory and Hıstory of Linguistic Scıence I 58], Amsterdam/Philadelphıa
1988, 29111.); 79’7 mıt Anm
Das H IOa für („Mädchen“) neben na “ar („Junge‘ stellt vielleicht
keine genusneutrale Oorm dar, sondern „the femıminın ıTiere. from the
masculıne Just iın Ome purely vocalıc feature d Duera rom DUET In archaıc
Latın“

n“ ch (na caräh)
al-Khraysheh, sıehe M, 17T

Zum nabat ncrt ‚5 Dur. ISt1qag 559, an-NAa als Personennamen
d  9 dem dıe Bedeutung «Fliege» zugrunde 1€) nort (thamudıscher mann-
lıcher safaıt. PN) SOWwI1e ry palmyr PN)

HLW

npwsijm (n’püsim)
Knauf, Ismael. Untersuchungen ZUu[r Geschichte Palästinas und Nordara-

biens im Jahrtausen v.Chr. Wıesbaden \Exzerpt ezieht sıch
auf dıe Addenda der Aufl.]
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„Daß dıe Nephusiter/npws ym Esr. 250 Neh DL etwas mıt Naphıs tun
en sollen (so a  o 94, 1982, 296-298), ist angesichts des verschiıe-
denen Vokals und Sıbilanten unmöglıch.“

npjlim (n’pilim)
Perlitt, Rıesen Alten Testament (Nachrichten der ademıe der Wissen-

schaften Göttingen, phul.-hıst. 1990:1); 38{f£.
Die allgemeın übliıche Herleitung VonNn NPL „tot iıniallen ıst problematisch, da
eın Qal erwarten SCWESCH ware. „Das G-Stamm kausatıve akkadısche
Verbum napalu (zu Fall bringen, zerstören) hılft hıer auch nıcht weıter, das
Partizip napılu ware mıt dem kurzen nıcht mıt »15 gleichen, ebensowe-
nıg aber das substantivierte Verbaladjektiv des Nominaltyps parıs.“ Etymologie
und ursprüngliche Bedeutung des Wortes mussen en bleiben
Gen 674 ’ Num 13,33

npl
tegemann, Zu Textbestan: und Grundgedanken Von 105 11,13-1V,26 (RQu

13, 1988, 905-13 I hıer 108)
7/u A* Jpj! gwriwt In 105 1V,26

np$S NEDE.
Brotzman, Man and the Meaning of Wn (Bıbliotheca Sacra 145, 1988, 400-

409)
Der semantiısche Gehalt VvVo  —_ NADE. ırd 1mM 1NDIUIC auf die Rolle des Men-
schen iın der Schöpfung, seiıner „essential nature“ und der rage der ( Jns
sterblichkeit untersucht.

np$S ht far

np$ Lauha

nsb
Seıdel, Studıen zZzu Vokabular der Landwirtschaft im Syrischen I1

(Altorientalische Forschungen 16, 1989,9hier 98-101)
hebr nsb nıph „SIC| hınstellen“ Syr nsb allgemeın „pflanzen“.

nsb
ehlinger, Der Herr auf der Zinnmauer (BN 48, 1989, 89-104, 96)

Vf{. deutet das nıph vOon NS5 In Am /, 7aß als „energisch herrscherliches Sıch-
Hınstellen bzw. Aufrechtstehen 96)

nsb Jd Loretz

nsbw sbh
nswr jm (n”sürim) Kontextform

Iropper, Nekromantie 223); evelaer/Neukırchen-Vluyn 1989, 3974f.
„HSWTYM entspricht semantısch dem akkadıschen Wort nisırtu «verborgener Ort

Grab»“
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nsh (nesah)
Emerton, The Interpretation of Proverbs 21,28 (ZA 100 Supplement,

1988, 161-170).
läncesa Spr 21,28 ist als Superlatıv der Bedeutung „completely“, „utterly“

gebraucht. dbr Il
Thomas, Ihe Use of nesah Superlatıv in Hebrew, JSS 1 1956,

106-109

nsjb (n”sib)
V.Ph Long, TIhe Reign and Rejection of Kıng Saul (SBL,DissSer 118), Atlanta
1990, 44°
„L'Oor possible parallel the semantıc relationshıp between Av und O ci.
Akk Sakanu «(hin)stellen B wıth Saknu «gestellt Statthalter»

1141)* er ist Sam 133 die Bedeutung „gOoverno anzusetzen.

nqb/nq (n”qebäh)
Janzen, Rıvers 1in the esert of Abraham and Sarah and Zion Isaıah 5}

1-3) (HAR 10, 1986, 139-155).
V{. erläutert NOB Opposıition HS55 Zu 189 ; Yet NOB does nOoTt
escrıbe the 1gging and tunnellıng PDIrOCCSS whole, but only the climactic
point, when the pick-axes of the parties TO hrough on  ® another“

„HSB elsewhere in reference quarryıng, Rut thıs verb 15 NnOL

specıfic hewing out stones, for iın Jer 233 ıt 15 used of hewing Out cisterns
hold water.“ Die Dıskussion der Bedeutungsbreıte von n@eqeb ergibt,
daß (im 1derspruc. 51g für Ez 28,13 die Lesart „Steinbruch“ der
„Mine“ vorzuzıehen ist „Ihe place name adamı hannegeb OS
apparently ıdentifiıes paSsS, In 1CBibliographische Dokumentation  nsh I (nesah)  — J.A. Emerton, The Interpretation of Proverbs 21,28 (ZAW 100 Supplement,  1988, 161-170).  — läncesah Spr 21,28 ist als Superlativ in der Bedeutung „completely“, „utterly“  (168) gebraucht. — dbr II.  —- Vgl. D.W. Thomas, The Use of nesah as a Superlativ in Hebrew, JSS 1, 1956,  106-109.  nsjb I (n“s2b)  — V.Ph. Long, The Reign and Rejection of King Saul (SBL,DissSer 118), Atlanta  1990, 449.  — „For a possible parallel to the semantic relationship between 2%) und 3“x) cf.  Akk. Sakänu «(hin)stellen ...» (AHw 1134f) with Saknu «gestellt ...; Statthalter»  (AHw 1141)“. Daher ist 1 Sam 13,3 die Bedeutung „governor“ anzusetzen.  nqb/nqbh (n“gebah)  — J.G. Janzen, Rivers in the Desert of Abraham and Sarah and Zion (Isaiah 51:  1-3) (HAR 10, 1986, 139-155).  Vf. erläutert NQB in Opposition zu HS$B. Zu KAI 189: „Yet NOB does not  describe the digging and tunnelling process as a whole, but only the climactic  point, when the pick-axes of the two parties broke through to one another“  (143). „HSB occurs elsewhere in reference to quarrying. But this verb is not  specific to hewing out stones, for in Jer 2:13 it is used of hewing out cisterns to  hold water.“ (142). Die Diskussion der Bedeutungsbreite von nezqeb II ergibt,  daß (im Widerspruch zu Albright) für Ez 28,13 die Lesart „Steinbruch“ der  „Mine“ vorzuziehen ist. „The place name °ädami hanneqeb (Josh 19:33)  apparently identifies a pass, in which ... the basic meaning is that of penetrating  through“. Zu nqbh gilt nach Diskussion der Bedeutungsnuancen: „I propose that,  as a word for a female whose womb has been opened or is openable for concep-  tion and issue, n&geba is to be associated with the imaging of human fertility as  ground water“ (148). Vgl. akkad. nagbum „the deep, as the source of ground  water“ und naqabum „durchbohren, deflorieren“ (AHw 743a), „to deflower, rape“  (CAD N/1, 328a). — nqr  nqab — m “Ih  nqb (nzqeb)  — M.C. Astour, Remarks on KTU 1.96 (Cananea Selecta [Studi Epigraphici e Lin-  guistici sul Vicino Oriento Antico 5], 1988, 13-24, hier 18).  — Hebr. nqb (Ez 28,13) von der Wurzel NQB bezeichnet „hollowed, perforated  musical instruments“, also eine Flöte; vgl. in derselben Bedeutung arab. naq7b.  nqabh — nqgb/nqbh  nqwd” (n°qöda?) PN  - F. al-Khraysheh, siehe zu n “m, S. 122f.  — Der nabat. PN nqjdw wird in CIS 161 C „mit dem hebr. Personennamen n“qöda,  verglichen, ... weiterhin ist nqd zweimal als safait. Personenname ... belegt.“  246the basıc meanıng 15 that of penetrating
through”. Zu nqgbh gilt nach Dıskussion der Bedeutungsnuancen: l PrODOSC that,
A word for female whose womb has been opened 15 openable for CONCCD-
tıon and 1SSUE, negeba 15 be assocıated wıth the magiıng of human fertilıty
groun! water“ nagbum „the deep, the SOUICC of groun
water“ und naqabum „durchbohren, deflorieren“ (AHw 743a3), E deflower, rape“
(CAD N/ Ea HGT
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naqab ne@qeb)
stour, Remarks 1.96 (Cananea electa [Studı Epigraphicı Lin-

guisticı sul Viciıno Orıento Antıco d 1988, 13-24, hıer 18)
ebr nqb (EZ VO  e der Wurzel NOB bezeichnet „hollowed, perforated
musıcal instruments“, also ıne Flöte; V derselben Bedeutung arab. naqıb

nabh nqb / nqbh
nqwd” (n”qöda?)

al-Khraysheh, sıehe mM, 122f.
Der nabat nq]dw wırd in CIS 161 „mıt dem hebr. Personennamen n“qöda,
verglichen,Bibliographische Dokumentation  nsh I (nesah)  — J.A. Emerton, The Interpretation of Proverbs 21,28 (ZAW 100 Supplement,  1988, 161-170).  — läncesah Spr 21,28 ist als Superlativ in der Bedeutung „completely“, „utterly“  (168) gebraucht. — dbr II.  —- Vgl. D.W. Thomas, The Use of nesah as a Superlativ in Hebrew, JSS 1, 1956,  106-109.  nsjb I (n“s2b)  — V.Ph. Long, The Reign and Rejection of King Saul (SBL,DissSer 118), Atlanta  1990, 449.  — „For a possible parallel to the semantic relationship between 2%) und 3“x) cf.  Akk. Sakänu «(hin)stellen ...» (AHw 1134f) with Saknu «gestellt ...; Statthalter»  (AHw 1141)“. Daher ist 1 Sam 13,3 die Bedeutung „governor“ anzusetzen.  nqb/nqbh (n“gebah)  — J.G. Janzen, Rivers in the Desert of Abraham and Sarah and Zion (Isaiah 51:  1-3) (HAR 10, 1986, 139-155).  Vf. erläutert NQB in Opposition zu HS$B. Zu KAI 189: „Yet NOB does not  describe the digging and tunnelling process as a whole, but only the climactic  point, when the pick-axes of the two parties broke through to one another“  (143). „HSB occurs elsewhere in reference to quarrying. But this verb is not  specific to hewing out stones, for in Jer 2:13 it is used of hewing out cisterns to  hold water.“ (142). Die Diskussion der Bedeutungsbreite von nezqeb II ergibt,  daß (im Widerspruch zu Albright) für Ez 28,13 die Lesart „Steinbruch“ der  „Mine“ vorzuziehen ist. „The place name °ädami hanneqeb (Josh 19:33)  apparently identifies a pass, in which ... the basic meaning is that of penetrating  through“. Zu nqbh gilt nach Diskussion der Bedeutungsnuancen: „I propose that,  as a word for a female whose womb has been opened or is openable for concep-  tion and issue, n&geba is to be associated with the imaging of human fertility as  ground water“ (148). Vgl. akkad. nagbum „the deep, as the source of ground  water“ und naqabum „durchbohren, deflorieren“ (AHw 743a), „to deflower, rape“  (CAD N/1, 328a). — nqr  nqab — m “Ih  nqb (nzqeb)  — M.C. Astour, Remarks on KTU 1.96 (Cananea Selecta [Studi Epigraphici e Lin-  guistici sul Vicino Oriento Antico 5], 1988, 13-24, hier 18).  — Hebr. nqb (Ez 28,13) von der Wurzel NQB bezeichnet „hollowed, perforated  musical instruments“, also eine Flöte; vgl. in derselben Bedeutung arab. naq7b.  nqabh — nqgb/nqbh  nqwd” (n°qöda?) PN  - F. al-Khraysheh, siehe zu n “m, S. 122f.  — Der nabat. PN nqjdw wird in CIS 161 C „mit dem hebr. Personennamen n“qöda,  verglichen, ... weiterhin ist nqd zweimal als safait. Personenname ... belegt.“  246weıterhiın ist nqd zweımal als safaıt. PersonennameBibliographische Dokumentation  nsh I (nesah)  — J.A. Emerton, The Interpretation of Proverbs 21,28 (ZAW 100 Supplement,  1988, 161-170).  — läncesah Spr 21,28 ist als Superlativ in der Bedeutung „completely“, „utterly“  (168) gebraucht. — dbr II.  —- Vgl. D.W. Thomas, The Use of nesah as a Superlativ in Hebrew, JSS 1, 1956,  106-109.  nsjb I (n“s2b)  — V.Ph. Long, The Reign and Rejection of King Saul (SBL,DissSer 118), Atlanta  1990, 449.  — „For a possible parallel to the semantic relationship between 2%) und 3“x) cf.  Akk. Sakänu «(hin)stellen ...» (AHw 1134f) with Saknu «gestellt ...; Statthalter»  (AHw 1141)“. Daher ist 1 Sam 13,3 die Bedeutung „governor“ anzusetzen.  nqb/nqbh (n“gebah)  — J.G. Janzen, Rivers in the Desert of Abraham and Sarah and Zion (Isaiah 51:  1-3) (HAR 10, 1986, 139-155).  Vf. erläutert NQB in Opposition zu HS$B. Zu KAI 189: „Yet NOB does not  describe the digging and tunnelling process as a whole, but only the climactic  point, when the pick-axes of the two parties broke through to one another“  (143). „HSB occurs elsewhere in reference to quarrying. But this verb is not  specific to hewing out stones, for in Jer 2:13 it is used of hewing out cisterns to  hold water.“ (142). Die Diskussion der Bedeutungsbreite von nezqeb II ergibt,  daß (im Widerspruch zu Albright) für Ez 28,13 die Lesart „Steinbruch“ der  „Mine“ vorzuziehen ist. „The place name °ädami hanneqeb (Josh 19:33)  apparently identifies a pass, in which ... the basic meaning is that of penetrating  through“. Zu nqbh gilt nach Diskussion der Bedeutungsnuancen: „I propose that,  as a word for a female whose womb has been opened or is openable for concep-  tion and issue, n&geba is to be associated with the imaging of human fertility as  ground water“ (148). Vgl. akkad. nagbum „the deep, as the source of ground  water“ und naqabum „durchbohren, deflorieren“ (AHw 743a), „to deflower, rape“  (CAD N/1, 328a). — nqr  nqab — m “Ih  nqb (nzqeb)  — M.C. Astour, Remarks on KTU 1.96 (Cananea Selecta [Studi Epigraphici e Lin-  guistici sul Vicino Oriento Antico 5], 1988, 13-24, hier 18).  — Hebr. nqb (Ez 28,13) von der Wurzel NQB bezeichnet „hollowed, perforated  musical instruments“, also eine Flöte; vgl. in derselben Bedeutung arab. naq7b.  nqabh — nqgb/nqbh  nqwd” (n°qöda?) PN  - F. al-Khraysheh, siehe zu n “m, S. 122f.  — Der nabat. PN nqjdw wird in CIS 161 C „mit dem hebr. Personennamen n“qöda,  verglichen, ... weiterhin ist nqd zweimal als safait. Personenname ... belegt.“  246belegt.“
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ndqd'
Greenberg, More Reflections Bıbliıcal Criminal Law crHıer 31, 1986,

