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THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW, LXXXVIII, Nos. 3-4 (January-April, 1998) 213-258

SAADIA VS. RASHI: ON THE SHIFT FROM
MEANING-MAXIMALISM TO MEANING-MINIMALISM IN
MEDIEVAL BIBLICAL LEXICOLOGY'!

RicHARD C. STEINER, Yeshiva University

ABSTRACT

91 XD TIT 12 0N9) DV INNYI NDYD

Saadia Gaon and Rashi held very different views concerning the task of
the lexicographer. Saadia believed that the lexicographer must not limit him-
self to listing the common, well-attested meanings of a word; he has a duty
to posit additional meanings as a means of resolving contradictions and pro-
ducing smooth, coherent readings. Rashi felt that words have only one basic
meaning from which all of the contextual meanings are derived, and that the
task of the lexicographer is to find that meaning. Saadia’s view was shaped
by Muslim intellectual traditions. Rashi’s view bears some resemblance to
that of an anonymous 11th-century French speculative grammarian, but its
roots are in rabbinic literature. Other exegetes cited in this article (the Ma-
soretes, David al-Fasi, Menahem ben Saruq, Jonah ibn Janah, Joseph Qara,
Abraham ibn Ezra, David Qimhi, Joseph ibn Kaspi) have not been studied
systematically, but the evidence gathered up to now suggests that the differ-
ence between Saadia Gaon and Rashi is part of a more general shift from
meaning-maximalism to meaning-minimalism in medieval biblical lexicol-
ogy-—a shift which occurred independently in Spain and France.

! This article is an expanded version of papers delivered at the Eleventh World Con-
gress of Jewish Studies (Division A, Bible Plenary Session) on June 24, 1993; at the
Institute for Advanced Studies of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem on November
16, 1994; and at the Israel Academic Center in Cairo on May 8, 1995. It has benefitted
greatly from the comments of those who attended, including Shraga Abramson 5,
Zeev Ben-Hayyim, Joshua Blau, Shelomo Morag, and Gad Sarfatti, and from those of
my colleagues at the Institute, including Cyril Aslanoff, Menahem Ben-Sasson, Aron
Dotan, Lenn E. Goodman, Aharon Maman, Carl Posy, Berel Septimus, David Tene
oy, and especially Naphtali Kinberg 51, I am also indebted to David Berger, Arthur
Hyman, Shnayer Z. Leiman, Yeshayahu Maori, Franz Rosenthal, Uriel Simon, Haym
Soloveitchik, and my brother, Mark J. Steiner, for their valuable contributions to this
article.
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214 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

1. Introduction

One of the oldest and most important facets of biblical exegesis
is the glossing of words, and it is no exaggeration to say that every
exegete is, in some measure, a lexicographer.

Most exegetes limit themselves to supplying the meaning of a given
word in a given context, occasionally adding a parallel with the same
meaning in a different context. They refrain from discussing occur-
rences and meanings that are not relevant to the passage at hand, pre-
sumably on the grounds that such discussions belong in a dictionary
rather than a commentary.

Saadia Gaon and Rashi are exceptions to this rule. Both include
semantic analyses in their commentaries that go well beyond what is
needed to clarify the meaning of the passage under discussion. What
led these two exegetes to provide information that more properly
belongs in a dictionary?

In the case of Saadia, the answer may be that there were not yet
any dictionaries to speak of. The earliest comprehensive dictionary
of Biblical Hebrew known to us, Kitab Jami“ al-Alfaz of the Karaite
David ben Abraham al-Fasi, postdates Saadia’s commentaries. If there
were earlier biblical lexica, they too were probably composed by
Karaites, and Saadia would not have wanted his readers to consult
them.

Rashi, on the other hand, did have a dictionary at his disposal, the
Mahberet of Menahem ben Saruq, but he was not happy with its
theoretical underpinnings. Indeed, several of the semantic analyses
in Rashi’s commentaries can be viewed as a critique of Menahem’s
lexicological assumptions.?

It is safe to say that Rashi would have been even less happy with
the semantic discussions of Saadia Gaon, had he been familiar with
them, for the tendencies that he disliked in Menahem’s definitions are
even more pronounced in Saadia’s. Rashi’s lexicological approach is
very different from that of Saadia Gaon. Saadia believed that words
have many meanings, while Rashi held that they often have only one
basic meaning. Saadia made the multiplication of meanings a corner-
stone of his exegesis, while Rashi pursued a reductionist policy. In
short, Saadia was a meaning-maximalist, while Rashi was a meaning-

2See § 11, below.
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SAADIA VS. RASHI—STEINER 215

minimalist.® Saadia’s approach is adopted from Muslim exegetes, lex-
icographers, grammarians, and philosophers, who were heirs to a
tradition going back to Aristotle, while Rashi’s approach is rooted in
rabbinic literature.

The contrast between these two giants is part of a much larger pic-
ture. It appears from a preliminary examination of a broader range of
exegetes that biblical lexicology underwent a shift from meaning-
maximalism to meaning-minimalism during the course of the Middle
Ages. The evidence examined thus far suggests that the shift away
from Saadia’s approach was gradual in Spain and Provence, proceed-
ing in small steps from Menahem to Jonah ibn Janah to Abraham
ibn Ezra and David Qimhi to Joseph ibn Kaspi. In France, on the
other hand, rabbinic meaning-minimalism reappeared suddenly, incor-
porated into a brilliant lexicological theory propounded by a single
individual.

2. Saadia Gaon: Meaning-Maximalism as a Tool for Resolving
Contradictions

One of the first things one notices about Saadia’s Torah com-
mentary is that it is full of lists of meanings, usually introduced by
statements of the form, “I translated X in this way, because it has

3 These terms come from Roland Posner; see, for example, his article “Bedeutungs-
maximalismus und Bedeutungsminimalismus in der Beschreibung von Satzverkniip-
fern,” in Die Partikeln der deutschen Sprache, ed. H. Weydt (Berlin, 1979) 378-394.
For an example of their applicability to Hebrew philology, see G. Vanoni, “Zur Be-
deutung der althebridischen Konjunktion w=""in Text, Methode und Grammatik: Wolf-
gang Richter zum 65 Geburtstag, ed. W. Gross, et al. (St. Ottilien, 1991), p. 569. An
extreme form of meaning-minimalism is Formal Determinism, the notion that there is
a one-to-one correspondence between form and meaning; see R. D. Hoberman, The Syn-
tax and Semantics of Verb Morphology in Modern Aramaic (New Haven, 1989) 21-22.
It must be stressed that these terms refer to a tendency to maximize/minimize the num-
ber of meanings of words in the lexicon. They do not refer to a tendency to maximize/
minimize the meaningfulness of words in a text, as described in my “Meaninglessness,
Meaningfulness, and Super-meaningfulness in Scripture: An Analysis of the Contro-
versy Surrounding Dan 2:12 in the Middle Ages,” JOR 82 (1992) 431-449. The latter
tendency might be referred to as significance-maximalism/minimalism. Using both vari-
ables, we can classify the medieval exegetes as combining (a) meaning-maximalism
with significance-minimalism (Saadia), (b) meaning-minimalism with significance-
maximalism (Rashi), (¢) meaning-maximalism with significance-maximalism (Joseph
Qara?), or (d) meaning-minimalism with significance-minimalism (Ibn Kaspi).
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216 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

so-and-so many meanings.” Many of these meanings seem strange
to the modern student of the Bible. What led Saadia to posit such
meanings?

Part of the answer can be found in the introduction to the com-
mentary. Saadia’s very first principle of exegesis is that, under cer-
tain circumstances, it is the duty of the exegete to posit ambiguity:

Since . . . in every utterance there must inevitably occur unambiguous
and ambiguous elements (nanwnn N1 banpoN)* (for every language
is built that way, and the Torah is similar, since it was revealed in one
of the languages),’ it is incumbent upon anyone who interprets [Scrip-

4For the Quranic term mutasabih, see L. Kinberg, “Muhkamat and Mutashabihat
(Koran 3/7): Implication of a Koranic Pair of Terms in Medieval Exegesis,” Arabica
35 (1988) 143--172. Saadia uses this term in his commentary to Exod 32:5 (MS St.
Petersburg, Russian National Library Hebr.-Arab. 1/129, f. 38b): nbs nxpox 3 o
(7aNwna 57x) MIVNI NADP? N TSP NI N NN MY AN KON Ananwnn, “there is no
ambiguous utterance in the story except for 1nn »5 an, for Aaron intended to say it
ambiguously.” He goes on to explain that sn has the same meaning as n13, including
“slaughter (of humans)” in addition to “sacrifice (of animals).” And he uses the verbal
noun 7aNvD in the sense of “ambiguity” (or “uncertainty caused by ambiguity”) in his
commentary to Prov 25:11, giving three possible interpretations of nyon py N8 nNo,
“so-and-so had a good eye”; (Euvres complétes de Saadia Ben losef al-Fayyoiimi, ed.
J. Derenbourg (Paris, 1894) 6:146; qu1 12 nNr1y0 1313 PNIT WINPT DNIN DY H¥nD
ne, ed. Y. Qafih (Jerusalem, 1976) 200. R. Samuel bar Hofni Gaon uses the term in
the same way in the introduction to his commentary: |9 INDINYNOON 979 N YIONY
NIRD PY OTIND PY /N0 IRDININY TITNON 19NN NIWN DY ¥P> TP TONIDN DONON
onn P, “and the 15th (principle) is that one should recognize ambiguous words, for
a single noun may be used of things differing in category and relation, e.g., the eye of
a man, the surface of the earth, a spring of water”; mwN11Y N2 TV 37 W19, ed.
M. Zucker (New York, 1984) Appendix 3, p. 450. For the use of “eye” as an example
of ambiguity by Al-Farabi, Maimonides and Abraham de Balmes, see n. 77, below.