1-19, hıer 11-14
Der Terminus bezeichnet eıne Todesstrafe „by extraordıinary procedure“,
eiıne Bestrafung UTC! die israelıt. Justiz. Die Strafe erfolgt dann, WEeNnN eiıne
Blutrache unmöglıch ıst, trıfft also schuldıg gewordene Menschen, deren pfer
keine Verwandtschaft In der mgebung aben, sı1e rächen. Dıe Wurzel NOM
bezeichnet 1mM nıemals eine Geldstrafe
Ex 2120

ndqd'
H.G eels, De wraak Van God De betekeniıs Van de wortel NOM de func-
tıe Van de NOM-teksten het er Van de oudtestamentische godsopenbarıng
1SS Apeldoorn), 1992
ach umfassender Studie der bıbl und nachbarsprachlichen Belege kommt der
Verfasser dem Schluß „In general, NOM denotes punitive retribution and 15
closely elated wıth the ıdea  z of Justice and legalıty.Bibliographische Dokumentation  nqm  — M. Greenberg, More Reflections on Biblical Criminal Law (ScrHier 31, 1986,  1-19, hier 11-14).  Der Terminus bezeichnet eine Todesstrafe „by extraordinary procedure“, d.h.  eine Bestrafung durch die israelit. Justiz. Die Strafe erfolgt dann, wenn eine  Blutrache unmöglich ist, trifft also schuldig gewordene Menschen, deren Opfer  keine Verwandtschaft in der Umgebung haben, sie zu rächen. Die Wurzel NQOM  bezeichnet im AT niemals eine Geldstrafe.  —  Ex 21,20 u.a.  nqm  — H.G.L. Peels, De wraak van God. De betekenis van de wortel NQM en de func-  tie van de NOM-teksten in het kader van de oudtestamentische godsopenbaring  (Diss. Apeldoorn), 1992.  Nach umfassender Studie der bibl. und nachbarsprachlichen Belege kommt der  Verfasser zu dem Schluß: „In general, NQM denotes punitive retribution and is  closely related with the idea of justice and legality. ... We can distinguish  between forensic, a general retributive, a liberating, an emotional and a  vindicative vengeance ... The view of G. E. Mendenhall [The Tenth Generation,  Baltimore/London 1973, 69-104], that NQOM offers an ambivalent semantic  picture, should be rejected.“ (270 f.).  nqm  K.L. Younger, Jr., Ancient Conquest Accounts (JSOT,Suppl.Ser 98), 1990, 234-  236.  „In Joshua 10,13, although not in a strict legal context, 3p3) has the nuance of  «just recompense for a crime».“ (234). In den Erzählungen Jos 9-12 ist das Verb  auf dem altorientalischen Hintergrund eines „concept of total war (ie. the  destruction of the population as well as the military)“ (235) zu verstehen.  nqr  — J.G. Janzen, siehe zu nqb/nqbh, S. 146f.  —  Vf. erläutert NOR im Zusammenhang mit anderen Verben des „Schneidens“  oder „Hauens“. Eine Wortgruppe NOB, NOR, QWR wird vorgeschlagen; vgl. zu  einer weiteren Gruppe der „Verben des Hauens und Stechens“ die Verben mit  den Radikalen A und s.  nqr Deir “Alla  — B.A. Levine, The Plaster Inscriptions from Deir “Alla: General Interpretation (J.  Hoftijzer - G. van der Kooij [edd.], The Balaam Text from Deir °Alla Re-  Evaluated, Leiden 1991, 58-72, hier 68-70).  — nqr bedeutet in Combination II „corpse“. Ein Bezug auf Kinderopfer (mit Jes  14,19) ist abzulehnen, vielmehr ist an die nachbiblische Form ns/ zu erinnern.  Vgl. auch Jes 49,6: wnsry.  Vgl. auch J.A. Hackett, Response to Baruch Levine and Andre Lemaire, a.a.O.,  73-84, bes. 78f., die im wesentlichen zustimmt, aber den Zusammenhang mit nsl  ablehnt.  247We Can distingu1s
between forensıic, eneral retributive, lıberating, emotıional and
vindicatıve VENSCANCCBibliographische Dokumentation  nqm  — M. Greenberg, More Reflections on Biblical Criminal Law (ScrHier 31, 1986,  1-19, hier 11-14).  Der Terminus bezeichnet eine Todesstrafe „by extraordinary procedure“, d.h.  eine Bestrafung durch die israelit. Justiz. Die Strafe erfolgt dann, wenn eine  Blutrache unmöglich ist, trifft also schuldig gewordene Menschen, deren Opfer  keine Verwandtschaft in der Umgebung haben, sie zu rächen. Die Wurzel NQOM  bezeichnet im AT niemals eine Geldstrafe.  —  Ex 21,20 u.a.  nqm  — H.G.L. Peels, De wraak van God. De betekenis van de wortel NQM en de func-  tie van de NOM-teksten in het kader van de oudtestamentische godsopenbaring  (Diss. Apeldoorn), 1992.  Nach umfassender Studie der bibl. und nachbarsprachlichen Belege kommt der  Verfasser zu dem Schluß: „In general, NQM denotes punitive retribution and is  closely related with the idea of justice and legality. ... We can distinguish  between forensic, a general retributive, a liberating, an emotional and a  vindicative vengeance ... The view of G. E. Mendenhall [The Tenth Generation,  Baltimore/London 1973, 69-104], that NQOM offers an ambivalent semantic  picture, should be rejected.“ (270 f.).  nqm  K.L. Younger, Jr., Ancient Conquest Accounts (JSOT,Suppl.Ser 98), 1990, 234-  236.  „In Joshua 10,13, although not in a strict legal context, 3p3) has the nuance of  «just recompense for a crime».“ (234). In den Erzählungen Jos 9-12 ist das Verb  auf dem altorientalischen Hintergrund eines „concept of total war (ie. the  destruction of the population as well as the military)“ (235) zu verstehen.  nqr  — J.G. Janzen, siehe zu nqb/nqbh, S. 146f.  —  Vf. erläutert NOR im Zusammenhang mit anderen Verben des „Schneidens“  oder „Hauens“. Eine Wortgruppe NOB, NOR, QWR wird vorgeschlagen; vgl. zu  einer weiteren Gruppe der „Verben des Hauens und Stechens“ die Verben mit  den Radikalen A und s.  nqr Deir “Alla  — B.A. Levine, The Plaster Inscriptions from Deir “Alla: General Interpretation (J.  Hoftijzer - G. van der Kooij [edd.], The Balaam Text from Deir °Alla Re-  Evaluated, Leiden 1991, 58-72, hier 68-70).  — nqr bedeutet in Combination II „corpse“. Ein Bezug auf Kinderopfer (mit Jes  14,19) ist abzulehnen, vielmehr ist an die nachbiblische Form ns/ zu erinnern.  Vgl. auch Jes 49,6: wnsry.  Vgl. auch J.A. Hackett, Response to Baruch Levine and Andre Lemaire, a.a.O.,  73-84, bes. 78f., die im wesentlichen zustimmt, aber den Zusammenhang mit nsl  ablehnt.  247Ihe V1eW of Mendenhall [The en Generatıon,
Baltımore/London 1973, 69-104]1, that NOM offers ambiıvalent semantıc
pıcture, should be rejected.“ (270 f.)
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n$s”
Van Gemeren, > ABBA the Old J1estament ourna. of the Evangelıca.

Theological Society 3 1988, 385-398, hıer 393)
„Ihe verb nasda signıfıes here the atherly actıvıty of lıfting up and bringing
one’s chıld closer oneself.“
Dtn 1,31

n&?
Lohfink, Kohelet und dıe Banken Zur Übersetzung VON Kohelet 12176

39, 1989, 488-495, hıer 491)
Im Kontext Von Koh „12-16 kann aufgrund der dort bezeugten Bank- und
Finanzterminologie für NS die Sonderbedeutung „(etwas VO Konto) abhe-
ben“, „sich auszahlen lassen, für eigene Transaktionen Nspruc nehmen“ -
gesetzt werden.

nS°
Loretz, Ugarıt-Texte und Thronbesteigungspsalmen. Dıiıe etamorphose des

Regenspenders aal-Jahwe (Ugaritisch-Bıblische Literatur Z ünster 1988,
259-263
„Aus der Parallelıtä von akkadısch resa naSü, ugaritisch NS“ rLi$ und hebräisch

r 76 dürfte sıch zweıfelsfreı ergeben, daß hıer ıne eıt verbreıtete Rede-
wendung vorliegt und keın Grund aliur besteht, NS 7 in Ps 24.7,9 hıervon ab-
usondern.“ Gemeint ist die „Umschreibung eiıner Aufforderung, die4ore

weıten“ (262£.)
n&

VO  - oden, „Die Sündenlast“ ın Hos 14,3 (ZA Z 1989, 91-92
Anstelle der in gebotenen Verbalform A ist das Substantiv mMS „Last,
Bürde“ VON n$” lesen. Dıie Verlesung erklärt sıch Urc die Annahme eıner
interliınearen Varıante.

nS” kwkh Tsukımoto
ns” Jd Loretz

nS” nps (nasa NDS)
aIT! Mesopotamıan 1g the Idıom nd.  za NADes (CBQ 5 9 1990,

46-54
Von den semantıschen Aquivalenten SUu Z 1 tu/um und ak  z naptıs$tam
wabalum her wırd der hebr. USCruC NS npS als X flee for protection
(Yahwe), seek refuge iın Yahwe) (54) gedeutet.
Ps 25,1-3; 56,1-4; 43,5-10

nSj (nası ©
VO  ; ArTX, Studıen ZUr Geschichte des alttestamentlichen Zwölfersymbolıis-

IMUS Fragen 1Im Horizont der Amphiktyoniehypothese VOonNn Martın oth (EHS
XX1I11L,397), 1990, 199-246
„Dıe Breite des VorkommensBibliographische Dokumentation  n$?  —  W.A van Gemeren, ’ABBA? in the Old Testament (Journal of the Evangelical  Theological Society 31, 1988, 385-398, hier 393).  „The verb nasa? signifies here the fatherly activity of lifting up and bringing  one’s child closer to oneself.“  —  Dtn 1,31.  n$’  — N. Lohfink, Kohelet und die Banken: Zur Übersetzung von Kohelet V 12-16  (VT 39, 1989, 488-495, hier 491).  - Im Kontext von Koh 5,12-16 kann aufgrund der dort bezeugten Bank- und  Finanzterminologie für NS? die Sonderbedeutung „(etwas vom Konto) abhe-  ben“, „sich auszahlen lassen, für eigene Transaktionen in Anspruch nehmen“ an-  gesetzt werden.  n$’  - O. Loretz, Ugarit-Texte und Thronbesteigungspsalmen. Die Metamorphose des  Regenspenders Baal-Jahwe (Ugaritisch-Biblische Literatur 7), Münster 1988,  259-263.  „Aus der Parallelität von akkadisch r&a na$ü, ugaritisch n$” ri$ und hebräisch  n$? r?$ dürfte sich zweifelsfrei ergeben, daß hier eine weit verbreitete Rede-  wendung vorliegt und kein Grund dafür besteht, $° r ”$ in Ps 24,7.9 hiervon ab-  zusondern.“ Gemeint ist die „Umschreibung einer Aufforderung, die engen Tore  zu weiten“ (262f.).  ng>  — W. von Soden, „Die Sündenlast“ in Hos 14,3 (ZAH 2, 1989, 91-92).  — Anstelle der in MT gebotenen Verbalform $° ist das Substantiv m$” „Last,  Bürde“ von n$? zu lesen. Die Verlesung erklärt sich durch die Annahme einer  interlinearen Variante.  n$’ — kwkb Tsukimoto  n$’ — jd Loretz  n$” npS (nasa” nepe$)  - M.L. Barre, Mesopotamian Light on the Idiom nasa” nepe$ (CBQ 52, 1990,  46-54).  — Von den semantischen Äquivalenten sum. zi tü/üum und akk. napi$tam  wabalum her wird der hebr. Ausdruck n$° np$ als „to flee for protection to  (Yahwe), to seek refuge in (Yahwe)“ (54) gedeutet.  — Ps 25,1-3; 86,1-4; 143,8-10.  n$j° I (nasi”)  —- U. von Arx, Studien zur Geschichte des alttestamentlichen Zwölfersymbolis-  mus I: Fragen im Horizont der Amphiktyoniehypothese von Martin Noth (EHS  XX111L397), 1990, v.a. 199-246.  — „Die ganze Breite des Vorkommens ... wird am besten verständlich, wenn man  annimmt, daß es sich um einen Ausdruck handelt, der in der gentilizischen Tri-  248wıird besten verständlich, Wenn MNan

annımmt, daß sıch einen USGTrUuC andelt, der In der gentilizıschen ärı-
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balstruktur beheimatet iat.# Es „scheınt erster Linie das » Vaterhaus«
(bet- "ab/f die Referenzgröße seın nıcht der „Stamm“
($Sbt/mth). Der nS] steht „einer der möglıchen, dıe Einzelfamıilıen übergreifen-
den Vergemeinschaftungen und repräsentiert sie nach außen (245£.)
Man WIL' 1€ Blütezeıt dieses Sprachgebrauchs das ausgehende und 1Ns

<nte Chr. datieren“

nSj
Knıbb, 'Ihe Interpretation of Damascus OCcumen.: V11,9b-V111,2a and

AX,5b-14 (RQu 15, 1991, 243-251, hiıer 250)
Zur Verwendung Von nS$ ] kI h“d in umran auf dem Hintergrund VonNn und
| M

nSj
Newsom, ongs of the abbath Sacrıfice (Harvard Semiuitic Studies 27);

Atlanta 1985
V{. bespricht 23{ff. die Angelologıe VO  ; D  1r: nS] meınt den ohe-
priıester der nge.
>  1r. passım.

nSj (nda$i”)
Provan, ezekıa and the Book of Kıngs W 172), Berlin/New ork

1988, 103
„Thıs term 15 used in Israelıte cContextBibliographische Dokumentation  balstruktur beheimatet ist.“ (245). Es „scheint in erster Linie das »Vaterhaus«  (bet-°ab/°aböt) ... die Referenzgröße zu sein“ (243), nicht der „Stamm“  ($bt/mth). Der n$j? steht „einer der möglichen, die Einzelfamilien übergreifen-  den Vergemeinschaftungen ... (vor) und repräsentiert sie nach außen (245f.).  Man wird „die Blütezeit dieses Sprachgebrauchs in das ausgehende 8. und ins 7.  Jh. a<nte Chr.> datieren“ (246).  n$j’ I  - M.A. Knibb, The Interpretation of Damascus Document VIL,9b-VIIL,2a and  XIX,5b-14 (RQu 15, 1991, 243-251, hier 250).  —- Zur Verwendung von n$j ° kl h“dh in Qumran auf dem Hintergrund von P und  Ez  nSj' I  —- C. Newsom, Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice (Harvard Semitic Studies 27),  Atlanta 1985.  — Vf. bespricht S. 23ff. die Angelologie von 4QShirShabb. „$j” meint den Hohe-  priester der Engel.  — 40QShirShabb passim.  n6j° I (nast”)  — I.W. Provan, Hezekiah and the Book of Kings (BZAW 172), Berlin/New York  1988, 103.  — „This term is used in an Israelite context ... only to refer to the tribal heads of  Israel, and never to the king“. n$j ° ist hier also nicht abwertend gemeint, son-  dern ein Synonym für melek „König“.  - 1Kön 11,34b.  n6j” I (nas?”)  — Ch.R. Seitz, Theology in Conflict. Reactions to the Exile in the Book of Jere-  miah (BZAW 176), Berlin/New York 1989, 123-132, bes. 129.  — Zur Unterscheidung nasi” - melek bei Ez. Für den Gebrauch des Titels nasi”  in der Bedeutung „Herrscher“ bei Ez können u.a folgende Beobachtungen nam-  haft gemacht werden:  1. Die Parallelisierung des Exils mit Israels Zeit in Ägypten sowie die Zeit des  Wüstenzugs und der Landnahme unter der Führung von n°S1’im, da die in die-  ser Zeit erfahrene Auseinandersetzung mit den „Königen“ der Ammoniter,  Moabiter, Kanaanäer usw. ihre Entsprechung in der Bedrückung und Gefähr-  dung durch die Könige der Fremdvölker der Exilszeit hat.  2. Das gewaltsame Ende der davidischen Königsdynastie Jerusalems durch die  Babylonier, da unter babyl. Oberhoheit dem „Herrscher“ in Jerusalem nicht der  Titel melek, sondern nas?” zukommt.  3. Die ungeklärte Königs- und Machtfrage unter Jojakim, Jojachin, Zedekia und  deren Söhnen.  n&k (ne$eak)  — T. Veerkamp, Eine einseitige Ökonomie. Auslegung von Lev 25,1-26,2 (Texte  und Kontexte 44, 1989, 3-25, hier 18f.).  249only refer the trıbal ea of
srael, and CVC the king“ nS] ıst hıer also nıcht abwertend gemeint, SOM-

dern eın Synonym für melck n  Onı
KÖön

nSj (nas$i”)
Ch  e Seıtz, Theology In ConfÄflıct Reactions the Exıle In the Book of Jere-
mıah (BZAW 176), Berlin/New ork 1989, 123-132, bes 129
Zur Unterscheidung NAaAS1I melck bei Fz Für den eDraucCc des Tıtels nNAaSı
In der Bedeutung „Herrscher“ beı Ez können olgende Beobachtungen Namı-

haft emacht werden:
Die Parallelisıerung des Exıls mıt sraels eıt in Agypten SOWIıEe die Zeıt des

üstenzugs und der Landnahme der Führung VO  —_ n $ı Im, da die 1in dıie-
SCI Zeıt erfahrene Auseıinandersetzung mıt den „Könıgen“ der Ammoniter,
Moabıter, Kanaanäer us  z ıhre Entsprechung 1n der Bedrückung und Gefähr-
dung UrCc. dıe Könige der Fremdvölker der Exılszeıt hat

Das gewaltsame Ende der davıdıischen Königsdynastıe Jerusalems urc die
Babylonier, da unfer aDYy Oberhoheit dem „Herrscher“ in Jerusalem nıcht der
ıte| MOELCE: sondern nNAaSı zukommt.

Dıe ungeklärte Köni1gs- und Machtirage unter Jojakım, Jojachın, Zedekıa und
deren Söhnen

nSk (neSek)
Veerkamp, iıne einseitige Okonomie. uslegung VO  - Lev 5,1-26,2 ( Texte

un Oontexte 44, 1989, 3-25, hıer 18f.)

249
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n$k (Lev 25,36.37) meınt die private Abschöpfung wörtlich: bbıß“) in „Form
eines Tributs eıner fixen ertragsunabhängigen Abgabe“ 19) 1Im Alten Orient,

Gegensatz ZUr Abschöpfung des Mehrwertes UrC staatlıche Instanzen.

nSmh
Dımant Strugnell, The erkKaba Visıon in Second Ezekiel (40385 4

(RQu 14, 1990, 331-348, hier 338)
nSmh ist in 4,8 entweder mıt „spirıt“ analog | ‚20-2 (rwh] oder
mıt „Seele“, „d Current In Mıshnaic Hebrew“, übersetzen.

nSmh (n Samah)
Koch, Der uter Gefährlıchstes, die Sprache, dem Menschen egeben

Überlegungen Gen Z (BN 48, 1989, 50-6'
„n Sama  - bedeutet denjenigen Odem, den der Mensch oder auch Gott ZUTr

Sprache benötigen, der erst ZU[r Sprachlichkeıit efähigt.“ 57)
Spr 2027 Ijob 26,4; DE 32,8; Jes 42.556; Dan 5.23; 10,17

nSp (neSep)
Collıns, The Start of the Pre-exılıc alendar Day of aVIl| and the Amale-

kıtes Note Sam D  >< 41, 1991, 203-210, bes
NSD ıst hıer Bezeichnung für das Z wielicht beı Sonnenaufgang. mhrt

nSq
Sanmartin, Glossen zr ugarıtischen Lexıkon (VI) (UF 21. 1989, 335-348,

hıer
Zu hebr NSa vgl. arab. NASAGU „aufreıhen, aufstellen, zusammen({fügen“ (vgl
Wehr, Arabısches Wörterbuch, Wıesbaden i1ne Verbindung mıt
ußgal. n{q „eine Art Pfeil oder Wurfspieß“ wırd abgewilesen.

nSr (neeSer)
Margalıt, sıehe I7 3408

Da 1Im Ugar. (z.B 12 13f£.) n&r den Jagdfalken bezeichnet, besteht
Wahrscheinlichkeıit, „that Semiuitic n&r Was orıginally generic term for anYy Carnı-
EIOUS bırd belonging the hawk falconıc am

nSr (nee$er)
H.- üler, Die Funktion divinatorischen Redens und dıe Tierbezeichnungen
der Inschrift Von Tell Deır “Alla (J Hoftyzer Van der 001] edd.], sıehe
Hgr Levine, 189-205, hıer
n&r ist eın konturschwacher Begriff, der sowohl den er WIeE auch den Geıler
umfaßt Da für andere Raubvogelarten 1Im Hebräischen andere egriffe belegt
sınd (prs „Lämmergeıer“, "Znjh, IN ırd dıe terminologische Unterscheidung
VO  - Tierarten wohl weniger biologischen Kategorien folgen als vielmehr uUrc
dıe Relevanz dieser Diıfferenzierung für das praktısche en bedingt se1in.

Dıjkstra, ESPONSE H- Müller and Weippert, 8.3.0.; 206-217,
hıer 2110 COUISC, eagle and vulture dIC dıfferent specıes, but they
belong the overall amıly of ATr f DICY and that 15 hat the ord nSr
actually means.“
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nfn (natan)
al-Khraysheh sıehe zu M, 124f

als nabat thamudıscher und safaıt

ntn) (n tanjah)
al-Khraysheh sıehe Zu 124

Der nabat nInNwW]J wırd CIS 3() „miıt dem hebr Personennamen
nachweısbaratanyah“ verglichen nn als palmyr Eıgenname

ntq
Baumgarten, The adokKıte Fragments Skın Diısease 1990

153 165 hıer 165)
nIq EV 15

S h (s "ah)
Lipınsk1, mprunts sumero akkadıens hebreu ıblıque (ZAH 1988

61-/73, hıer 70)
dıe ak  z Pluralform $SaUa-ad--ti/Sa- (a SULuU. „A partır de orm:

hebreu plurıel en 18,6; Sam ‚18),; para.  € plurıel arameen
QUul permettraıt d’enviısager emprunt par I’intermediaıire de

l’arameen
5” Kön 7.1.16.18

sb SO Kontextform
H.-P Müler Das onelıe' (H.-P Müller aıser Loader, Das
Hohelij:ed Klagelieder Das Buch Ester 16/2 O() hıer 3285)
In Hld 17 1st dıe Kontextform sob mıt Komm!“* wiederzugeben Das bedacht-
Samı gewählte ebräıische Wort OD gENAUCI «wende dıiıch her» könnte den
Beıklang Vo  —_ «verwandle dıch» gehabt en ıne Emendatıon Sub 1ST
er überflüssıg

S (segen, bzw sagan)
nsk sıehe zu 70

akk NUu „prefet“, „gouverneur“ Plus exactement 1 de V’etat
CoOonstruıiıt Sakan du MOL neo „I1 est probable quUC P’emprunt ete
Ealıse par I’intermediaıire de 17  arameen

SEn h$Sdrpn
© gor)

Kınggren, Psalteren 1-41 (Kommentar amla Testamentet) Uppsala
198 7, 205
S (Ps 35 ist eın Teıl Lanze bzw. dıe Lanze selbst Es ırd auf CIn

nıcht näher bezeichneter Stelle ı den Qumranschriften elegtes ST

SW (SÖ)
Day, The Problem of :SO,; Kıng of Egyp Kıngs VII 42, 1992, 289-

301)

21
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„There Can be Ou that So reflects the Egyptian place Namnc Saı1s“ (300f.)
Dıiıe erwechslung mıt dem dort regierenden König eina beruht auf der
Auslassung eines a VOT dem Toponym

oedıcke, 171 1963, 64-66

SW SO
Malamat, The Secret Counscıl and Prophetic Involvement in Marı and Israel
1WAa Wagner Prophetie und geschichtliche Wıiırklic  (1 im

alten Israel [Festschr. Herrmann], 199 O6 231-236).
Zu hebr. SWwd „Ratsversammlung“ kann Nun der aC der etymologisch nıcht
verwandte CT, piriısStum „geheime Ratsversammlung“ (ARM 26/1,101.104.
206; 2  9verglichen werden.