3In view of this unequivocal statement about the inevitability of ambiguity
(nanwnndN) in human language, it may seem surprising to find Saadia stating, in his
commentary to Prov 25:11 (ed. Derenbourg, 146; ed. Qafih, 200), that one of the rules
for the speaker who wishes to compose a )98~y 127 737 is that “he should be care-
ful to use language which eliminates nanwn from the listener as much as possible.” In
this context, Saadia is stating rules of rhetoric that go back to Aristotle (De sophisti-
cis elenchis, 165b-166a). Like Aristotle, Saadia warns against dpevopica “ambiguity,”
ocbvBeoig “[incorrect] joining [of words]” and Swipeoig “[incorrect] separation [of
words].” But he tempers his warning to avoid ambiguity with the phrase “as much as
possible,” and then admits that there is ambiguity in the Bible, even in the formulation
of the commandments, e.g., the ambiguity of na¥n, which can have the meaning “the

F¥U

Sabbath” or “the holiday,” as in na¥p ninpn (see §3, below).

FEL S2NF
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SAADIA VS. RASHI—STEINER 217

ture] to take that which agrees with knowledge . . . and tradition . . .
to be unambiguous and that which contradicts either of them to be
ambiguous.®

In other words, multiplication of meanings can serve to reconcile
Scripture with reason, on the one hand, and with tradition, on the
other. In view of the latter function, it also served as a weapon in
Saadia’s polemic with the Karaites, which I shall discuss in the next
section.

Saadia’s use of ambiguity to resolve contradictions with reason is
illustrated by his treatment of o-n-y:’

I translated onp) as ‘threaten’ [in Gen 6:6 DIND~MY NYY™3 N DN
Yz, because this word occurs with six meanings. One is ‘regret,
according to common usage . . . ; another is ‘threaten’: Gen 27:42 nyn
07 77 DNIDY PN Yy, another is ‘console’ . . . ; another is “forgive’
as in Ps 106:45 »7on 279 ony) and another is ‘see, consider’: Jer 18:10
n219079Y *Pon.

According to Saadia, this root has six meanings. The usual mean-
ing in the nif“al stem is “repent, regret,” but Saadia seems to be at
pains to avoid this interpretation in cases where the verb is pre-
dicated affirmatively of God.® For those cases, he gives the mean-
ings “threaten” (Gen 6:6), “forgive” (Ps 106:45), and “see, consider”

S pYNIIY NG T 37 w1 pe, 17 (Heb. transl, 191): NY ON92 95 1NDY . . . 7RI NDY
ANTINON NINDY 7193219 ¥ 030N 1770 05¥ 7135 B /TN DANWRNINY DINBON 18 ¥ N 10 T3
L. ANDDYRON PANY N DY IN ROT 331 9305y 33y INIOON YNNI 1o TN 1T 9rnpa
NIINURD NOYTNN 9N ND 93 Dy00) ONIININ INDONDONR %1 . . . AN9IpbNY. [ am in-
debted to Arthur Hyman for pointing out to me that the discussion of the examples
that follows is parallel to myT mmnx, 7.1, as noted also by Zucker. The discussion
was apparently imported from there without being fully assimilated to the context
here. In particular, the example of a contradiction with sense perception fits well in
myTy MoK, but is out of place here.

7mwN11Y N 1 TYD 11 wavs, 100-101 (Heb. transl., 333-334): [on2] moy
TYNIT NTIIDY ... PIVOON 0¥ DHNTY KD INYH 1 Oy ¥pn oAb T IND TYNIN
NIIDY . L L IP0 379 DR PO NAY NIIDY L L. NIY NAIDY )77 97 DNIND NN WY nin
naiwn Yy >ppnn yvi. The passage is repeated with minor changes in Saadia’s com-
mentary to Exod 32:14 (MS St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Hebr.-Arab. 1/129,
f. 39b). Cf. Ibn Ezra to Gen 6:6 and 27:42.

8 On the other hand, where the verb is predicated negatively of God (Num 23:19),
he does translate with 0-71-3. Indeed, Saadia gives Num 23:19 as his example of o-n-3
meaning MR T in his commentary to Exod 32:14; see the preceding footnote.
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218 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

(Jer 18:10).° It is clear that his avoidance of the usual meaning in
these cases is dictated by the exegetical principle set forth in his
introduction. An interpretation according to the usual meaning would
imply that God is susceptible to change, but since our intellect tells
us that this cannot be true, we are duty-bound to posit the existence
of other, less common meanings. 101 ater we shall see that Rashi in-
sists that two meanings suffice for this verb.

Another example is Saadia’s well-known interpretation of “px»
in the first chapter of Genesis as “(God) willed/desired,” an inter-
pretation rightly criticized by Qirgisani'! and Ibn Ezra'? on philo-
logical grounds, but which Maimonides was later to adopt.'® Indeed,
Saadia’s forced use of ambiguity to resolve contradictions with rea-
son should probably be viewed as a forerunner of the philosophical
exegesis in Maimonides’ 0,1y nnn. 14

In his introduction, Saadia explains that the same method should
be used when one verse contradicts another, €.g., Deut 6:16 392 85
oy “You shall not test the Lord your God” vs. Mal 3:10 »yn3a
mxva Ny “Test me through this.” The former utterance, with the verb

% None of these interpretations is convincing, but the last one is particularly forced.
It derives >pnny from the Galilean Aramaic verb »-n-n “to see” plus a preformative
emphatic nun. (The same Aramaic verb is used by Abu al-Faraj Furgan to explicate
Gen 30:39 1021 in MS St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Hebr.-Arab. 1/4626,
ff. 67b and 74a). Saadia (both in the passage cited above and in his response to Hiwi
al-Balkhi) claims that the meaning “threaten” is also attested in Gen 27:42 vpy nan
A7 77 oNDn PNy, and David al-Fasi accepts the meaning for that verse; . David-
son, Saadia’s Polemic against Hiwi Al-Balkhi (New York, 1915) 48, §20, lines 124-125;
Kitab Jami© al-Alfaz of David ben Abraham al-Fasi, ed. S. L. Skoss (New Haven, 1945)
2:265. However, none of the targums interpret the verse that way, and it is possible
that Saadia’s interpretation of that verse was motivated by the problem in Gen 6:6.

10 N5 Pd 121¥0 17 swrvs, 18 (Heb. transl., 191).

1 See his commentary to Gen 1:3 (MS London, Margoliouth Cat. 251, pp. na—12).

12 3ee his commentary to Gen 1:3.

3 See b1 nn, 1.65. See also Ramban, ad loc.

14 Sometimes the ambiguity posited by Saadia to resolve a contradiction with rea-
son is syntactic rather than lexical. Thus, in 1 Kgs 18:37 m3iny pao~ny paon nany
(but presumably not in 2 Kgs 20:11 myany nn nivyna 0712 WN nivyea d¥ony 1y),
Saadia takes n>33nN as modifying the adjacent noun phrase rather than the verb (“for
you have turned around their backward hearts”); see mym m»ny, 4.6. And in Isa 6:2,
2 Dynn ©1rY 097, he separates ¥ from dypn and makes it modify 0291y (“He has
seraphs standmg above i.e., in heaven™); see his translation of the verse (ﬂwv)v Yan
NN 10 379, ed. Y. Ratzaby [Qiryat Ono, 1993} 14) and his commentary to Prov
25:11 (ed. Derenbourg, 146; ed. Qafil, 200).
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SAADIA VS. RASHI—STEINER 219

»-0-), is unambiguous; the latter, with y-n-3, contains “an ambiguous
word having an uncommon meaning which may be rendered so that
it agrees with the unambiguous utterance in the Torah.” 1

Another contradiction resolved in this manner is the one between

Exod 3:2 vina y3 nyen mmy and 3:3 myen 1y N>, Saadia resolved
this contradlctlon by taklng the first phrase to mean “the bush was
being kindled” and the second to mean “the bush would not burn.”1%
Here we have an example of a word occurring with different mean-
ings in the same passage, but Saadia does not mention this example
in arguing against the Karaite interpretation of nayn ninmn, appar-
ently because doing so would have weakened his position in another
controversy with the Karaites (see below).