swd(h) tegemann
swhh /W
sSWS gr

SÜD
Cazelles, utour de ’Exode (Etudes) (Sources Bıblıques), Paris 1987, hier

207£.
L Souf seEmitique evoque la plerre SÄpU accadıen), le sa le gres
arabeBibliographische Dokumentation  „There can be little doubt that So reflects the Egyptian place name Sais“ (300f.).  Die Verwechslung mit dem dort regierenden König Tefnakht beruht auf der  Auslassung eines ”/ vor dem Toponym.  —  Vgl. H. Goedicke, BASOR 171, 1963, 64-66.  swd (söd)  — A. Malamat, The Secret Council and Prophetic Involvement in Mari and Israel  (R. Liwak - S. Wagner [edd.], Prophetie und geschichtliche Wirklichkeit im  alten Israel [Festschr. S. Herrmann], 1991, 231-236).  —- Zu hebr. swd „Ratsversammlung“ kann nun in der Sache der etymologisch nicht  verwandte Begriff piri$tum „geheime Ratsversammlung“ (ARM 26/1,101.104.  206; 26/2,307.429) verglichen werden.  swd(h) — m °d Stegemann  swhh — $j/wh  Sws — Ss “gr  swp I (süp)  — H. Cazelles, Autour de l’Exode (Etudes) (Sources Bibliques), Paris 1987, hier  207f.  —  „Le souf s&mitique &voque la pierre (säpu en accadien), le sable ou le gres en  arabe ... En Ex., IL3 et 5 il s’agit des plantes qui poussent le long du Nil, en Is.,  XIX,6 des plantes qui poussent pres des canaux ou dans les prairies qui sont sur  les bords du Nil ... le swf n’est donc pas tout ä fait la m&me chose que le  TOSCaU.  swp — jtrwn Berger  sjg (sig)  - H.H.P. Dressler, The Lesson of Proverbs 26:23 (L. Eslinger - G. Taylor [edd.],  Ascribe to the Lord. Biblical and Other Studies in Memory of Peter C. Craigie  [JSOT,Suppl.Ser 67], 1988, 117-125, hier 257f.).  „The Hebrew term kesep sigim means, indeed, spuma argenti, i.e. monoxide of  lead, or, silver dross, silver-leaf“ (124). Vgl. ugar. spsg; das Verständnis H.L.  Ginsbergs (BASOR 98, 1945, 21 n.55) „glaze“ ist abzulehnen.  .  KTU 1.17 VI 36-37.  sjh(w)n (siho/ön)  —  E.A. Knauf, Hesbon, Sihons Stadt (ZDPV 106, 1990, 135-144).  —  „Zusammenfassend läßt sich sagen: wenn Num 21,27b-29a auf ein ammoniti-  sches Sieges- oder Spottlied zurückgeht, läßt sich syhn mit dem Gabal Sihän  identifizieren, einem Toponym, das wegen seines Affixes -n Anspruch darauf  erheben kann, ins 3. oder 2. Jahrtausend v. Chr. zurückzugehen“ (140).  sjnj (sinaj)  —- M. Görg, Der Sinai: „(Der Berg) des Erzgebietes“? (BN 54, 1990, 12-18).  252En EX., 113 eft s’agıt des plantes quı le long du Nıl, Is..
A1X,6 des plantes quı pres des dans les prairıes quı Sont SUT

les OT'! duBibliographische Dokumentation  „There can be little doubt that So reflects the Egyptian place name Sais“ (300f.).  Die Verwechslung mit dem dort regierenden König Tefnakht beruht auf der  Auslassung eines ”/ vor dem Toponym.  —  Vgl. H. Goedicke, BASOR 171, 1963, 64-66.  swd (söd)  — A. Malamat, The Secret Council and Prophetic Involvement in Mari and Israel  (R. Liwak - S. Wagner [edd.], Prophetie und geschichtliche Wirklichkeit im  alten Israel [Festschr. S. Herrmann], 1991, 231-236).  —- Zu hebr. swd „Ratsversammlung“ kann nun in der Sache der etymologisch nicht  verwandte Begriff piri$tum „geheime Ratsversammlung“ (ARM 26/1,101.104.  206; 26/2,307.429) verglichen werden.  swd(h) — m °d Stegemann  swhh — $j/wh  Sws — Ss “gr  swp I (süp)  — H. Cazelles, Autour de l’Exode (Etudes) (Sources Bibliques), Paris 1987, hier  207f.  —  „Le souf s&mitique &voque la pierre (säpu en accadien), le sable ou le gres en  arabe ... En Ex., IL3 et 5 il s’agit des plantes qui poussent le long du Nil, en Is.,  XIX,6 des plantes qui poussent pres des canaux ou dans les prairies qui sont sur  les bords du Nil ... le swf n’est donc pas tout ä fait la m&me chose que le  TOSCaU.  swp — jtrwn Berger  sjg (sig)  - H.H.P. Dressler, The Lesson of Proverbs 26:23 (L. Eslinger - G. Taylor [edd.],  Ascribe to the Lord. Biblical and Other Studies in Memory of Peter C. Craigie  [JSOT,Suppl.Ser 67], 1988, 117-125, hier 257f.).  „The Hebrew term kesep sigim means, indeed, spuma argenti, i.e. monoxide of  lead, or, silver dross, silver-leaf“ (124). Vgl. ugar. spsg; das Verständnis H.L.  Ginsbergs (BASOR 98, 1945, 21 n.55) „glaze“ ist abzulehnen.  .  KTU 1.17 VI 36-37.  sjh(w)n (siho/ön)  —  E.A. Knauf, Hesbon, Sihons Stadt (ZDPV 106, 1990, 135-144).  —  „Zusammenfassend läßt sich sagen: wenn Num 21,27b-29a auf ein ammoniti-  sches Sieges- oder Spottlied zurückgeht, läßt sich syhn mit dem Gabal Sihän  identifizieren, einem Toponym, das wegen seines Affixes -n Anspruch darauf  erheben kann, ins 3. oder 2. Jahrtausend v. Chr. zurückzugehen“ (140).  sjnj (sinaj)  —- M. Görg, Der Sinai: „(Der Berg) des Erzgebietes“? (BN 54, 1990, 12-18).  252le swf n  est donc pasS tOuf faıt la memMe chose JuUC le
1OSCAU

SWp Jtrwn Berger
S}g sig

H.H Dressler, TIhe Lesson of Proverbs 26:23 (L slinger Taylor
Ascrıbe the Lord Bıblical and er tudıes in emOTY of efier Craigıe
]  "T,Suppl.Ser 6/], 1988, 117-125, hıer
„The Hebrew term kesep sigim Cans, indeed, u  d argenti, 1.e€. monoxıde of
lead, OI, sılver dross, sılver-leaf“ ußar. SDS$; das Verständniıs
iınsbergs (BASOR 98, 1945, 71 n.55) „glaze“ ıst abzulehnen

117} 26-37

sih(w)n SI  Ön)
Knauf, Hesbon, ONns 106, 1990, 135-144).

„Zusammenfassend äßt sıch WEeNnNn Num ‚27b-29a auf eın ammonıit1-
sches Sıeges- oder Spottlied zurückgeht, äßt sıch Syhn mıt dem Gabal .ffhän
identifizıeren, einem Toponym, das sCcCmHh seines Affıxes an Nnspruc darauf
rheben kann, 1INs oder Jahrtausen (r zurückzugehen“

SI (sina] )
Görg, Der Sınal": „(Der erg des Erzgebietes“? (BN 5 9 1990, 12-1

Ba
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Vi schlägt VOL. das JToponym Sınal Beziehung akk s/Sinnu d SINn
„Kupfererzland“ (16) seizen Gemeiınt 1ST das „Erzgebie Süden Palästi-
Nas 17)
EA Nr 77

SIN] (sina] )
Knauf Mıdıan Wiıesbaden 1988 48 5()

zh SIN] 1st einNe altüberlieferte Prädıkatıon Jahwes „dü/1 S,NY“ (48) dıe analog
ebildet 1st WIC du-$Sard („Dusares“) Dıe Verbindung JHWH d-SNY deutet
darauf hın daß 65 SCINECLI Heımat noch weıftfere lokale Ausprägungen des
ottes gab“ 49) Die Lage des Berges (?) und dıe tymologıe des Namens sınd
unklar, dıe Verbindung mıt dem aDYy. ondgott Su und dem „Dornbusch“
überlieferungsgeschichtlich sekundär

skwt (sukköt) Ortsname
Cazelles sıehe swp 1 SE

V{ erläutert ausIunNrlıc dıe Entwicklung VO  —_ d e sukköt

skk SDSS
kk 1— $kk I

skli JErw. Berger
skn (soken)

Lipınskı sıehe zu s ”h
SUu 5 „qUu1 est uı-meme emprunt paleo akkadıen $a/akin Y

vgl auch SUKINU aQUus den Amarnabrıefen und sSakınu Ugarıt un ala
Jes Z 15

skn Jd LOoretz

sknt SOKPENCE
Heltzer, Ihe Neo-Assyrıan akıntu and the Bıiıblical sökenet (I Reg. (J
Durand [ed.] femme dans le proche-„orıent antıque ICRRA 331, Parıs

1987 90)
Dıie NaSSyI Personenbezeichnung akıntu meın female housekeeper 87) (im
Palast) SIC eile über CISCNC (nıcht ausschließlic weibliche) Untergebene
und hat auch mıft der UISIC über den Harem iun Die hebr cknt entspricht
ıhr funktional Vielleicht 1St das Amt ursprünglıch westsemiılt Y „the word by ıtself

not of West Semuiutic OTM1g1N (89)
1 Kön 1.4

skt kıwn
sl /sih

eller, „Where Wısdom “ Lıterary udy of Job 28 ICS dettings
(J eusner eft al Judaıc Perspectives Ancıent Israel Philadelphıa
1987 135 188 hıer
tesalleh have cognalte FSA «Day>» / «trıbute»

Ijob 28 16

253



Bıblıographische Dokumentatıon

sIh
Talstra Het gebe Van Salomo Amsterdam 1987 DIss Leıden

Der Verfasser bietet erDlıc ZU eDrauCc von A QUuUsS
tradıtions- nıcht begriffsgeschichtlichem Interesse Gliederung der Belegstellen
nach syntaktıscher Posıtion und Analyse der Bedeutungsnuancen
1 Kön 8,30.34.36

smdr (sar)
H.- üler, siıehe sb, 3182

“maädar, das hier <Hlid Z 15> VOT allem nach den lateinıschen Versionen
<sınngemäß> mıt «blühen» übersetzen, 1st WIC der Hınweils auf ıhr Sıch Offnen
<Hl unterstreicht dort dıe «Blütenknospe» nıcht die Blüte

SIM (samgar
Lipınskı sıehe zZzu 71
Samgar de Jer 30 est pasS element NO PTODIGC, Mals le neO-

babylonıen de SEMIMASIT porte Dal dıgnıtaiıre est possıble quUC SOIL
OTISING Jamıte

Lemaıre, SMR dans la petite inscrıption de Kılamuwa (Zencırlı) (Syrıa
1990 3727 327)

8771 devraıt probablement comprendre «amulette» «phylactere»
«talısman» dont le but etaıt d’obtenir un  D longue VIE heureuse ILSINT
und arab IMLSITLAT

Jes 41.7 Jer 10.4 Chr 223 7Chr3.9

SINT Deir Alla
Hoftizer What Diıd The ods Say? Remarks the Fırst Combinatıon of the

Deır 1la Plaster Jexts (J Hoftyzer Van der 001] edd.], sıehe MHNdqT
Levıne 121 142 hıer 126f 136)
8771 1st mıf ht parallelzusetzen UÜbersetzung der gesamten Zeıule do noTt

spread the shuttering for yYOUu
Deir “Alla

Levıne sıehe HGT 63
Vergleichbare babyloniısche astronomiısche Texte erlauben dıe Übersetzung VO  _
$7I71 mıft bristle The that ısıble features of eavenly bodies Can be
referred «bristlın »

dagegen Hackett sıehe 74 dıe dıe Korre  el der abylonıi-
schen arallele bestreıtet

snh

. Sr Deır Alla
„pP üller, sıehe n&r 197f

W,  Ca $ WT Jes 218 14 und Jer S1S) findet C1iNc arallele
„Als Bezeiıchnung NC} Spezles der Gattung Chwalbe 1St gr/SIS AS Ur wohl
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auch UrC! seine Struktur als Kompositbezeichnung AUuSs Nomen Attrıbut
(Dehnungsstufe des beschreibenden Adjektivs nach qatul) kenntlich“

S JD  e (s 1D)
DJA ines, Job 120 (WBC SE Dallas 1989, DE
JP (bzw. ;D beide Wörter auch mıt „epenthetic resh“) bedeutet „AaNnX10Uus“, vgl

arab. Sagıfa „be dısquieted“.
ST (1 SO er) Kontextform

Bezer, The one the Penultima INn "ojabti (Miı9 Leshonenu
95-8
Die orm ] SO er Hos 133 ist als Überbleibsel einer alten Poel-Konjugation
nach Analogıe der arabischen Stämme mıt gelängtem Wurzelvokal erklären.

spht
Baumgarten, The 4Q Zadokıte Fragments Skın Diıisease 41, 1990,

153-165, hıer
„spht 15 assocıated here wıth wound nflıcted Dy instrument of o0d
stone“

Qimron, Notes the adogıte Fragment Skın Dısease 42,
1991, 256-259, bes. 256)

SPJT (SQ,  ir)
Powels, Indische Lehnwörter in der (ZA ä 1992, 186-200, hiıer 198)

Sappir ist keın indıisches Lehnwort, da die Sanskrıt-Vokabel $Sanıpri ya- 1ImM Indı-
schen „keıin feststehender Edelsteinname“ ist. Gemeint ist vermutlıch der Lapıs-
azull.

SN
Verhoef, TIhe 00 of aggal and Malachı (NICOT 13, 1988, 58{f.)