In at least one case, Saadia kills two birds with one stone, using
one ambiguity to resolve both a contradiction with another verse and
a contradiction with reason. According to Ibn Ezra, “the Gaon” held
that 739 has two meanings: “thorn-bush” in Exod 3:2 and “heavens”
in Deut 33:16 nyp 339" This report is corroborated by a few manu-
scripts of Saadia Gaon’s Tafsir that have two different renderings
of nyo, that is X305 “thorn-bush” in Exod 3:2—-4 and xnoox “heav-
ens” in Deut 33:16.'7 Ibn Ezra states that the reason for the latter ren-
dering is that the term »))¥ implies permanent residence.'® If that is
the case, then )9 »35¥ contradicts Isa 33:5 oy 17, and Saadia’s

B w1 pixa m1ye 20 sy, 18 (Heb. transl, 192): nnaxwnn nw095 >n 101
NAYN 28 > TOX DINKDIN PANIR AN HIHNN N2 10aY5KR NAwn 1 »(N)¥n Nnv. The paral-
lel passage in myT mnnoN, 7.1, uses the terms noxa “clear” and nyxsa o “unclear”
instead of oonn and nanwny in discussing these two verses; myTa1 MNHNI NN 19D,
ed. Y. Qafih (New York, n.d.) 219.

Ba@uyres complétes de R. Saadia Ben losef al-Fayyoiimi, ed. J. Derenbourg (Paris,
1894) 1:83; cf. Ya“qub Qirqgisani, Kitab al-Anwar wa-lI-Marigqib: Code of Karaite Law,
ed. L. Nemoy (New York, 1939-43) 525-527.

€1n the short commentary to Exod 3:2, Ibn Ezra writes: ponn mo 3 pNan N
DMV WM P TNNN :DYPYN nwY; in the long one, he says: 1137 ;\1p PH 7722 NNOT X
DpY MY .

17MSS JTS 651 (Egypt, 1678) and Oxford, Neubauer Cat. 171 (Syria). Saadia ap-
parently hoped that the phonetic similarity between the words x209x and XN would
neutralize psychological resistance to the substitution; cf. the substitution of nny
“providence” for py “eye” in his translation of Job 14:3, noted by L. E. Goodman,
“Saadiah Gaon’s Interpretive Technique in Translating the Book of Job,” in Transla-
tion of Scripture (Philadelphia, 1990) 69. However, the substitution was so subtle that
many copyists missed it.

18 See again his short commentary.
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220 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

interpretation may be viewed as an attempt to resolve that contradic-
tion. Indeed, he translates both 730 »)¥ and oip 19¥ with the same
Arabic phrase: XnodX joxD “Inhabitant of Heaven.”

This interpretation also resolves what, for Saadia, would have been
a contradiction between Deut 33:16 and reason, viz., the notion that
God dwells in a finite place. That contradiction is normally resolved
in the Tafsir by rendering yaw as 71 120 “his light dwelled” or yoon
a7 “he caused his light to dwell.” !’

It is possible that Saadia’s discussion of D-n-) also belongs here
since, in addition to the contradiction with reason discussed above,
it involves a contradiction between verses (Num 23:19 31271 DX ¥N ND
0N DINTIP vs. Deut 32:36 onan »1ay7oy) iny 0 P13 for hit-
pa‘el; 1 Sam 15:29 pny N2y 1Ry ND SXI¥) Ny) 031 vs. Gen 6:6 N
XIND DTNgTIN Ny i, Jer 18:10 naivnby »nnny, etc. for nif <al).
However, this is not precisely the kind of contradiction between
verses that Saadia describes in his introduction. In this case, the con-
tradictory verses involve one and the same verb, so that there are no
objective grounds for claiming that Num 23:19 and 1 Sam 15:29 are
less ambiguous than the opposing verses.

If such tactics seem quaint today, it is not because modern Bible
scholars refrain from positing new meanings to eliminate anomalies
in the biblical text but because they have a different conception of
anomalousness.?’

3. Saadia Gaon: Meaning-Maximalism as a Weapon against
the Karaites

Saadia’s use of ambiguity to resolve contradictions with tradition
is illustrated by his polemic with the Karaites over the verses in
Leviticus which fix the date of the Shavuot holiday. The Karaites ar-

19See Tafsir to Exod 25:8, 29:45,46, Num 35:34, and Ps 135:21 (owan by osonn
MPY 4O 13 TYD 3N on v, ed. Y. Qafih [Jerusalem, 1966] 270, apparatus,
n. 13). See also mym mnnn, 2.11 (ed. Qafih, 106), where Saadia stresses that verses
which refer to God as dwelling in the temple and other (finite) places refer to God’s
Shekhina—a light created by Him.

20 One is reminded of the use of ambiguity by modern biblical philologists, as de-
scribed in J. Barr, Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old Testament (Oxford,
1968) 125~155. The difference is that Saadia posited the existence of uncommon mean-
ings as a means of resolving contradictions between verses, while modern philologists
posit such meanings as a means of eliminating anomalies within verses.
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SAADIA VS. RASHI—STEINER 221

gued that the phrase nayn ninwn must have the same meaning in
Lev 23:15 navn minpn 02 op19p that it has in 23:16 nayn ninnn 1y
DY YR M9DN NY1IYD, Wthh is possible only if the phrase refers
to Sunday. Accordmg to the rabbinic interpretation, the first occur-
rence of nav¥n nineyn refers to the day after the first day of Passover
(Saadia: nbvyox 1 ) and the second one refers to the day after the
seventh week (Saadia: yanOON M2ONON ). In vynndx anna, Saadia
relates that he searched through the entire Bible for cases of a word
occurring with different meanings in one passage, and he gives a list
of the examples he found.?! In his commentary to Gen 2:2, he stresses
that nay may refer to holy days other than the Sabbath.?

4. Saadia Gaon: Meaning-Minimalism as a Weapon against
the Karaites

According to the Karaites, Exod 35:3 ppyayn %3 vy myan=Nd
nayn oia prohibits not only kindling a fire on the Sabbath day but
also allowmg a fire which had been kindled before the Sabbath to
remain burning during the Sabbath. Underlying this two-fold inter-
pretation was the claim that the verb 3-y-1 has the meaning “burn” as
well as the meaning “kindle, ignite.” Yefet, for example, tries to prove
that the verb can refer to the “state of burning” (PXINNXON Hxn); 2
Al-Fasi gives examples of its referring to the “persistence of burn-
ing” (pxInNNNON yTNpn). 24

To eliminate this interpretation, which contradicts talmudic tra-
dition, Saadia was forced to adopt an uncharacteristic meaning-
minimalist position denying the legitimacy of the meaning “burn.”
However, consistent adherence to this position would have undercut

21 Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion of the Cairo Genizah at Cambridge (Third Ar-

ticle),” JOR o.5. 16 (1904) 102: pamNann povoad 8 1N 97 YOIND NIPHON nyanm

.. IINRON POON N NHBNTNN 1voon. See also the discussion in U. Simon, mawaan 1091
TNR PIDSY VNN DY 8 DY yranan b, Bar-llan Annual 3 (1965) 11941,

22 See §7, below.

% Commentary to Exod 35:3; see H. Ben-Shammai, 1ax ¢ mn1n navnna mow
Y 12 NN NNOPIPON 239y qov (Ph.D. diss., Hebrew University, 1977), vol. 2, Ap-
pendix 3, p. 169, line 12. The passage is repeated verbatim in Yefet’s commentary to
Lev 23:3; see H. Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion of the Cairo Genizah at Cambridge
(Thirteenth Article),” JOR o.s. 18 (1906) 614, last line.

24 Jami€ al-Alfaz, 1:253, lines 127-130.
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222 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

his efforts to resolve a second contradiction—the one in Exod 3:3
discussed above.

In his commentary to Exod 35:3, Saadia managed to extricate
himself from this dilemma by means of a rule which recognizes the
meaning “burn” but severely limits its frequency:

Any occurrence of 1-y-1% in association with wx % is intended to come
under the heading of ‘uniting (flame and fuel)’—not the heading of
‘causation of burning’?’

According to this rule, collocation with the word wx is the crucial
conditioning factor. Exod 35:3 contains the word wx and thus 5-y-2
must refer to the uniting of flame and fuel. The same goes for Exod
3:2. Exod 3:3, on the other hand, does not contain the word wx, and
thus 2-y-1, in this instance, may have the meaning “burn.” This is
the only place in Saadia’s extant translations where 3-y-2 is so ren-
dered. Thus, “burn” is an uncommon meaning which can be invoked
in Exod 3:3 in order to resolve the contradiction with Exod 3:2.

5. Saadia Gaon: Meaning-Maximalism, Context, and Coherence

Just as lists of meanings are a hallmark of Saadia’s commentary,
freeness is a hallmark of his translation. It exhibits a marked ten-
dency to vary the translation of words to fit the context, resulting in
smooth, coherent renderings. In the absence of a concordance,?® it
is dangerous to make generalizations, but we can point to Ratzaby’s

25 Saadia’s use of the piel verbal noun <y>3 (rather than ny1) and the causative
PNINN (rather than pan) should probably not be taken as establishing a second distinc-
tion between Exod 3:3 and 35:3. Such a distinction would undercut his effort to re-
solve the contradiction between Exod 3:3 and 3:2.

% Not “any occurrence of M1 in association with fire” in contradistinction to
M1 referring to destruction by other means. Saadia intentionally used the Hebrew
word wN.

27 5NANNDN AN PUN NY PONNYN INT N 713 TSPON UN AP M 9. Cited by
Yefet in his commentary to Exod 35:3 and to Lev 23:3; see Ben-Shammai, mowy
nawnni, vol. 2, Appendix 3, p. 169, lines 13-14 and Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion
(Thirteenth Article),” 615, first two lines.

Bt is to be hoped that students of Saadia’s exegesis will, in the near future, pro-
duce a concordance of his translations, similar to those available for the Septuagint
and Targum Ongelos.
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discovery that 47 different translations of BH waw can be found in
the Tafsir, each one attested at least three times.?® Since Saadia did
not distinguish between the translations of a word and its meanings,
the multiplication of translations was equivalent in his eyes to the
multiplication of meanings.

It appears that Saadia considered coherence and cohesion to be a
hallmark of peshat exegesis, in contrast to derash, which was by na-
ture atomistic. In varying translation to fit context, he did not limit
himself to the positing of polysemy in individual words. Even phrases
could have several meanings, and the meanings did not have to be
related; phrases could be homonymous. Thus, Saadia broke with tra-
dition to claim that the phrase ni1q y-p-1 means “capture the moun-
tains of” in Amos 1:13,%? despite the fact that the same phrase occurs

2y, Ratzaby, 130 iIye 27 0803 vmin MmN, In (Opoavoia) »39091 qov 190
(Jerusalem, 1970) 445-460. I have dealt with the alleged ambiguity of waw in a paper
entitled “On the Polysemy or Pseudo-Polysemy of Some Grammatical Morphs in Bib-
lical Hebrew,” read at the North American Conference on Afroasiatic Linguistics on
April 25, 1977. 1 am currently revising it for publication.

3%1n his M3 0o5p ooyaw and his commentary to Ps 68:26. See N. Allony, Studies
in Medieval Philology and Literature, vol. 1 (Sa‘adia’s Works) (Jerusalem, 1986) 56:
[xrp0] Dow oRpP PN 1990 DHYTI DA N A0 12T 190 DORON NPT DD
D1 DNPD T¥90 Nivp pypa~vy, “for this noun (on) is put sometimes into the mas-
culine form and sometimes into the feminine form like PON 1201 N2 instead of
o {and also] 1971 ni DY~y instead of ©17.” See also w11o DLIN DY DONN
T 137 PN, 163-164: 115 HNHION NON 2P DY PYIN INT NOT 1NN Mngy n1o9
2MTRN INNN NANPIN ANNON DONDN N1T2MT 1N NIPNIN TIY 9230 TN D9Y N¥ND DIDHN
TorT IDNA N D3RR 00 PTON NRLR OORY DNl 009 0 MON T¥A0 nivg onn, “And 1
translated ninyy ‘young men’ because only the men from among the Levites said the
song, and T have not found that our ancestors considered it objectionable to make fem-
inine forms masculine at times or to make masculine forms feminine, such as ni
1¥931, which are 017, and such as nimin oony, which are 02911, and the like.” These
passages do not reveal Saadia’s interpretation of oypa. According to Dunash, Saadia
took that word to mean “their capturing,” presumably on the basis of 2 Chr 21:17,
32:1 and Isa 7:6; see 1w i I¥D 237 DYy 0135 13 M9 WYIT MWD 190, ed. R. Schriter
(Breslau, 1866) 6: (bnmo% Hry) nnmavy oann nypa. Of the 10th-century exegetes
who accepted Saadia’s view of nivj, Yefet renders wanon 5nan onnna, “their capturing
of the mountains of Jarash” (MS London, Margoliouth Cat. 287, p. 20p), while Al-
Fasi offers nnwmYN ORI ROINHDN 192 ININON NPY DRI N . . . YD INI BApY DY,
“for splitting open the mountains of Jarash . . ., i.e., they would split open the moun-
tains and break their rocks and smooth the roughness” (Jami® al-Alfdz, 1:262-263.
Samuel b. Hofni Gaon’s formulation of this interpretation adds nothing to that of
Saadia’s; see MWNIIY 1O PTYO 37 w19, Appendix 3, p. 449.
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in 2 Kgs 8:12 (cf. also Hos 14:1 n¥77 y-p-1) with the meaning “split
open the pregnant women of.” The reason, as pointed out by many
of the later exegetes who adopted his view, is the context: “in order
to expand their territory.” Saadia had difficulty seeing a connection
between splitting open pregnant women and expanding territory, and
he was unhappy with this lack of coherence. In actuality, what we
have here is a double entendre, as Gliick®' and Rendsburg? have
pointed out; Saadia simply discovered the second reading.

6. Saadia Gaon: Meaning-Maximalism and the Recognition of
Puns

Saadia’s meaning-maximalist tendency gave him a decided advan-
tage over other exegetes in the case of 1 Kgs 20:18 wxy oibyo-on
DIWQR D0 Ny 1RNYRY ONX) 0»n 0Iw9n. The problem in this verse
is not a contradlctlon but rather, as noted by Abarbanel, the mean-
ingless division of Ben-Hadad’s command into two antithetical con-
tingencies, each having the same outcome. ** Saadia’s solution is cited
by Abraham b. Solomon:

Saadia said: When he puts the word o»n after “take,” he informs us
that what is wished for them is life, and when he puts “take” after the
word o»n he informs us that what is wished for them is not life but
destruction. >

317, 3. Gliick, “Paronomasia in Biblical Literature,” Semitics 1 (1970) 65.

32 G. Rendsburg, “Janus Parallelism in Gen 49:26,” JBL 99 (1980) 292 n. 5.

33 The question cannot be dismissed by citing parallels like Gen 24:49 -ox npyy
DNIBYTOY IN PRITDY MI9NY 07 1T NITON) 7 3P0 YINTIN NAN) Ten DYV 039 and
2 Kgs 7:4 nnpy N5 NIYITONY OY VHYY DY YT PYD Ni3) wn-oN. In the latter
case, the repetition serves an important function: to show how careful weighing of
the options led to a decision involving a calculated risk: DI mnn=5 N9 127 NAYY
nnpy BPWToNY MN 1w oN. In the former case, we are dealing with a carefully
crafted speech designed to persuade. The servant lays out a choice between two options,
each corresponding to a different option for him: if they do the kindness, he will turn
to the right; if not, he must turn to the left. Here too the division seems purposeful.

34 LNNON BND N PN NINDYN NIY0NIN T 0NN 1XA5 ON NnD D1t YTy 13927 DNp
TNONON NON AINYNON DND N/ 099 1N NIDDYN D0 N8Y 93 NwroniN 10N oo, B. Cohen,
“Quotations from Saadia’s Arabic Commentary on the Bible from Two Manuscripts
of Abraham ben Solomon,” Saadia Anniversary Volume (New York, 1943) 104. For
Saadia’s commentary on 1 Kings, see Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion (Thirteenth
Article),” 606 and 609, line 13.
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According to this, the verse means something like “If they come
in peace, take them alive; if in war, take their lives,” and the inver-
sion of the word order serves to signal contrast, like English buz or
whereas.

Saadia has assigned different meanings to the two neighboring
occurrences of the phrase o»n Dwon in this verse, just as he did
with the two neighboring occurrences of the phrase ng¥n ninen in
Lev 23:15-16. The first meaning is well attested both in Hebrew
(Josh 8:23, 1 Sam 15:8) and in Ben Hadad’s native Aramaic (Bisitun
11, 17, 23, 27, 34, 44).% The second meaning can be supported by
Prov 22:23 va) opoyap~ny ¥ap) = DuS NN 0OYIPH ¥ap).

It is quite likely that Ben Hadad’s statement is a pun,*® a pun
that was missed by LXX, Peshitta, Targum Jonathan, Ibn Ezra (to
Qoh 5:1), David Qimhi, Ibn Kaspi, Gersonides, the Judeo-Arabic
translation from 1354, Malbim, Kittel,3® Gray,39 Wiirthwein,40
NJPS and Sternberg.! Only Saadia, Bahye (to Lev 5:15),% and

¥ A. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. (Oxford, 1923) 251-253;
J. C. Greenfield and B. Porten, The Bisitun Inscription of Darius the Great; Aramaic
Version (London, 1982) 28, 30, 32, 34, 38.

% As in Gen 40:13,19, a death sentence issued by a gentile king contains a cruel
wordplay, which makes it sound initially like the pardon he issued moments before.
The message may be that gentile kings view such decisions as an amusing game of
little importance—like the Roman emperors deciding the fate of fallen gladiators. Under
oriental despots, life is precarious: the tiniest variation of language, the slightest whim,
makes the difference between life and death. This would fit the theme of the next two
stories. In vss. 31ff, the ministers of the defeated Ben-Hadad tell him that his Israelite
foe might listen to a plea to spare his life, since the kings of Israel have a reputation
of being magnanimous—a reputation which turns out to be well-deserved. In 21:71F,
the Phoenician princess, Jezebel, teaches her husband, Ahab, that where she comes
from, the taking of innocent life is part of the exercise of royal power (12190 mwy).

1 1Ay nwNT DN or1pn onann, ed. Y. Avishur (Jerusalem, 1995)
249.