Zur Dıskussion s’pünim in Hag 1,4 „the point of reference COUuU have been
eıther the decoratıon 0)4 the finıshing of the houses.“ das im Aram. Ü, aby.
ıdentische erb SADANU, „meanıng ‘flattened (crushed)’, sıdelong glance al the
contrasting of the Lord’s OUuSse
Hag 1,4

SpSg
Margalıt, sıehe m, 316-319

Das Wort SD3SS (vgl Apparat BHS Spr bezeichnet den „MOIC less
general term for the superimposed «Cover1ıng» SBibliographische Dokumentation  auch durch seine Struktur als Kompositbezeichnung aus Nomen + Attribut  (Dehnungsstufe des beschreibenden Adjektivs nach qatul) kenntlich“.  s“jp (s“ “ip)  —- D.J.A. Clines, Job 1-20 (WBC 17), Dallas 1989, 23.  - s°jp (bzw. $“ p, beide Wörter auch mit „epenthetic resh“) bedeutet „anxious“, vgl.  arab. Jagifa „be disquieted“.  s“r (j“so “er) Kontextform  — Z. Bezer, The Tone on the Penultima in ’ojabti (Mi 7,8.10), Leshonenu 48/49,  1983/84), 5-8.  — Die Form j°so “er in Hos 13,3 ist als Überbleibsel einer alten Po“el-Konjugation  nach Analogie der arabischen Stämme mit gelängtem Wurzelvokal zu erklären.  spht  — J.M. Baumgarten, The 4QZadokite Fragments on Skin Disease (JJSt 41, 1990,  153-165, hier 159f.).  „spht is associated here with a wound inflicted by an instrument of wood or  stone“ (160).  Vgl. E. Qimron, Notes on the Zadoqgite Fragment on Skin Disease (JJSt 42,  1991, 256-259, bes. 256).  spjr (sappir)  — S. Powels, Indische Lehnwörter in der Bibel (ZAH 5, 1992, 186-200, hier 198).  — sappir ist kein indisches Lehnwort, da die Sanskrit-Vokabel Sanipriya- im Indi-  schen „kein feststehender Edelsteinname“ ist. Gemeint ist vermutlich der Lapis-  lazuli.  spn  —  _  P.A. Verhoef, The Books of Haggai and Malachi (NICOT 13, 1988, 58f.).  Zur Diskussion um s“pünim in Hag 1,4: „the point of reference could have been  either the decoration or the finishing of the houses.“ Vgl. das im Aram. u. Babyl.  identische Verb sapänu, „meaning ‘flattened (crushed)’, a sidelong glance at the  contrasting state of the Lord’s House“.  —  Hag 1,4.  spsg*  — B. Margalit, siehe zu n “m, S. 316-319.  —  Das Wort spsg (vgl. Apparat d. BHS zu Spr 26,23) bezeichnet den „more or less  general term for the superimposed «covering» (Jskk) ... whereas the B-term hrs  <hebr. hr$> is the specifiying term“ (318f.). Diese ugaritologische Überlegung  erläutert den Vergleich in Spr 26,23.  spr  - M. Hengel - J.H. Charlesworth - D. Mendels, The Polemical Character of „On  Kingship“ in the Temple Scroll: An Attempt at Dating 11QTemple (JJSt 37,  1986, 28-38, hier 31).  — Die ins „Buch“ geschriebene Tora ist die Tempelrolle, nicht etwa das Dtn  (11QTS 56,21).  255whereas the B-term hrs

hr$> 15 the specıfiyıng erm (318f.) Diese ugarıtologische Überlegung
erläutert den Vergleich ın Spr 26,23

STr
Hengel Charlesworth Mendels, The Polemical Character of „On

Kingshiıp“ In the Temple Cr An Attempt ar Datıng 1Q Temple 37
1986, 28-38, hier 31)
Dıe 1INs UuC| geschriebene ora ist dıe Tempelrolle, nıcht etiwa das Dtn
(11QTS
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SPT
Wacholder, TIhe „Sealed“ ora Versus the „Revealed“ ora An Exegesis

of Damascus Covenant V,1-6 and Jeremiah 2,10-14 (RQu 1 9 1986, 351-368,
hıer 353)
„The sefer hattorah Was sealed in the ark which had been closed sınce the ea
of Eleazar.“ (CD 3,2)

Maıer, Von Eleazar bıs V, Dn (RQu 3, 1991, 231-241).
SPTr [wn
Spr ALl anl.

Les modeles arameens du Livreer dans la de Qumrän
(RQu 15 1992, 321-396, hıer
bjıt Sr (4QprEsther® meınt weder „la maıson du lıvre'  e  « noch „la maıson du
scrıbe“, sondern einen Eigennamen: „la (terreur de la) am de SPR

srwh (sarü‘h)
Ph.J Kıng, The marzeah: Textual and Archeological Evıdence (EI 2U, 1989, 08-
106)
srhjm beschreıibt Am 67 dıe Haltung der Tellnehmer Marzeah-Mah als eın
Sıch-Räkeln auf einem Eısenbett.

STJS (Saris)
Görg, Die Amtstıtel des Potiıfar (BN 53, 1990, 14-20

V{. weiıst für den ıte SrS /STJS auf das a 878 hın, einen Kausatıv mıt der
Bedeutung „überwachen, beaufsichtigen“ (WbAS F Diıeser Tıtel
bezeıichnet einen VO Pharao ernannten Beamten, der In erster Linie muıt der
Kontrolle der Leibwächter beauftragt ist

STJS (SAr1S)
Lipinsk1, sıehe :)h’ 71

Lehnwort AUsSs NaSSYyI. SA re.  61 „majordome“.
SI SPren)

Garbini, On the Origin of the Hebrew-Philistine Word (A.S Kaye [ed.],
Semuitic Studıes [|Festschr. Leslau] L, 199 ı 16-5 19)

ıst eine Zusammensetzung Au eiıner anatolisch-indoeuropäischen Wurzel
SUT, bzw. JSCT, ‚W.  1C something ıke «super107»“, und einem - das

hrygiıschen und Lykischen als für polıtische Autoritäten belegt ist

sr”ph

Anschrift der Autoren.
Alttestamentliches Semiuinar der Westfälischen Wilhelms-Universıtät ünster, Universit-
tätsstraße T df 48143 Münster, Bundesrepublık Deutschland
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Dokumentatıon ber NCUu entdeckte extie
Armin Lange Diethard Römheld unster,

Arıel, Excavatıons aft the Cıty of avlEDırected by
Vol I1 mporte Stamped Amphora Handles, Coins, orked one and Ivory, and
ass (Qedem 30, {f. X {f.)
Es WIT'! eine Zusammenstellung der AQUus$s dem 2./1 VOT Chr stammenden
Münzen Judäischer Herrscher eboten. Sıe zeigen ster' eotype e und aram.)
Inschriften (Titel und E mıt Datıierung) und sınd teilweise schon anderweitig
ediert.

Ordareu. Fleches pheniciennes inscrites:-(RB 99, 1992, 205-213).
en bekannten lexten werden Faksımıiles un Transkrıptionen vıer bislang
unpublıizıerter phöniıziıscher Inschriften auf Pfeilspitzen veröffentlich

As $Im bn (Louvre 29855)
As bn 7& SIt (Louvre 29856)
As zm bn mlk ]J (Louvre 29857)
hs p b{in] (in Privatbesitz)

Briend, Les manuscrıts de assada (Le monde de la 79, 1992, 32)
Dem Artıkel ist eıne Teilphotographie einer beı den Yadın-Ausgrabungen auf der
Massada gefundenen stichıschen Psalmenhandschrı beigegeben. Auf der
Photographie sınd gul lesbar Ps 85,1-6 erkennen, davon Vers nahezu
vollständıg. Von den Versen 2-0 ist jJeweils der erstie albvers erhalten. Im
Konsonantenbestand fiınden sıch keıine Abweichungen VO masoretischen ext

Soweıt erkennbar, stimmt dıe stichısche Gliederung der Handschrift
eDenIiTalls mıt der BHS übereiın.

G.1I Davıes, Ancıent Hebrew Inscriptions. Corpus and Concordance, Cambridge
1991
Der Band nthält alle bislang publizıerten hebräischen Inschriften, Sıegel, Stempel,
Münzen und Gewichtaufschriften bıs 200 VOT Cr In NECUu überprüfter Umschrıift,
jedoch ohne ung, Übersetzung, Kommentar oder Biıbliographie. Es werden,
soweıt bekannt, Fundort, Erstpubliıkation und Datıerung SOWIE einıge ausgewä  e
Neubearbeitungen genannt. ıne vollständıge, alphabetisc nach unflektierten
Lemmata geordnete onkordanz eyword-ıin-context) erschlieben das Textkorpus.
ıne morphologische Analyse der extie und ıne entsprechend dıfferenziıerte
onkordanz sınd geplant. Das DV-lesbare Textkorpus ne Konkordanz) soll
demnächst auch als Datenträger ediert werden.

Giıtler, The Excavatıons of Ancıent oat ın the Sea of Galılee [Lake
Kınneret] (ed Wachsmann): The Colns Atigot, Englısh Ser 19, 1990, 101 {f.)
Beı dem beı Ausgrabungen 1986 IM See Genezareth entdeckten Schiff 6£ VOL

Chr. bis nach Chr.) wurden unabhängıg VOoO Schiff (%9) Münzen
unterschiedlicher Epochen gefunden. Münze stammt AQUusSs Yyrus Z VOTL

Chr.) und zeıigt dıe Inschrift Isr.

ZAH VI/2 993 PW



Armın Lange Diethard Römheld

Ke!  5 Mazar, Tel Batash Timnah) Excavatıons: Third Preliminary
KReport, 1984-89 (W.E Rast [ed.] Preliminary Reports of ASOR-Sponsore
Excavatıons 1982-89 [BASOR Supplements 27 1991, f£.); 56
Beı Ausgrabungen in Tımna wurde in einem wahrscheinlich als andwerker-
gebäude zZzUu deutenden „pillared buıldıng“ eine mıt geriıtzten Buchstaben beschriftete
onscherbe des 10 VOT Chr. (l gefunden: .n.hnn(...”) beln nan), „belonging

the SON of Hanan“ (vgl Kön 4,9; Jos Es besteht paläographische
Verwandtschaft mıt dem Gezer-Kalender.

empiınskı ave. Phoeniıcıan Seal Impression Jar Handle from
Tel1 (Tel AVIv 18, 1991, 244-247).
Während der Ausgrabungen VO  —3 1990 In Tel T1 wurde auf dem '° eines
uges eın stark beschädıgter phöniızıscher Sıegelabdruc gefunden. Der noch
erhaltenen ext lautet WIıe folgt

oder
$m[..]b[.]
$f 100

Es wırd PE  vermutet, daß dıe ersten beıden en des Sıegels entweder sr[t ”]
$mndbI.],  o© oder ?dIn ”] $mn[.]b[.] rekonstruleren sınd, und die letzte Zeıle
sir] Dıe Zahl 119 würde dann auf das 119 Jahr der Ara VO  —_ Yyrus verweıisen. Dıe
Inschrift wäre somıit in dıe Herrschaft Antıochus VII Sıdıtes datıeren, und ZWal

in das Jahr 156 VOT Chr.

Kloner, OTrVa Alım, Weıight irom the ıme of Bar Kokhba (Excavatıons and
Surveys Israel 6, 1987/88,
Auf einem Bleigewic AUuUs der Zeıt Bar Kochbas findet sıch olgende ın
QuadratschrıiuftgInschrift: m wn hn ksh nS] JSr ] WDrnNSw DIS

Meshorer, The Coıns of Masada (Masada } The Yadın Excavatıons 1963-
D Fınal Reports [The Masada Reports|), Jerusalem 1989, 69- 132 ar 61-81
Auf hasmonäischen Münzen finden sıch u.a.) olgende hebr. oder Tam

Inschriften (ZL. mehriacC| belegt) 19 hmilk yhwn („der Önıg Jehonatan“),
RE mlk "Iksndrs Snft („der Önig Alexander, Jahr 23° Jhwntn hichn

hgdl whbr hidm („Jehonatan der ohe Priester und enOosse der Juden“), 109
mMl] („Mattathıas“). Der überwiegende Teıl der gefunden Münzen entstammt der
Zeıt des jüdıschen Jeges 66-70 nach (r und rag dementsprechend Ithebr.
Inschriften en den ublıchen Wert- und Jahrangaben fınden sıch Prägungen
WIıE JrwSIm qd(w)Sh („Jerusalem ist heiulıg“), hr(w)t sjwn („Freiheıit des Zion“) und
[g dg sS]wn („Für die Befreiung des Zion“)

Porten, An Aramaıc Papyrus Fragment from the Fiırst alf of the
Century BC 49, 1990, 291-292).
rgänzen ZUTr Veröffentlichung einer Abtretungsurkunde aus der ersten Hälfte
des VOE Chr. (JNES 48, 1989, 1/0-172; ZAH X 1990, ırd hier dıe
dazugehörige Photographie publıizıert.
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Dokumentatıon ber NEUu entdeckte exte

11 el alaphas Name Inseribed one OXes (BAR 18 1992 318 44)
In einer Grabhöhle nahe der Jerusalemer Altstadt fanden sıch mehrere beschriftete
ärge aus dem nach Chr Dıie Inschriften sınd schwer lesbaren
kursıven Quadratschrıfi geschrieben

JAWSD br
JAWSD br

IN ]M hbrt $m
m
$Iwm

Den Transkrıptionen der Inschriften sınd mehrere Farbphotographien beigegeben
Im wırd spekulıert ob sıch beı dem erwähnten JhAwWSp hr den AUS

dem bekannten Hohepriester alapı handele

12 1n ave The Aramaıc and Hebrew Ostraca and Jar
Inscriptions (Masada Ihe 1n Excavatıons 1963 1Nna. KReports [The
Masada Reports]) Jerusalem 1989 68 41 1-60
Die Edıtion umschließt mehr als 700 Ostraka und Kruginschriften AUS den Jahren
66-73 nach Cr hebr und 1amMm Sprache
Tags ıth etters und „Speclfic machen mehr als 50% der Ostraka AUS und

stehen ıhrem Fundort entsprechend Zusammenhang mıf dem System der
Lebensmuittelrationen Be1l den specılfic andelt sıch (dıe
1zıere Priester oder Leviıten?) Jhwhnn („Jehohanan Belege) Jhwdn
(„Jehuda“, Belege) und m Sımeon“, 71 Belege)

„Tags uth single names“ stellen Besitzerangaben oder OSse dar (39 Belege) Jb]
oder ( DiJ) >wE c]h „OschajJa ’l]‘Z Hezet). >lc eaza  »

( VAT J$0 76 t]Jbw ”  rau des F +r z]bjd” rau des
[Ze]bida“ 7 qwb @Tau des Jakob“), brkh „Beraka“), WSLS („Dositheos“
ht dmlJ dTochter des Domlı“), 2ZA] „Hiskıa“), zqln (vgr. hzqjh), bn
(var. hkljh?), nn] („Hananja“), twbjJ („TO561), jhw hr brq]J e A

ZraSohn des Barkaj“ zr ( Joezer” hr MwnN Sohn des Sımon“)
pPt]J (?) hr Jstmkws „Patrın Sohn des 77} hr qgrzih Sohn des Karzela
ht qtr Ochter des Katra“) rhb Rabba“) wl „Saul“) br SW (var
]$W $wm hglj(lJt] chalom er alome ! der Galıflläer]

„LIStS of verwaltungstechnıschen oder milıtärıschen 7Zwecks auf dıe PNN
folgen Jeweıls Zahlen unbekannter Referenz
Liste # 420 hlq] (2) hgdr F 10+ (3) br arzl 20+1
(4) ZW.i  f} y  . 710 (S) hr ]S$W 20+1I1 (6) br qs 10+2 (7) J$W KT 10 (1)
Sohn des ılkı (var VO  _ qJ IN (2) DIie Leute Von Gadara ON) 10[+7]

(3) Sohn des Karzela 21 (4) Kleıine Suppenkelle (E@WLAPVSTPOV) (7) 10 (5) Sohn
des Jeschua 21 (6) Sohn des Kesa 12 (7) Jeschua der roselyt (7) Hr
I ıste 421 (1) hr hnwn 2) J 4hz (3) ."l] (4) w/ (5) hr hr$
(6) hr bnih (7) br arzl (8) m (9) hr (1) Sohn des anun
(2) Jaahaz (3) Elıezer (4) Saul (5) Sohn des Harscha (6) Sohn des Benaıa

(7) Sohn des Karzela (8) Simeon (9) Sohn des
Liste 4727 (1) br AQ] (Z) (1} Sohn des Haggaı (2)e3
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Armın ange Diethard Römheld

Liste 4724 (1) hqrn] (2) (1) „Der Mann AUuSs arnaım Kyrene (?) (2)
Sch[ekel]“.
Liste 425 (d) SW z (2) hr hlbt (1) Samuel 1/2 (2) Sohn des Halabta
172 (var. für hlpt
Liste 426 (1) als (2) brh (1) »s Schl[ekel] (2) Sein Sohn 172°
Die Listen 423 4727472585 sınd unleserlich oder in der Deutung unsıcher.