3 R. Kittel, Die Biicher der Konige (Gottingen, 1900) 166.

®7. Gray, I & Il Kings: A Commentary, 2nd ed. (London, 1970) 420.

“E. Wiirthwein, Die Biicher der Konige: 1.Kon.17-2.Kon.25 (Géttingen, 1984) 234.

M. Sternberg, The Poetics of Biblical Narrative (Bloomington, 1985), 256-257.

“21t is quite possible that Bahye’s interpretation of our verse comes from Saadia; cf.
the introduction to nmnn Sy N3 :»na »av, ed. C. B. Chavel (Jerusalem, 1966) 12.
Bahye’s interest in this interpretation stems from his conviction that word-order varia-
tion is meaningful (2:415), "mxnn nnTPna MOBN 193 W1 DISY Y1901 NWH DT IPY 78 7
00 N 0®N DIWHN NIV P, TN 15YD PN TN HI7W ANDY 9PN DTPINT NNND
D0 DIVIH INY) DIDYLTON I INNW OYN DY BN 790 177 13 IBNY 75 NIy ,0von
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Abarbanel® recognized it. Saadia was primed to see it, because he
was on the lookout for cases of a word occurring with different mean-
ings in the same passage and because he was interested in the ambi-
guity of the word o»n. In his discussion of the tree of life,* he lists
eight meanings for that word, including two which he would presum-
ably apply in our case: N»15[N] 'nvn “earthly life” as in o»n 7 NRR
and onx ony “living people” as in 1NY 0»0 n‘m

Another pun noted by Saadia is in Ps 100:3 DﬁbN NAY 17D YT
imyyn sy ey N (121 p) X0 pgyNan. Ibn Ezra to Exod 21:8
cites him as follows: N2 NPYTNIN 0D 17 ¥ DMNYO W O3 NINID DN
1NIN D 22 MW BNNY IPYY KD NOIN D TINA 0y NN, “The Gaon
said that this has two meanings like 20X N>y 1y—x7; one of them
is that we did not make ourselves and the other is that we are
his.” ¢ Here, too, recognition of the pun is probably a by-product of
Saadia’s search for words occurring twice in the same passage, each

IN YD ,DMN 07 MM BDMN WIN 0»N DWIR Yio DIWIN DMN INY ANN7NY ON)
D) DNVN YGRS DIIND MY ¥ DIwgR 0»0 vie ,0uinn. In this he disagrees with Ibn
Ezra (to Qoh 5:1), who held that it is meaningless: >y W oy 9w 3 w1971 D 3
DIWSR OO0 N DNH DIWIR, 1IN ANN N ANN 1IN DWW, Another case of variation
which Bahye and Abarbanel find meaningful and Ibn Ezra and David Qimhi do not is
the number variation between >72 and »iy in Gen 1:14 »7307 Dwvn wpaa ning 0
DY) DM DTYIND NNy »in ‘12"2‘3 P O¥E Pa. Bahye and Abarbanel see in the
smgular number of ) a hint that there is really only one source of light, while Ibn
Ezra, David Qimhi, Rashbam, and Meyuhas see only (m)~xpnn 717. For other exam-
ples of this deep-seated controversy, see my article cited in n. 3, above.

4on 00 2 W2 137 DY XY DPNA 9Y IR GMYN DY NI DNNY ¥I99 1123 I
NIND DNNYN 717290 18P 0P DMN INND BV 717 DRYN ARN ONY 07D ,DiPNSD?
03N NI T DV N2 DIN OMN W INY DY ONY ,TT0 13 WND w192 Do
ONIN DI 7T TPY DNYN WMDY 102 N7 DIWIR DM0 N NPNNY ONY ,INAN DY
9171 OW N2 O»n . Abarbanel views this interpretation as “more correct” than his
first suggestion (a suggestion made also by Sternberg, Poetics, 256-257), that Ben-
Hadad’s formulation is the result of his inebriated state. Abarbanel may mean that
Ben-Hadad is too drunk to weigh the options quickly and silently in his head or too
drunk even to realize that the two outcomes are the same. But it is also possible to
view him as a man whose wicked sense of humor has been unleashed by alcohol. In
the latter case, Abarbanel’s two suggestions are both true.

4 muN1ay PN YD 37w pa, 78 (Heb. transl., 296).

4 Today, we would take b»n in the latter example as an adjective meaning “alive.”

4 As pointed out by Ibn Ezra to Isa 49:5, Saadia habitually gives a double interpre-
tation in cases of 3> »p NY 1°n2; see Cohen, “Quotations from Saadia’s Arabic Com-
mentary,” 80. The Karaites were opposed to this type of exegesis, according to G. Khan,
Karaite Bible Manuscripts from the Cairo Genizah (Cambridge, 1990) 20-21.
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time with a different meaning. In this case, the word occurring twice
in the same passage is a homophone, with one occurrence “inside”
(in the text) and the other “outside” (in the margin), to paraphrase
Ibn Ezra.

Here again Saadia appears to be right. The reading “it was he who
made us—not we ourselves”*’ is supported by Job 34:33 AR
»X"ND) 102n; both examples express contrastive focus through the
use of contrasting independent pronouns. The reading “it was he who
made us, and we are his” is selected by the apposition with ¥ iny
imyn “his people and his tended flock,” with repetition of the
suffixed pronoun i-; cf. Ps 79:13 and 95:7. Nevertheless, both medi-
evals (e.g., Ibn Ezra)*® and moderns (e.g., Barr)* continue to insist
that only one of the two interpretations can be correct. Even the
Rabbis seem to adopt an either-or position.>°

4T For the implied accusative reflexive pronoun, see P. Jotion and T. Muraoka, A
Grammar of Biblical Hebrew (Rome, 1991) 545.

48 Ibn Ezra concludes his citation of Saadia with the words: 810 >3wn 1% 3 39¥1 1193
y125 nNn. This is in line with his general principle, cited by Simon (nwasin 19719, 113),
that 717 TN 11T WOSPTIPDY 29 1IN P71, TN DYD ,0IN IN NI XD ,190 13nn 5.
This principle applies primarily to words occurring only once in a passage. With words
occurring two or more times, Ibn Ezra sometimes suspends that principle, for he does
recognize wordplay as a feature of biblical style (¢1pn w1 miny 197); see Simon,
mwIen 1719, 123, and E. Z. Melamed, xapnn »waon (Jerusalem, 1975) 579 on non
mny MXNN v, Indeed, he himself composed puns; cf. the play on the three mean-
ings of 17m—*“his bowstring,” “the rest of it,” “Jethro”—in the poem preceding his
commentary to Exod 18:1 {personal communication from Simon). It seems likely that
Ibn Ezra did not consider the ketiv in the text and the gere in the margin as two distinct
occurrences constituting a wordplay.

1. Barr, “A New Look at Kethibh-Qere.” Qudtestamentische Studién 21 (1981)
31: “Worshippers in the Church of England who repeat the familiar phrase ‘it is he that
hath made us, and not we ourselves’ . . . are perhaps not sufficiently aware that they
are reading the Kethibh and that there is a good case to be made for ‘he hath made us
and we are his’ with the Q. Linguistically both are possible: the choice between them
must depend on exegetical considerations, e.g., which is the more likely sentiment to
have been uttered by a poet in Old Testament Israel. This probably decides in favor of
the Q, since few in ancient Israel would have imagined that man was his own creator,
and therefore it was not very necessary to oppose that notion. . . . Here again it is im-
portant not to misinterpret the K: the writer of the basic text may well have meant ‘to
him’ when he wrote the K nb; but by the spelling conventions which eventually
became established that writing was normal for ‘not’ and inevitably suggested ‘not.””

0 See GenR 100 (ed. J. Theodor and C. Albeck, 1283): 37 1N 100 Y3 A
N ’jNZ Yo IBNY YIS KD L1V DN PRI DN N DYYNIN D»fjbgg(ﬂ) NI H1TYD
TV AN MDUH DN 19) NYYNIN DEIR(A) NaN 707D T TN NDN AN ) imy.
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7. Saadia Gaon: Meaning-Maximalism and the Fallacy of
Over-Specification

We have seen that Saadia’s search for ambiguity had its positive
side, but at times Saadia went too far. Some of his lists of meanings
exhibit what Uriel Weinreich called the “fallacy of overspecification,”
i.e., the fallacy of “exaggerat[ing] the incidence of polysemy at the
expense of vagueness or generality.”>! The problem arises when the
analyst arbitrarily draws a boundary through what is properly a uni-
tary domain of meaning, and thus splits a single relatively general
meaning into a number of relatively specific ones. The result is a
phenomenon which we may call “pseudo-polysemy.”>?

Some discussions of pseudo-polysemy deal with cases where a
word is alleged to have different meanings in different contexts. Wein-
reich, for example, speaks of the verb “eat” in “eat bread” and “eat
soup.””* Quine questions the claim of some philosophers that the
word “true” is ambiguous, having a different meaning in “true log-
ical laws” than it has in “true confessions”: “Why not view ‘true’
as unambiguous but very general, and recognize the difference be-
tween true logical laws and true confessions as a difference between
logical laws and confessions?”>* We shall refer to this type of pseudo-
polysemy as “context-dependent” pseudo-polysemy.

Other discussions of pseudo-polysemy deal with meanings that
may occur in the same context. Thus, Lyons notes that French tapis
is not ambiguous despite the fact that it corresponds to three non-

S1U. Weinreich, “On the Semantic Structure of Language,” in Universals of Lan-
guage, ed. J. H. Greenberg, 2nd ed. (Cambridge, Mass., 1966) 203 n. 53. For these two
terms and their synonyms, see Appendix, below.

52 This is my translation of the term “polysémie prétendue” used by L. Zawadoski,
“La polysémie prétendue,” Biuletyn Polskiego Towarzystwa Jezykoznawczego 18 (1959)
11-49. The term used by Weinreich is “infinite polysemy’; see his “Explorations in
Semantic Theory,” in Semantics, ed. D. D. Steinberg and L. A. Jakobovits (Cambridge,
1971) 322 (reprinted from Current Trends in Linguistics, vol. 3, ed. T. A. Sebeok [The
Hague, 1966]).

3 Weinreich, “Explorations,” 322. He begins by saying that “eat has a slightly
different meaning in each phrase,” but he goes on to argue that they should not be rep-
resented in the dictionary entry for this word.

*W. V. O. Quine, Word and Object (Cambridge Mass., 1960) 131. My brother,
Mark J. Steiner, points out that there are many philosophers who would reject this
particular example and that in an example like this one it is difficult to disentangle
linguistic and philosophical issues.
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synonymous English words: rug, carpet, and mat.>> Kempson il-
lustrates the point using the English pronoun we and its six Fijian
equivalents.>®

Consider Saadia’s claim, in his commentary to Gen 2:2, that nn»awy
encompasses eight meanings.>’ Four of the meanings pertain to the
nouns nav and ynaw: “cessation of all types of work” (Yom Kip-
pur), “cessation of most types of work” (Sabbath), “cessation of
profitable types of work” (festivals), “cessation of one type of work”
(sabbatical year).*® This is a classic example of pseudo-polysemy, for
all of these meanings can be reduced to one: “cessation of any amount
of work.” The pseudo-polysemy here is not context-dependent. Saa-
dia’s promise to present these meanings in detail when the time comes
to explain his translation of n3¥n ninwn shows that Saadia’s goal
here is to resolve a contradiction with tradition,>® but it is difficult to
see why the general meaning presented above would not have served
Saadia’s purpose just as well.

The first of the eight meanings listed for nmaw by Saadia is “ces-
sation of creation—a meaning which he says is required by philo-
sophical speculation, i.e., designed to resolve a contradiction with
reason.® This meaning is needed in Gen 2:2 =991 >ya¥n oha Hayn
Ny N IRINIY to eliminate any suggestion that God had prev1ously
been engaged in a physical activity involving motion and exertion.®!
Here the pseudo-polysemy is context dependent; part of Saadia’s de-
finition (“of creation”) more properly belongs to the modifier 521
inpN2p “from all his work.”

531, Lyons, Semantics (Cambridge, 1977) 238.

S R. M. Kempson, Semantic Theory (Cambridge, 1977) 97-98 (cf. also 125-126).

57 As pointed out by B. Septimus, [ am assuming that Saadia here is using the word
MINYD to mean “meanings,” as elsewhere in his commentary, rather than “varieties of
application.” It must be admitted, however, that Saadia may have used the term in two
different senses.

38 muNtab NG YT 17 e, 56 (Hebrew transl., 261): 'na nmaw mwey vnm
INTDI 01 .0 DY NIND NOY DRIV INIYR INPITNOS T2 0y D3 NIV DI L L L INYD
29 T9T) J0ODN NN XDV D/ NK MY YIDTNIY 1INaY (NI0DN 28 Torn ONDYNON YRON
N2Y MYINOIN HDON 29 INNIATND ATNNY AYNIN INDDI D7 .)IN2Y 1WUNTT D13 TINYRDX
W2 MY Yingy.

2 See §3, above.

% muntab Ny Y 19 e, 56 (Hebrew transl., 261): ina nnvaw mvwad vonm
UMK IMN NBI INTINON TIN] SINON X171 IR0,
51 See miym MmN, 2.12 (ed. Qafih, 108-109).
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Another example of context-dependent pseudo-polysemy is Saa-
dia’s claim that in Deut 28:47-48 . . . poN /N~y RTIY NI WX N0D
PPN"NN n72y) the first occurrence of 7-1-y has a different meaning
than the second occurrence.® To paraphrase Quine: Why not view
7-2-y “serve” as unambiguous but general, and recognize the differ-
ence between serving the Lord and serving one’s enemies as a differ-
ence between the Lord-and the enemies?

An even clearer example of this type is found in Saadia’s com-
mentary to Gen 4:4, where he discusses the biliteral root yy: 3

I translated yy» as “accept” because these two letters when adjacent
have [seven] meanings . . .; then “accept”: Innyp=on DAy =oN N Y,
then “desist” and “leave”: Job 14:6 »2yn nyy; then “head for” and “go
towards”: Isa 17:7 snwy-by oan nyy?; then ‘occupy oneself”: Exod 5:6
WYFTI WY,

Saadia claims that this root has the meaning 13 “head for” in Isa
17:7 anpy=oy oI nyy? and the opposite meaning, 770 “leave,” in
Job 14:6 voyn nyy. He makes no attempt to attribute the difference
in meaning to the difference in prepositions—to say simply that nyw
9y and Y¥n nyw are opposites because by and yn are opposites. Later
we shall look at Rashi’s discussion of this verb and see how different
it is.

8. The Fallacy of Over-Specification in Saadia’s Time and Before

Saadia was not the only one in his time to fall prey to the fal-
lacy of over-specification. Other 10th-century authors, David al-Fasi®
and Menahem ben Saruq,% also assign different meanings to nyw
preceding 5y, and nyw preceding 5yn.% Similarly dubious distinc-

2 Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion (Third Article),” 102.

83 mrwNab PN TV 27 >wrDa, 85 (Heb. transl., 307): pr1n NS NP y¥31 1109
D307ON ™ ¥ Dyap o L L oaRYn [NYaD] MDON 22 NND IND NDND[N](N) NPIN PIndR
SIRWI O/ ANYWYTDY DT NYYY RIONY T3P D7 0T YRYR AYY T 93 oo Linnm o
RYTIIT WYY

84 Jami€ al-Alfaz, 2:691-692.

5 Menahem ben Sarug: Mahberet, ed. A. Sdenz-Badillos (Granada, 1986) 365%—
366*.

% See also Jami® al-Alfaz, 2:265, where Alfasi lists six meanings for the verb o-n-y,
of which four are the same as Saadia’s. Curiously, both he and Saadia treat Isa 57:5
on,y together with ony. In the Babylonian tradition, the two were in fact homonyms;
see 1. Yeivin, *5aan 1pa napnwnn maavn pwon nmon (Jerusalem, 1985) 33.
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tions were made by Saadia’s predecessors, the Masoretes. Dotan®” has
pointed out that among the words which appear in Masoretic lists
with the rubric »w5 »ana a2 “two occurrences with different mean-
ings” are words like 70 (Judg 15:15, Isa 1:6) and 2923 (2 Sam 18:8,
Lam 2:5), which, according to both modern scholars and medievals,
have only one meaning. %

Saadia’s Muslim predecessors and contemporaries—exegetes, lex-
icographers, grammarians, and philosophers—were no different. Thus,
when the 9th-century Quranic exegete, Ibn Qutayba, tries to present
examples of al-lafzu l-wahidu li-l-maani I-muhtalifah “one ex-
pression for varied meanings” in his Ta”wil muskil al-Qur°an,® he
stumbles into a mine-field of pseudo-polysemy. For kitab “writing”
he gives the meanings gada “decreed,” farada “imposed,” jaala
“placed,” “amara “commanded”;%% for 2al->amr “command” he has
al-qada’ “decree,” ad-din “religion,”™ al-gawl “remark,” al-‘adab
“punishment,” al-giyamah “resurrection,” al-wahy “revelation,” and
ad-danb “sin.”’® In both cases, Ibn Qutayba is careful to add that
there is an “asl “root-meaning” from which the various meanings
branch out, but this hardly suffices to rectify the situation.

The 9th/10th-century Quranic mystic, Al-Tirmidi, is not much
different. The first entry in his glossary of ambiguous terms in the
Quran is al-huda “right guidance,” for which he lists fifteen mean-
ings: al-bayan “elucidation,” al-’islam “submission (to the will of
God),” at-tawhid “monotheism,” ad-din “religion,” ad-du‘a’ “prayer,”
basirah “insight,” al-ma“rifah “knowledge,” al-quran “the Quran,”
ar-rasil “the Messenger,” ar-rusd “proper conduct,” as-sawab “right-
ness,” at-tagwa “piety,” at-tawfiq “success,” at-tawbah “repentance,”

S7 A. Dotan, “Homonymous Hapax Doublets in the Masora,” Textus 14 (1988) 134.