‚OLS 12 Ostraka tragen einzelne PNN (bzw. Spıtznamen) un werden als OSe (?)
Zusammenhang des kollektiven Suizıds (Josephus Bell Jud ‚8-9)

diskutiert: grjd „Gerıida“), hwn] („Onı1as“), bnjJ oder bn (?) bn Ar o  n
des Jaır“), ]W („Joab“), bn wn O  n des »Rundkuchens«“), mlt” („das
Wort Dıng“ [Spitzname?]), bn hnhtm m'  o  n des Bäckers“), h‘*mqj („Der aQus

dem Tal dem Ort Imkı“?), sjd” (def Jäger“), S] pwn („Sippun ‘7“)‚ bn ptJ
'  o  n des 1}

Inscnriptions destignating priestly chares 2U Ostraka und Kruginschriften verweisen auf
kultische Zusammenhänge. Dıe ınteressanteren exie sınd anderweıtig bereıts
publızıert oder erwähnt.

Namens of WNeTS iınscriıbed store-Jars: Unter den über Einträgen fiınden sıch
ne Mehrfachnennungen und fragmentarısche Belege) “S hr hdd
(„Eleazar, Sohn des Hadad“), DS] wbr[jh } („Besa] und [seın] Sohn“), hnjn”
anına  9 ZDJdwW hr J$m („Zebidu, Sohn des Ismae WNAJ („Onı1as“), Jhwdh
„Jehuda“), Jhwhnn („Jehohanan“), Jhwsp hr 7 S ehoser, Sohn des Eleazar“),
JAWSD qn] ehosef, der elic der Sılberschmied“), br JswnArmin Lange — K.F. Diethard Römheld  Liste # 424: (1) hqrnj (2) 2 $ - (1) „Der Mann aus Karnaim / Kyrene (?) (2) 2  Sch[ekel]“.  Liste # 425: (1) $mw ”I p (2) br hlbt? p - (1) „Samuel 1/2 (2) Sohn des Halabta  1/2“ (var. für hlpt ”).  Liste # 426: (1) qls $ 2 (2) brh p - (1) „? 2 Sch[ekel] (2) Sein Sohn 1/2“.  Die Listen ## 423.427.428 sind unleserlich oder in der Deutung unsicher.  „Lots“: 12 Ostraka tragen einzelne PNN (bzw. Spitznamen) und werden als Lose (?)  im Zusammenhang des kollektiven Suizids (Josephus Bell. Jud. VIL8-9)  diskutiert: grjd? („Gerida“), hwnj („Onias“), bnj oder bn jJ... (?), bn j°jr („Sohn  des Jair“), jw°b („Joab“), bn knbwn („Sohn des »Rundkuchens«“), mlt” („das  Wort / Ding“ [Spitzname?]), brı hnhtm („Sohn des Bäckers“), h “mqj („Der aus  dem Tal / dem Ort Imki“?), sjd? („der Jäger“), sjpwn („Sippun ?“), bn ptj  („Sohn des ?“).  Inscriptions designating priestly shares: 20 Ostraka und Kruginschriften verweisen auf  kultische Zusammenhänge. Die interessanteren Texte sind anderweitig bereits  publiziert oder erwähnt.  Names of owners inscribed on store-jars: Unter den über 50 Einträgen finden sich  (ohne Mehrfachnennungen und fragmentarische Belege) u.a.: ”/“zr br hdd  („Eleazar, Sohn des Hadad“), bsj wbr[jh] („Besaj und [sein] Sohn“), hnjn”  („Hanina“), zbjdw br j$m°I („Zebidu, Sohn des Ismael“), hwnjh („Onias“), jJhwdh  („Jehuda“), jhwhnn („Jehohanan“), jhwsp br °I“zr („Jehosef, Sohn des Eleazar“),  jhwsp qnj („Jehosef, der Zelot / der Silberschmied“), br jswn ... („Sohn des Jason  ...“), J “qwb („Jakob“), mtjh („Mattia“), br pnhj („Sohn des Pinhi“ [< pjnhs]), qsb”  („Metzger“), $° („Saul“), $m “wn br jhwsp („Simeon, Sohn des Jehosef“), $m “wn  bn jw“zr („Simeon, Sohn des Joezer“), m “wn br nwtws („Simeon, Sohn des  Notos“), (1) m “wn (2) nsn („Simeon, Nisan“), £ ’b° (?).  Contents: Knapp 40 Krugaufschriften benennen den Inhalt, darunter: bsq („Teig“),  (1) bsr (2) jhwd[h] („Fleisch, Jud[a]“), (1)gr[gr] (2) dbl[h] („getrocknete  Feigen“), (1) dbIh ktw$h (2) jph („gut gepreßter Feigenkuchen“), dg ”, var.: dwg ”  („Fisch“), ... kjsh („Heu“ oder eine Maßeinheit), kr$njn („Linsenwicke“), mz  blsnh („Balsam-Saft[?]“), mrwr? (ein bitteres Kraut), nsh („Saft“?), qddjn (Pl. zu  qjdh [eine Gewürzpfanze]?).  „Letters“: Die drei stark fragmentarischen Briefe werden erstmals vollständig (!)  ediert: # 554: (1) ...m br m“zj #lm dj trhmwn °1Ij (2) ...$lmw Iksp? zwzjn hm$h  mnjn (3) ... [N]hm Itql? dj °jtj Ij bdkwn (4) ... [r]hmw di _°nh m... (5) ... ”wl”  ”jtj1j ... (6) ... — (1) „[ ]m son of Ma“uzi, Peace [sic]. Have pity,‚on me (2) [and  please] pay (me) the silver, five denarii, (according to the) account (3) [of X  loaves of b]read (?) for a sheqgel (= 2 denarii) that you owe me. (4) [Have plity,  because I am [] (S) [] and I do not possess [ ] (6) ...“ (50). # 555 und # 556:  weitgehend unverständlich.  „Instructions for supplying bread“: „These instructions, after indicating the date (the  day and the month; no year is mentioned), say, »give (to) PN bread, number so  and so.« ... twenty-eight dockets of the same formula“ (52). Hier einige besser  erhaltene Beispiele:  # 561: (1) [b] 10+4 I’dr kl [jwm? 3°] hb Isjmw (2) bn}* min ...] Ihm °S$rjn wSt -  (1) „Am 14. Adar, jeden [dritten? Tag?], gib Simo, (2) dem Erbauer? von ..., Brot:  260”  o  n des Jason
} qwb („Jako mUn („Mattıa“), br pnhj o  n des Pınhi“ pjnhs]), qsb
„Metzger“), ” („Saul‘), SM Wn br Jhwsp („Sımeon, Sohn des ehose  » m Wn
bn JW D („Simeon, Sohn des Joezer‘” } m wn hr HNWIWS („Simeon, Sohn des
Notos“), (1) m ,  wn (2) („Simeon, Nısan“),

Contents: Knapp Krugaufschriften benennen den Inhalt, darunter: DSq „Teıp‘)
(1) h$r (2) jJhwd[h]} ‚Fleisch; u  a (1) {[gr] (2) dbiih) („getrocknete
Feigen“), (1) bINn ktwsn (2) Jph „gut gepreßter Feigenkuchen“), dg Val. dw
(Eısch”),Armin Lange — K.F. Diethard Römheld  Liste # 424: (1) hqrnj (2) 2 $ - (1) „Der Mann aus Karnaim / Kyrene (?) (2) 2  Sch[ekel]“.  Liste # 425: (1) $mw ”I p (2) br hlbt? p - (1) „Samuel 1/2 (2) Sohn des Halabta  1/2“ (var. für hlpt ”).  Liste # 426: (1) qls $ 2 (2) brh p - (1) „? 2 Sch[ekel] (2) Sein Sohn 1/2“.  Die Listen ## 423.427.428 sind unleserlich oder in der Deutung unsicher.  „Lots“: 12 Ostraka tragen einzelne PNN (bzw. Spitznamen) und werden als Lose (?)  im Zusammenhang des kollektiven Suizids (Josephus Bell. Jud. VIL8-9)  diskutiert: grjd? („Gerida“), hwnj („Onias“), bnj oder bn jJ... (?), bn j°jr („Sohn  des Jair“), jw°b („Joab“), bn knbwn („Sohn des »Rundkuchens«“), mlt” („das  Wort / Ding“ [Spitzname?]), brı hnhtm („Sohn des Bäckers“), h “mqj („Der aus  dem Tal / dem Ort Imki“?), sjd? („der Jäger“), sjpwn („Sippun ?“), bn ptj  („Sohn des ?“).  Inscriptions designating priestly shares: 20 Ostraka und Kruginschriften verweisen auf  kultische Zusammenhänge. Die interessanteren Texte sind anderweitig bereits  publiziert oder erwähnt.  Names of owners inscribed on store-jars: Unter den über 50 Einträgen finden sich  (ohne Mehrfachnennungen und fragmentarische Belege) u.a.: ”/“zr br hdd  („Eleazar, Sohn des Hadad“), bsj wbr[jh] („Besaj und [sein] Sohn“), hnjn”  („Hanina“), zbjdw br j$m°I („Zebidu, Sohn des Ismael“), hwnjh („Onias“), jJhwdh  („Jehuda“), jhwhnn („Jehohanan“), jhwsp br °I“zr („Jehosef, Sohn des Eleazar“),  jhwsp qnj („Jehosef, der Zelot / der Silberschmied“), br jswn ... („Sohn des Jason  ...“), J “qwb („Jakob“), mtjh („Mattia“), br pnhj („Sohn des Pinhi“ [< pjnhs]), qsb”  („Metzger“), $° („Saul“), $m “wn br jhwsp („Simeon, Sohn des Jehosef“), $m “wn  bn jw“zr („Simeon, Sohn des Joezer“), m “wn br nwtws („Simeon, Sohn des  Notos“), (1) m “wn (2) nsn („Simeon, Nisan“), £ ’b° (?).  Contents: Knapp 40 Krugaufschriften benennen den Inhalt, darunter: bsq („Teig“),  (1) bsr (2) jhwd[h] („Fleisch, Jud[a]“), (1)gr[gr] (2) dbl[h] („getrocknete  Feigen“), (1) dbIh ktw$h (2) jph („gut gepreßter Feigenkuchen“), dg ”, var.: dwg ”  („Fisch“), ... kjsh („Heu“ oder eine Maßeinheit), kr$njn („Linsenwicke“), mz  blsnh („Balsam-Saft[?]“), mrwr? (ein bitteres Kraut), nsh („Saft“?), qddjn (Pl. zu  qjdh [eine Gewürzpfanze]?).  „Letters“: Die drei stark fragmentarischen Briefe werden erstmals vollständig (!)  ediert: # 554: (1) ...m br m“zj #lm dj trhmwn °1Ij (2) ...$lmw Iksp? zwzjn hm$h  mnjn (3) ... [N]hm Itql? dj °jtj Ij bdkwn (4) ... [r]hmw di _°nh m... (5) ... ”wl”  ”jtj1j ... (6) ... — (1) „[ ]m son of Ma“uzi, Peace [sic]. Have pity,‚on me (2) [and  please] pay (me) the silver, five denarii, (according to the) account (3) [of X  loaves of b]read (?) for a sheqgel (= 2 denarii) that you owe me. (4) [Have plity,  because I am [] (S) [] and I do not possess [ ] (6) ...“ (50). # 555 und # 556:  weitgehend unverständlich.  „Instructions for supplying bread“: „These instructions, after indicating the date (the  day and the month; no year is mentioned), say, »give (to) PN bread, number so  and so.« ... twenty-eight dockets of the same formula“ (52). Hier einige besser  erhaltene Beispiele:  # 561: (1) [b] 10+4 I’dr kl [jwm? 3°] hb Isjmw (2) bn}* min ...] Ihm °S$rjn wSt -  (1) „Am 14. Adar, jeden [dritten? Tag?], gib Simo, (2) dem Erbauer? von ..., Brot:  260kısh eu oder eıne Maßeinheıt), krSnjn („Linsenwicke“), MZ
KyYZ} („Balsam-Saft[?]“), mrwr? (ein bıtteres au nsh a  ’ qddın (Pl
qjdh [eine Gewürzpfanze]?).