% Many exegetes point out that M9 means “moist” in Isa 1:6 as well as in Jud
15:15. Saadia translates nnopnon “purulent, full of pus” at Isa 1:6, a translation which,
of course, does not fit Jud 15:15. Unfortunately, his commentary to Isa 1:6 is not ex-
tant, and it is therefore impossible to say whether he believes that the two occurrences
represent two meanings or one.

%1 am indebted to Naphtali Kinberg for calling this chapter to my attention.

% cAbd Alldh ibn Muslim ibn Qutayba, Ta’wil muskil al-qur’an (Cairo, 1973)
462-463.

"0 The meaning “religion” is also listed under al->ummah “nation,” al-salah “prayer,”
and al-halg “creation”; Ibid., 446, 461, 507.

02 Ibid., 514-515.

This content downloaded from 129.98.33.14 on Wed, 30 Jan 2019 23:09:22 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms
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al-mamarr “the passageway.” " Al-Tirmidi does attempt to show that
every one of these meanings can be derived from the meaning al-mayl
“inclination,” " but the result is nothing more than a thin veneer which
cannot hide the error in the underlying assumptions.

The 9th-century grammarian, Abfi “Ali Qutrub, includes the verb
raga in his book on words with two opposite meanings, Kitab al-
“Addad. His analysis of this verb parallels Saadia’s analysis of nyw:
rdaga “alayhim “atahum wardaga “anhum dahaba “anhum, “raga to
them—he came to them; raga from them—he went from them.””
Cohen, following Noldeke,” cites this as an example of “false
addad”:"

D’autres formes auxquelles on ne peut accorder le statut d'addad sont
celles qui n'opposent des significations que dans des constructions
différentes. Par exemple lorsqu’il s’agit de verbes qui dénotent un
proces dont les directions opposées sont exprimées au moyen de
prépositions.

Even the great 9th-century philosopher, Al-Farabi, was not im-
mune. In his short treatise on Aristotle’s De Interpretatione,’® he
gives examples of various types of ambiguity. The examples for one
type are (a) “military” (harbi), as in “military man” (rajul), “military
horse/weapon” (faras/silah), “military speech” (kalam), and “military
ledger” (daftar) (4 meanings); (b) “medical” (£ibbi), as in “medical
ledger” (daftar), “medical remedy” (“il@j), “medical instrument”
(alah) (3 meanings); (c) “wine (adj.)” (hamri), as in “wine-grape(s)”
(“inab) and “wine-color” ({awn) (2 meanings). Modern linguists would

n Al-Hakim Al-Tirmidi, Tahsil naza’ir al-qur°an (1969, n.p.) 19-24. I am indebted
to Naphtali Kinberg for this reference.

21bid., 19.

H. Kofler, “Das Kitdb al-Addad von Abi °Ali Muhammad Qutrub Ibn al-
Mustanir,” Islamica 5 (1931-32) 278.

"T. Noldeke, “Waorter mit Gegensinn,” Neue Beitriige zur semitischen Sprachwis-
senschaft (Strassburg, 1910) 69.

5D. Cohen, “Addad et ambiguité linguistique en arabe.” Arabica 8 (1961) 9. The
other examples of false “addad in different constructions which Cohen cites from
Qutrub and Ibn al-Anbari are much less explicit.

76 M. Kiiyel [-Ttirker], “Farabinin Peri Hermeneias Muhtasari,” Aragtirma 4 (1966)
50-51; Al-Mantiq “inda al-Farabi, ed. R. El-Ajam (Beirut, 1985), 1:142; E W. Zim-
mermann, Al-Farabi's Commentary and Short Treatise on Aristotle’s De Interpretatione
(Oxford, 1981) 229-230. I am indebted to B. Septimus for calling Zimmermann’s
book to my attention and to Ilai Alon for making Ttirker’s article available to me.
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define these adjectives as “relating to war/medicine/wine,” ignoring
the nuances of the various possible relationships, but Farabi held
the view that each of these relationships corresponds to a different
meaning.”’

Farabi’s view is an integral part of the Aristotelian tradition, as
one can see by tracing the roots of his medical example. Three mean-
ings of “medical” (latpikdg)—one in the phrase “medical book”
(BiBriov), another in “medical remedy” (@dppaxov), a third in “med-
ical scalpel” (opthiov)—are listed already in the commentaries of
Porphyry (3rd century cg) and Simplicius (6th century cg) to Aris-
totle’s Categories.”™

Porphyry’s analysis, in turn, is based on a discussion by Aristotle
himself (Metaphysics 11.3.2, 1060b37 ff.),” according to which the
word “medical” (latpucdg) is used of both an utterance (Adyog) and
a knife (payaipiov), i.e., a diagnosis and a scalpel. The phrase used
by Aristotle here, “said in several ways” (molhay®dg Aéyetar), was
interpreted by Porphyry as a reference to ambiguity rather than mere
variety of application, and modern scholars generally agree with this

" In addition to these examples of pseudo-polysemy, Al-Farabi has an example of
pseudo-homonymy. According to him, an eye and a spring have nothing in common;
thus, the use of Arabic “ayn to refer to both is pure coincidence; Kiiyel [-Tiirker],
“Farabi’nin Peri Hermeneias Muhtasari,” 49; El-Ajam, Al-Mantiq, 1:141. Maimonides,
whose treatise on logic is based on Farabi’s, accepts his analysis of this example while
skipping his examples of pseudo-polysemy; I. Efros, “Maimonides’ Treatise on Logic,”
PAAJR 8 (1937-1938) w—nY; cf. 0>213 1, 1.44. Abraham de Balmes, 03N nipn
(Venice, 1523) pp. 3,7 agrees, as do modern scholars. BDB has separate entries for
1. py “eye” and I1. py “spring” and a note that the “connexion {of I py] with L. py [is]
dubfious].” E R. Palmer, Semantics (Cambridge, 1976) 6667, states that “in English,
eye is used with a variety of other meanings, e.g., the center of a hurricane or a spring
of water, which are not so obviously related semantically to the organ of sight.”” In
fact, we are dealing with a dead metaphor comparing water flowing from a spring with
tears flowing from an eye. The metaphor is frequently revived, e.g., Jer 8:23 ipn »py
nyn¥ and bEruv 19a prypa mynT 3oy povav. The fact that karst springs, such as the
Siloam spring, do not flow continuously makes the metaphor even more apt.

" A. Busse, Porphyrii Isagoge et in Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium (= Com-
mentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 4) (Berlin, 1887) 66; K. Kalbfleisch, Simplicii in Aris-
totelis Categorias Commentarium (= Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 8) (Berlin,
1907) 32; 1. Hadot, Simplicius commentaire sur les Catégories, fascicule 3 (Leiden,
1990) 23-24.

H. A. Wolfson, “The Amphibolous Terms in Aristotle, Arabic Philosophy and
Maimonides,” in Studies in the History of Philosophy and Religion, ed. I. Twersky and
G. H. Williams (Cambridge, Mass., 1973) 463-464. ] am indebted to B. Septimus for
this reference.
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interpretation.®® In a related passage (Metaphysics 7.4.15, 1030a34
ff.), Aristotle states that the word “medical,” applied to a patient’s
body and a procedure and an instrument, is not used “in one sense”
(ka®’ €v). What emerges from reading both passages together is that
“medical” is used “in (several senses having) something in common”
(katd Tt kowdv), i.e., “in relation to one end” (npog Ev).

Ironically, it was this same Aristotle who developed the concep-
tual tools—definitions and even diagnostic tests—for distinguishing
ambiguity (equivocation) from generality (univocation).®! It is even
more ironic that Aristotle’s pseado-polysemous treatment of “medi-
cal” was juxtaposed with his distinction between equivocation and
univocation in the writings of Porphyry, Simplicius, Al-Farabi, et al.

It should not be assumed, however, that Aristotle stumbled blindly
into this trap. His discussion in Physics (7.4, 249a23 ff.) suggests
that he was well aware that some of his examples of ambiguity were
less than obvious:

When a term is equivocal, the senses covered by it may be widely
removed, or they may have some resemblance, or they may, in fact or
by the closeness of their analogies, draw so near to each other that the
ambiguity of the term that includes them all, though very real, easily
escapes our notice.%?

Moreover, an examination of the many tests presented in Topics
(1.15) for distinguishing ambiguity from generality reveals that most
are designed to establish that a word is not merely general. Indeed,
the bias in this discussion is revealed clearly by the fact that it con-
tains only one occurrence of the word for generality but two dozen
occurrences of expressions for ambiguity.

81t may be objected that “Aristotle uses the phrase moAhayd¢ Aéyetal . . . in many
passages where he is not concerned with ambiguity of a term at all in the modern
sense of the word”; K. J. J. Hintikka, “Aristotle on the Ambiguity of Ambiguity,”
Inquiry 2 (1959) 145. However, that does not seem to be the case here; see the trans-
lation given on 138.

8 See especially the beginning of the Categories, cited in the Appendix, below.
Note, however, that Aristotle’s example of univocation and the case in which he fails
to recognize univocation are rather different. The former involves a noun (“animal”)
and is not context-dependent; the latter involves an adjective (“medical”) and is
context-dependent.