„Letters“: Die dre1ı stark fragmentarıschen Briefe werden erstmals vollständıg (l
ediert: 554 br c  m°Zzj $Im d J trhmwn CI] . lmw Iksp Zzwzjn hm6$h
mnn (3)Armin Lange — K.F. Diethard Römheld  Liste # 424: (1) hqrnj (2) 2 $ - (1) „Der Mann aus Karnaim / Kyrene (?) (2) 2  Sch[ekel]“.  Liste # 425: (1) $mw ”I p (2) br hlbt? p - (1) „Samuel 1/2 (2) Sohn des Halabta  1/2“ (var. für hlpt ”).  Liste # 426: (1) qls $ 2 (2) brh p - (1) „? 2 Sch[ekel] (2) Sein Sohn 1/2“.  Die Listen ## 423.427.428 sind unleserlich oder in der Deutung unsicher.  „Lots“: 12 Ostraka tragen einzelne PNN (bzw. Spitznamen) und werden als Lose (?)  im Zusammenhang des kollektiven Suizids (Josephus Bell. Jud. VIL8-9)  diskutiert: grjd? („Gerida“), hwnj („Onias“), bnj oder bn jJ... (?), bn j°jr („Sohn  des Jair“), jw°b („Joab“), bn knbwn („Sohn des »Rundkuchens«“), mlt” („das  Wort / Ding“ [Spitzname?]), brı hnhtm („Sohn des Bäckers“), h “mqj („Der aus  dem Tal / dem Ort Imki“?), sjd? („der Jäger“), sjpwn („Sippun ?“), bn ptj  („Sohn des ?“).  Inscriptions designating priestly shares: 20 Ostraka und Kruginschriften verweisen auf  kultische Zusammenhänge. Die interessanteren Texte sind anderweitig bereits  publiziert oder erwähnt.  Names of owners inscribed on store-jars: Unter den über 50 Einträgen finden sich  (ohne Mehrfachnennungen und fragmentarische Belege) u.a.: ”/“zr br hdd  („Eleazar, Sohn des Hadad“), bsj wbr[jh] („Besaj und [sein] Sohn“), hnjn”  („Hanina“), zbjdw br j$m°I („Zebidu, Sohn des Ismael“), hwnjh („Onias“), jJhwdh  („Jehuda“), jhwhnn („Jehohanan“), jhwsp br °I“zr („Jehosef, Sohn des Eleazar“),  jhwsp qnj („Jehosef, der Zelot / der Silberschmied“), br jswn ... („Sohn des Jason  ...“), J “qwb („Jakob“), mtjh („Mattia“), br pnhj („Sohn des Pinhi“ [< pjnhs]), qsb”  („Metzger“), $° („Saul“), $m “wn br jhwsp („Simeon, Sohn des Jehosef“), $m “wn  bn jw“zr („Simeon, Sohn des Joezer“), m “wn br nwtws („Simeon, Sohn des  Notos“), (1) m “wn (2) nsn („Simeon, Nisan“), £ ’b° (?).  Contents: Knapp 40 Krugaufschriften benennen den Inhalt, darunter: bsq („Teig“),  (1) bsr (2) jhwd[h] („Fleisch, Jud[a]“), (1)gr[gr] (2) dbl[h] („getrocknete  Feigen“), (1) dbIh ktw$h (2) jph („gut gepreßter Feigenkuchen“), dg ”, var.: dwg ”  („Fisch“), ... kjsh („Heu“ oder eine Maßeinheit), kr$njn („Linsenwicke“), mz  blsnh („Balsam-Saft[?]“), mrwr? (ein bitteres Kraut), nsh („Saft“?), qddjn (Pl. zu  qjdh [eine Gewürzpfanze]?).  „Letters“: Die drei stark fragmentarischen Briefe werden erstmals vollständig (!)  ediert: # 554: (1) ...m br m“zj #lm dj trhmwn °1Ij (2) ...$lmw Iksp? zwzjn hm$h  mnjn (3) ... [N]hm Itql? dj °jtj Ij bdkwn (4) ... [r]hmw di _°nh m... (5) ... ”wl”  ”jtj1j ... (6) ... — (1) „[ ]m son of Ma“uzi, Peace [sic]. Have pity,‚on me (2) [and  please] pay (me) the silver, five denarii, (according to the) account (3) [of X  loaves of b]read (?) for a sheqgel (= 2 denarii) that you owe me. (4) [Have plity,  because I am [] (S) [] and I do not possess [ ] (6) ...“ (50). # 555 und # 556:  weitgehend unverständlich.  „Instructions for supplying bread“: „These instructions, after indicating the date (the  day and the month; no year is mentioned), say, »give (to) PN bread, number so  and so.« ... twenty-eight dockets of the same formula“ (52). Hier einige besser  erhaltene Beispiele:  # 561: (1) [b] 10+4 I’dr kl [jwm? 3°] hb Isjmw (2) bn}* min ...] Ihm °S$rjn wSt -  (1) „Am 14. Adar, jeden [dritten? Tag?], gib Simo, (2) dem Erbauer? von ..., Brot:  2601]hm ltgl” dJ J 17 Wn (4)Armin Lange — K.F. Diethard Römheld  Liste # 424: (1) hqrnj (2) 2 $ - (1) „Der Mann aus Karnaim / Kyrene (?) (2) 2  Sch[ekel]“.  Liste # 425: (1) $mw ”I p (2) br hlbt? p - (1) „Samuel 1/2 (2) Sohn des Halabta  1/2“ (var. für hlpt ”).  Liste # 426: (1) qls $ 2 (2) brh p - (1) „? 2 Sch[ekel] (2) Sein Sohn 1/2“.  Die Listen ## 423.427.428 sind unleserlich oder in der Deutung unsicher.  „Lots“: 12 Ostraka tragen einzelne PNN (bzw. Spitznamen) und werden als Lose (?)  im Zusammenhang des kollektiven Suizids (Josephus Bell. Jud. VIL8-9)  diskutiert: grjd? („Gerida“), hwnj („Onias“), bnj oder bn jJ... (?), bn j°jr („Sohn  des Jair“), jw°b („Joab“), bn knbwn („Sohn des »Rundkuchens«“), mlt” („das  Wort / Ding“ [Spitzname?]), brı hnhtm („Sohn des Bäckers“), h “mqj („Der aus  dem Tal / dem Ort Imki“?), sjd? („der Jäger“), sjpwn („Sippun ?“), bn ptj  („Sohn des ?“).  Inscriptions designating priestly shares: 20 Ostraka und Kruginschriften verweisen auf  kultische Zusammenhänge. Die interessanteren Texte sind anderweitig bereits  publiziert oder erwähnt.  Names of owners inscribed on store-jars: Unter den über 50 Einträgen finden sich  (ohne Mehrfachnennungen und fragmentarische Belege) u.a.: ”/“zr br hdd  („Eleazar, Sohn des Hadad“), bsj wbr[jh] („Besaj und [sein] Sohn“), hnjn”  („Hanina“), zbjdw br j$m°I („Zebidu, Sohn des Ismael“), hwnjh („Onias“), jJhwdh  („Jehuda“), jhwhnn („Jehohanan“), jhwsp br °I“zr („Jehosef, Sohn des Eleazar“),  jhwsp qnj („Jehosef, der Zelot / der Silberschmied“), br jswn ... („Sohn des Jason  ...“), J “qwb („Jakob“), mtjh („Mattia“), br pnhj („Sohn des Pinhi“ [< pjnhs]), qsb”  („Metzger“), $° („Saul“), $m “wn br jhwsp („Simeon, Sohn des Jehosef“), $m “wn  bn jw“zr („Simeon, Sohn des Joezer“), m “wn br nwtws („Simeon, Sohn des  Notos“), (1) m “wn (2) nsn („Simeon, Nisan“), £ ’b° (?).  Contents: Knapp 40 Krugaufschriften benennen den Inhalt, darunter: bsq („Teig“),  (1) bsr (2) jhwd[h] („Fleisch, Jud[a]“), (1)gr[gr] (2) dbl[h] („getrocknete  Feigen“), (1) dbIh ktw$h (2) jph („gut gepreßter Feigenkuchen“), dg ”, var.: dwg ”  („Fisch“), ... kjsh („Heu“ oder eine Maßeinheit), kr$njn („Linsenwicke“), mz  blsnh („Balsam-Saft[?]“), mrwr? (ein bitteres Kraut), nsh („Saft“?), qddjn (Pl. zu  qjdh [eine Gewürzpfanze]?).  „Letters“: Die drei stark fragmentarischen Briefe werden erstmals vollständig (!)  ediert: # 554: (1) ...m br m“zj #lm dj trhmwn °1Ij (2) ...$lmw Iksp? zwzjn hm$h  mnjn (3) ... [N]hm Itql? dj °jtj Ij bdkwn (4) ... [r]hmw di _°nh m... (5) ... ”wl”  ”jtj1j ... (6) ... — (1) „[ ]m son of Ma“uzi, Peace [sic]. Have pity,‚on me (2) [and  please] pay (me) the silver, five denarii, (according to the) account (3) [of X  loaves of b]read (?) for a sheqgel (= 2 denarii) that you owe me. (4) [Have plity,  because I am [] (S) [] and I do not possess [ ] (6) ...“ (50). # 555 und # 556:  weitgehend unverständlich.  „Instructions for supplying bread“: „These instructions, after indicating the date (the  day and the month; no year is mentioned), say, »give (to) PN bread, number so  and so.« ... twenty-eight dockets of the same formula“ (52). Hier einige besser  erhaltene Beispiele:  # 561: (1) [b] 10+4 I’dr kl [jwm? 3°] hb Isjmw (2) bn}* min ...] Ihm °S$rjn wSt -  (1) „Am 14. Adar, jeden [dritten? Tag?], gib Simo, (2) dem Erbauer? von ..., Brot:  260Ir]hmw dı ”nh (5)Armin Lange — K.F. Diethard Römheld  Liste # 424: (1) hqrnj (2) 2 $ - (1) „Der Mann aus Karnaim / Kyrene (?) (2) 2  Sch[ekel]“.  Liste # 425: (1) $mw ”I p (2) br hlbt? p - (1) „Samuel 1/2 (2) Sohn des Halabta  1/2“ (var. für hlpt ”).  Liste # 426: (1) qls $ 2 (2) brh p - (1) „? 2 Sch[ekel] (2) Sein Sohn 1/2“.  Die Listen ## 423.427.428 sind unleserlich oder in der Deutung unsicher.  „Lots“: 12 Ostraka tragen einzelne PNN (bzw. Spitznamen) und werden als Lose (?)  im Zusammenhang des kollektiven Suizids (Josephus Bell. Jud. VIL8-9)  diskutiert: grjd? („Gerida“), hwnj („Onias“), bnj oder bn jJ... (?), bn j°jr („Sohn  des Jair“), jw°b („Joab“), bn knbwn („Sohn des »Rundkuchens«“), mlt” („das  Wort / Ding“ [Spitzname?]), brı hnhtm („Sohn des Bäckers“), h “mqj („Der aus  dem Tal / dem Ort Imki“?), sjd? („der Jäger“), sjpwn („Sippun ?“), bn ptj  („Sohn des ?“).  Inscriptions designating priestly shares: 20 Ostraka und Kruginschriften verweisen auf  kultische Zusammenhänge. Die interessanteren Texte sind anderweitig bereits  publiziert oder erwähnt.  Names of owners inscribed on store-jars: Unter den über 50 Einträgen finden sich  (ohne Mehrfachnennungen und fragmentarische Belege) u.a.: ”/“zr br hdd  („Eleazar, Sohn des Hadad“), bsj wbr[jh] („Besaj und [sein] Sohn“), hnjn”  („Hanina“), zbjdw br j$m°I („Zebidu, Sohn des Ismael“), hwnjh („Onias“), jJhwdh  („Jehuda“), jhwhnn („Jehohanan“), jhwsp br °I“zr („Jehosef, Sohn des Eleazar“),  jhwsp qnj („Jehosef, der Zelot / der Silberschmied“), br jswn ... („Sohn des Jason  ...“), J “qwb („Jakob“), mtjh („Mattia“), br pnhj („Sohn des Pinhi“ [< pjnhs]), qsb”  („Metzger“), $° („Saul“), $m “wn br jhwsp („Simeon, Sohn des Jehosef“), $m “wn  bn jw“zr („Simeon, Sohn des Joezer“), m “wn br nwtws („Simeon, Sohn des  Notos“), (1) m “wn (2) nsn („Simeon, Nisan“), £ ’b° (?).  Contents: Knapp 40 Krugaufschriften benennen den Inhalt, darunter: bsq („Teig“),  (1) bsr (2) jhwd[h] („Fleisch, Jud[a]“), (1)gr[gr] (2) dbl[h] („getrocknete  Feigen“), (1) dbIh ktw$h (2) jph („gut gepreßter Feigenkuchen“), dg ”, var.: dwg ”  („Fisch“), ... kjsh („Heu“ oder eine Maßeinheit), kr$njn („Linsenwicke“), mz  blsnh („Balsam-Saft[?]“), mrwr? (ein bitteres Kraut), nsh („Saft“?), qddjn (Pl. zu  qjdh [eine Gewürzpfanze]?).  „Letters“: Die drei stark fragmentarischen Briefe werden erstmals vollständig (!)  ediert: # 554: (1) ...m br m“zj #lm dj trhmwn °1Ij (2) ...$lmw Iksp? zwzjn hm$h  mnjn (3) ... [N]hm Itql? dj °jtj Ij bdkwn (4) ... [r]hmw di _°nh m... (5) ... ”wl”  ”jtj1j ... (6) ... — (1) „[ ]m son of Ma“uzi, Peace [sic]. Have pity,‚on me (2) [and  please] pay (me) the silver, five denarii, (according to the) account (3) [of X  loaves of b]read (?) for a sheqgel (= 2 denarii) that you owe me. (4) [Have plity,  because I am [] (S) [] and I do not possess [ ] (6) ...“ (50). # 555 und # 556:  weitgehend unverständlich.  „Instructions for supplying bread“: „These instructions, after indicating the date (the  day and the month; no year is mentioned), say, »give (to) PN bread, number so  and so.« ... twenty-eight dockets of the same formula“ (52). Hier einige besser  erhaltene Beispiele:  # 561: (1) [b] 10+4 I’dr kl [jwm? 3°] hb Isjmw (2) bn}* min ...] Ihm °S$rjn wSt -  (1) „Am 14. Adar, jeden [dritten? Tag?], gib Simo, (2) dem Erbauer? von ..., Brot:  260wl
J17 [JArmin Lange — K.F. Diethard Römheld  Liste # 424: (1) hqrnj (2) 2 $ - (1) „Der Mann aus Karnaim / Kyrene (?) (2) 2  Sch[ekel]“.  Liste # 425: (1) $mw ”I p (2) br hlbt? p - (1) „Samuel 1/2 (2) Sohn des Halabta  1/2“ (var. für hlpt ”).  Liste # 426: (1) qls $ 2 (2) brh p - (1) „? 2 Sch[ekel] (2) Sein Sohn 1/2“.  Die Listen ## 423.427.428 sind unleserlich oder in der Deutung unsicher.  „Lots“: 12 Ostraka tragen einzelne PNN (bzw. Spitznamen) und werden als Lose (?)  im Zusammenhang des kollektiven Suizids (Josephus Bell. Jud. VIL8-9)  diskutiert: grjd? („Gerida“), hwnj („Onias“), bnj oder bn jJ... (?), bn j°jr („Sohn  des Jair“), jw°b („Joab“), bn knbwn („Sohn des »Rundkuchens«“), mlt” („das  Wort / Ding“ [Spitzname?]), brı hnhtm („Sohn des Bäckers“), h “mqj („Der aus  dem Tal / dem Ort Imki“?), sjd? („der Jäger“), sjpwn („Sippun ?“), bn ptj  („Sohn des ?“).  Inscriptions designating priestly shares: 20 Ostraka und Kruginschriften verweisen auf  kultische Zusammenhänge. Die interessanteren Texte sind anderweitig bereits  publiziert oder erwähnt.  Names of owners inscribed on store-jars: Unter den über 50 Einträgen finden sich  (ohne Mehrfachnennungen und fragmentarische Belege) u.a.: ”/“zr br hdd  („Eleazar, Sohn des Hadad“), bsj wbr[jh] („Besaj und [sein] Sohn“), hnjn”  („Hanina“), zbjdw br j$m°I („Zebidu, Sohn des Ismael“), hwnjh („Onias“), jJhwdh  („Jehuda“), jhwhnn („Jehohanan“), jhwsp br °I“zr („Jehosef, Sohn des Eleazar“),  jhwsp qnj („Jehosef, der Zelot / der Silberschmied“), br jswn ... („Sohn des Jason  ...“), J “qwb („Jakob“), mtjh („Mattia“), br pnhj („Sohn des Pinhi“ [< pjnhs]), qsb”  („Metzger“), $° („Saul“), $m “wn br jhwsp („Simeon, Sohn des Jehosef“), $m “wn  bn jw“zr („Simeon, Sohn des Joezer“), m “wn br nwtws („Simeon, Sohn des  Notos“), (1) m “wn (2) nsn („Simeon, Nisan“), £ ’b° (?).  Contents: Knapp 40 Krugaufschriften benennen den Inhalt, darunter: bsq („Teig“),  (1) bsr (2) jhwd[h] („Fleisch, Jud[a]“), (1)gr[gr] (2) dbl[h] („getrocknete  Feigen“), (1) dbIh ktw$h (2) jph („gut gepreßter Feigenkuchen“), dg ”, var.: dwg ”  („Fisch“), ... kjsh („Heu“ oder eine Maßeinheit), kr$njn („Linsenwicke“), mz  blsnh („Balsam-Saft[?]“), mrwr? (ein bitteres Kraut), nsh („Saft“?), qddjn (Pl. zu  qjdh [eine Gewürzpfanze]?).  „Letters“: Die drei stark fragmentarischen Briefe werden erstmals vollständig (!)  ediert: # 554: (1) ...m br m“zj #lm dj trhmwn °1Ij (2) ...$lmw Iksp? zwzjn hm$h  mnjn (3) ... [N]hm Itql? dj °jtj Ij bdkwn (4) ... [r]hmw di _°nh m... (5) ... ”wl”  ”jtj1j ... (6) ... — (1) „[ ]m son of Ma“uzi, Peace [sic]. Have pity,‚on me (2) [and  please] pay (me) the silver, five denarii, (according to the) account (3) [of X  loaves of b]read (?) for a sheqgel (= 2 denarii) that you owe me. (4) [Have plity,  because I am [] (S) [] and I do not possess [ ] (6) ...“ (50). # 555 und # 556:  weitgehend unverständlich.  „Instructions for supplying bread“: „These instructions, after indicating the date (the  day and the month; no year is mentioned), say, »give (to) PN bread, number so  and so.« ... twenty-eight dockets of the same formula“ (52). Hier einige besser  erhaltene Beispiele:  # 561: (1) [b] 10+4 I’dr kl [jwm? 3°] hb Isjmw (2) bn}* min ...] Ihm °S$rjn wSt -  (1) „Am 14. Adar, jeden [dritten? Tag?], gib Simo, (2) dem Erbauer? von ..., Brot:  260(6)Armin Lange — K.F. Diethard Römheld  Liste # 424: (1) hqrnj (2) 2 $ - (1) „Der Mann aus Karnaim / Kyrene (?) (2) 2  Sch[ekel]“.  Liste # 425: (1) $mw ”I p (2) br hlbt? p - (1) „Samuel 1/2 (2) Sohn des Halabta  1/2“ (var. für hlpt ”).  Liste # 426: (1) qls $ 2 (2) brh p - (1) „? 2 Sch[ekel] (2) Sein Sohn 1/2“.  Die Listen ## 423.427.428 sind unleserlich oder in der Deutung unsicher.  „Lots“: 12 Ostraka tragen einzelne PNN (bzw. Spitznamen) und werden als Lose (?)  im Zusammenhang des kollektiven Suizids (Josephus Bell. Jud. VIL8-9)  diskutiert: grjd? („Gerida“), hwnj („Onias“), bnj oder bn jJ... (?), bn j°jr („Sohn  des Jair“), jw°b („Joab“), bn knbwn („Sohn des »Rundkuchens«“), mlt” („das  Wort / Ding“ [Spitzname?]), brı hnhtm („Sohn des Bäckers“), h “mqj („Der aus  dem Tal / dem Ort Imki“?), sjd? („der Jäger“), sjpwn („Sippun ?“), bn ptj  („Sohn des ?“).  Inscriptions designating priestly shares: 20 Ostraka und Kruginschriften verweisen auf  kultische Zusammenhänge. Die interessanteren Texte sind anderweitig bereits  publiziert oder erwähnt.  Names of owners inscribed on store-jars: Unter den über 50 Einträgen finden sich  (ohne Mehrfachnennungen und fragmentarische Belege) u.a.: ”/“zr br hdd  („Eleazar, Sohn des Hadad“), bsj wbr[jh] („Besaj und [sein] Sohn“), hnjn”  („Hanina“), zbjdw br j$m°I („Zebidu, Sohn des Ismael“), hwnjh („Onias“), jJhwdh  („Jehuda“), jhwhnn („Jehohanan“), jhwsp br °I“zr („Jehosef, Sohn des Eleazar“),  jhwsp qnj („Jehosef, der Zelot / der Silberschmied“), br jswn ... („Sohn des Jason  ...“), J “qwb („Jakob“), mtjh („Mattia“), br pnhj („Sohn des Pinhi“ [< pjnhs]), qsb”  („Metzger“), $° („Saul“), $m “wn br jhwsp („Simeon, Sohn des Jehosef“), $m “wn  bn jw“zr („Simeon, Sohn des Joezer“), m “wn br nwtws („Simeon, Sohn des  Notos“), (1) m “wn (2) nsn („Simeon, Nisan“), £ ’b° (?).  Contents: Knapp 40 Krugaufschriften benennen den Inhalt, darunter: bsq („Teig“),  (1) bsr (2) jhwd[h] („Fleisch, Jud[a]“), (1)gr[gr] (2) dbl[h] („getrocknete  Feigen“), (1) dbIh ktw$h (2) jph („gut gepreßter Feigenkuchen“), dg ”, var.: dwg ”  („Fisch“), ... kjsh („Heu“ oder eine Maßeinheit), kr$njn („Linsenwicke“), mz  blsnh („Balsam-Saft[?]“), mrwr? (ein bitteres Kraut), nsh („Saft“?), qddjn (Pl. zu  qjdh [eine Gewürzpfanze]?).  „Letters“: Die drei stark fragmentarischen Briefe werden erstmals vollständig (!)  ediert: # 554: (1) ...m br m“zj #lm dj trhmwn °1Ij (2) ...$lmw Iksp? zwzjn hm$h  mnjn (3) ... [N]hm Itql? dj °jtj Ij bdkwn (4) ... [r]hmw di _°nh m... (5) ... ”wl”  ”jtj1j ... (6) ... — (1) „[ ]m son of Ma“uzi, Peace [sic]. Have pity,‚on me (2) [and  please] pay (me) the silver, five denarii, (according to the) account (3) [of X  loaves of b]read (?) for a sheqgel (= 2 denarii) that you owe me. (4) [Have plity,  because I am [] (S) [] and I do not possess [ ] (6) ...“ (50). # 555 und # 556:  weitgehend unverständlich.  „Instructions for supplying bread“: „These instructions, after indicating the date (the  day and the month; no year is mentioned), say, »give (to) PN bread, number so  and so.« ... twenty-eight dockets of the same formula“ (52). Hier einige besser  erhaltene Beispiele:  # 561: (1) [b] 10+4 I’dr kl [jwm? 3°] hb Isjmw (2) bn}* min ...] Ihm °S$rjn wSt -  (1) „Am 14. Adar, jeden [dritten? Tag?], gib Simo, (2) dem Erbauer? von ..., Brot:  260(1) „[ S()  - of Ma”  uzl, Peace SIC Have pıty O 2 [and
please] paYy me) the sılver, fıve denarıl, (accordıng the) aCcCount (3) [of
loaves of bjread (?) for sheqel Il denarıi) that YOU OW! (4) |Have p]ıty,
because . e and do NOL DOSSCSS (6) ea (50) 255 und 556
weıtgehend unverständlıich.

„Instructions Jor supplying hbhread“ „These instructions, after indicating the date (the
day and the month; YCar 15 mentioned), SdYy, » give (tO) bread, number
and SO.« twenty-eight ockets of the SdaIlle formula“ (52) Hıer einıge besser
erhaltene Beispiele:

561 1} O] 10+4 1 7dr jwm 3°] [s]mw (2) bn]J  045 min Ihm °$rin wS$$
1} „Am Adar, jeden (dritten” ag‘], gıb S1mo, (2) dem Erbauer? VO  — - rot
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Dokumentatıon ber NC  g entdeckte exte

sechsundzwanzıg!“ Alternativlesung (2)5b 2x 100 us  S (2) AUr 200
Oll

571 (1)5 S]JWN Ihm (2) whmS$Sin (3) whms£S (1) „Am Sıwan rot
hundertfünfundfünf{zı

5/4 (1) 10+2 2) /%;b Iirhmjh Ihm (3) [..J1ö- (1) On the 12t of Adar
the Znd (7) (2) BIVC Yerahemyah rea: (3)

577 1)5 10+3 l> (2) Ibr [wJ Ihm (3) [7x] Ip (+) 20 Nd ] 1) „Am 13
(2) für den Sohn des eV1 Brot, (3) 1020, weiß?!“ er „quittiere!“ J1es ktb]? )

„Amounts Unter den amounts finden sıch ZWEI mehrzeılıge Auflıstungen
585 (T) rb“ mwt (2) wtiphim (3) WSt ]J mMmwf (4) wtphim (1) VIieTr Ellen

(2) und z  el Handbreıt (3) und z  Cc1 Ellen (4) und ZWE1 Handbreıt“
605 (1 397 (2) (3) 14 (4) 1180“ Bemerkenswert 1St dıe Schreibung der

mıt p Ipl Als eispie für dıe kurzen Notizen vgl efw: 599 10+1
11 Drachmen Obolı1“)

Writing EXEercCcLSES and SC  es Unter den 36 Ostraka finden sıch ZWCC1

fragmentariısche ABCSs, eın er zweı?) Fragment(e) bekannten, als
Schreibübung benutzten Namensliste (vgl ö7, 1980, 118:-26), ferner: 611
(1) “srtj[n] (2) *srt in („[römische oldaten' oder „Bande STPATOG? ).

614 10° ktb{A} (erinnert Unterschriften der amtlichen Dokumente VO  —_

Wadı Murabbaat und Hever).
Varıa, darunter unleserliche, unverständliche (Schreıibfehler? ) und nıcht-

klassıfızıerbare Texte solche SyI oder palmyr Schriuftstil P1H6e möglıche
Fälschung (Fundumstände und Paläographie höchst verdächtig) 6472 hEkKIA ]

spinnıng“[65] eın ela ZUr Aufnahme des Rohmaterıals bzw des Garns)
643 IM WEW („Ihr werdet sollt sterben!“) 644 hmnwh („Rastplatz a
668 1)7 "bnj (2) hr SWAMIN (3) [belonging] the »Stones« S50  — of

» ROCkS«“?) 670 NÜWG 47}
Dem Band sınd sehr gulte otographıen beigegeben

OgeV Tel Yızre el 1987/88 (Excavatıons and SUurveys Israel
1988/89 189 195 hıer
ahe NC iısterne wurde der mıt NC Stempel versehene TL Ne: uges
gefunden Der Stempel besteht AUSs ZWEeE1 mıf Flügeln versehenen Sonnenscheıiben
und der paläcohebräischen Inschrift mik mmS} The of thıs TaTre fınd al
the northern sıte of Yızre el Can perhaps be explained the result eıther of
payment of trıbute ssyrıan the ate &th century BOCLE of trade

food surpluses by the kıng of after the threat of the ssyrıan Cg of
Jerusalem had been lıfted the early Tth cCentury BCH®

Anschrift der Autoren
Mag O0 ange Dr 20 K.F.  S Römheld, Alttestamentliches Seminar der
Westfälischen Wilhelms-Universıität Universitätsstraße Münster
Bundesrepublik Deutschland
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