8 Trans. P. H. Wicksteed and E. M. Cornford. Aristotle, The Physics (Cambridge,
Mass.—London, 1929) 2:251.
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It appears, then, that Saadia was heir to several intellectual tradi-
tions in which semantic distinctions which today appear unnecessary
were both commonplace and respectable. The principle, later to be
enunciated by William of Ockham, that “entities are not to be mul-
tiplied beyond necessity” did not play much of a role in discussions
of meaning in those traditions. Parsimony and generality were not an
important goal in lexicology in Saadia’s time. To be sure, Saadia was
well acquainted with the meaning-minimalism of the Rabbis,? but
he avoided it, probably because he associated it with derash.

Explicit protests against pseudo-polysemy in the Islamic world
came long after Saadia’s time. One of the most interesting is that of
Ibn al-Jawzi, who, like Al-Tirmidi, wrote a glossary of ambiguous
terms in the Quran.84 In his introduction, he criticizes previous con-
tributors to this genre, known as al-wujih wa-n-naza’ir:

Those who wrote them [i.e., books of al-wujith wa-n-naza’ir] have gone
too far and cited words whose meaning is the same in all places—such
as balad “country,” qaryah “village,” madinah “city,” rajul “man,”
insan “human being,” and the like-—except that that which is denoted
by “country” in one verse is not the country in another verse.®

In his conclusion he returns to this theme:

If a careful observer were to argue with those who said them [i.e., cited
those examples of ambiguity], he would have to combine many of the
meanings into one meaning. And if we were to do that, most of the
meanings would be invalidated. . . . Let not the plethora of meanings
and entries you see in this kind of book delude you, for they are like
a mirage.

9. Spanish Meaning-Minimalism before Rashi

Menahem b. Saruq and Jonah ibn Janah seem to be less eager to
multiply meanings than Saadia, although in the absence of a compre-
hensive study we cannot say anything definite. In the case of o-n-1,

8 See §13, below.

8 Tbn al-Jawzi, Nuzhat al->ayun al-nawagir fi “ilm al-wujih wa-l-naza@’ir, ed. Mu-
hammad al-Radi (Beirut, 1987). I am indebted to Naphtali Kinberg for calling to my
attention the following passages from this work.

8 Ibid., 83.

8 1bid., 643-644.
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both Menahem and Ibn Janah have dramatically distanced themselves
from Saadia, replacing his six meanings with two.%’

In the case of »-y-v, the movement of Menahem and Ibn Janah
away from Saadia is less dramatic. Nevertheless, Ibn Janah’s treat-
ment of one of Saadia’s translations of the verb is strikingly similar
to Rashi’s treatment of the Targum:*

Even though the meaning of nyy N> is ‘he did not accept,® the pure

sense of the word is ‘he did not turn his attention, he did not look
attentively’ as in o™X 19PN, And it is as if it said =5y RO
ma N9 innn. P

In the case of mAn y-p-1, Menahem follows Saadia in assigning
different meanings to different occurrences of the phrase. In the
Mahberet, Amos 1:13 appears in the first np>nn s.v. 10, while 2 Kgs
8:12 appears in the second.’! Dunash and Ibn Janah, on the other
hand, assign the same meaning to both occurrences.”?

10. French Meaning-Maximalism in Rashi’s Time

It has often been noted that R. Joseph Qara considered discourse
cohesion (MNP M2an) to be a central concern of peshat exege-
sis.” Thus, it is not surprising that, like Saadia, he occasionally
gives radically different interpretations to a single phrase in differ-
ent contexts.

8 Mahberet, 254% and Kitab al-"Usil; The Book of Hebrew Roots, ed. A. Neubauer
(Oxford, 1875) 424-426.

8 See §11, below.

8 This interpretation is from Saadia, who apparently had 51> 05 in the first form;
ultimately, it is from Targum Ongelos.

P55y NN NDY NAND> DY 21 NAIN DITIN NNR XA YIpD> DY NYY NI Ivn IND 1N
19 N InNH DN PR I8 ONP INDS DRNIN DY 198 O 1IN, Kitab al-JU.s:zl, 736, lines
5-8.

o Mahberet, 142%.

92 Tesubot de Dunas ben Labrat, ed. A. Sdenz-Badillos (Granada, 1980) 54*-55%;
Kitab al- Usiil, 181, line 17. Surprisingly, Saadia’s view prevailed among the later
Spanish exegetes, including Ibn Jigatilla, Ibn Bal®am, Ibn Ezra, David Qimhi, Ibn
Kaspi, Gersonides, and Abarbanel.

93 See, most recently, N. Eliakim, x1p qov 1 e nwwisn wnow (Ph.D. diss., Bar-
Ilan University, 1984) 128—134, and the introduction to 2PN 1905 NI 901 Y17 Y19,
ed. M. M. Ahrend (Jerusalem, 1988) 13-14, 57.
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Some of these interpretations are rather forced. Thus, he takes
Gen 37:26 in7 ) 19 to mean “let’s pocket his sale price,” relating
the verb to v “pocket” and the noun to mishnaic oon7 “sale price”:

IR NOBN IMX M09 300 NMN NI ON 13 A0V INTI 6T DY 9
4 D07 WY 0T 093 PUY 11PI) 11900 DTN IND

By contrast, in Job 16:18 his interpretation of >n7T >925 0N is the
conventional “do not cover up my blood,” judging from his comment
to the second half of that verse: Dypn >n> SN *DRYI? BipR >17oN)
»npyx 12 noannw.” It is only in Gen 37:26 that the concealing of
blood seems to be irrelevant to the context (a discussion of profit). It
is ironic that an interpretation arising out of such unmidrashic con-
cerns should have such a midrashic flavor.*

Another example is his claim that the stereotyped phrase »y nx1,
which in Ps 9:14 and 25:18 means “see my affliction,” has the mean-
ing “find answering me appealing” in Job 10:15:

A2 VYD 0D DNM OMN DNYT PRYL W ANV ODPTN D3 NN ONY NN
PHYL WM WUN DIPH 932 NSV ,INIR YN DIPRTI1 PIDY NPYBETIY
o7 MINIPS HY 1WA 39D 11 1WA NN 12 . PIAT NN OIN ANIT 1

This interpretation is designed to establish a connection with 9:15—
16, where Job complains that God never answers him. That Qara had
no interest in applying it to the dozen or so other occurrences of
»->-y in the Bible can be seen in his comment to Lam 1:9:

AN ANPYY NYD AMIN DY PON TINTY 912 DRINA PN PN TN L . .
%8 1IN 9731 >9 MIYTIN 1IN IDNY NI

% 910 NvYYe, ed. A. Berliner (Breslau, 1872) 16 (Hebrew section), as emended
by Ahrend in 2¥N 1805 N3P 9P 10 v, 21, Berliner took this comment from MS
Munich 252. A similar comment, attributed to Qara, is found in MS Oxford 284, ac-
cording to oowin movim, ed. J. Gellis (Jerusalem, 1985) 4:41.

95 21 1905 NP GO 117 VI, P. 3.

% The interpretation of 92 as a denominative from v derives the two words
from a single biliteral root, v-, with no regard for the morphological difference be-
tween them. As such, it is reminiscent of R. Jose Ha-Galili’s interpretation of nv) in
Gen 22:1 as a denominative from vy “mast (of ship)”: ny»av5w 03 197; GenR 55 (ed.
Theodor—Albeck, 588). The interpretation of in7 based on postbiblical usage is also
typical of midrash.

9T 9PN 1905 NIP DY 17 WY, p- 19, corrected at the end according to the variant
reading in the critical apparatus.

9B NP I AR DY WP in 1NN DY e1ve MY 1191 oY w11 19, ed. C. I L Gad
(Benei Berag, 1959) 3:103.
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On the other hand, Qara does not follow Saadia and Menahem in
taking nin y-p-1 as a homonymous phrase. It seems that he saw no
need to resort to this solution because he was convinced by Du-
nash’s clarification of the connection between splitting open preg-
nant women and expanding territory in Amos 1:13.%

11. Rashi: Meaning-Minimalism through Gemeinbedeutung
and Grundbedeutung

The dominant figure in the shift towards meaning-minimalism
was Rashi.'® Rashi was constantly on the lookout for core meanings
(common denominators), such as:

1N 200 P 390 Y9 g 29D N 0 1

DOIN NIY N IDIN 12 W2 73 1) DXNaY DION (D30a D3y .20,) 'HY
DONM 2PN NHNTO) NPY 517300 DIMIVN 37 777 3I0UD IMON DRN N27Y
WY INZ7Y 0H2W) ;N3 NOIDM DIVN TNV WA NDW ;A0IPT DI MWD
DION D27Y D2 MY DY ¥OY HNDON 2191 DTV NN M0 DVIN Y

102 153980 57123 NOIM

TN PP AZYNOK I PINT IAT DI .NNND NI (TYRD NI .2 0D DY
1% 3271 My 7™R0 ,i7¥3 33V 193,790 Ton NP

D22 DPNY D109 7937 DXI2TH AV N> DUIYNY INTID) O N XY

INVIY NV JION YT NONIPN W I 53 ... 1310 DIND YD N 0P /AN
PR 1312 TND WK DD 173 NP POy

Rashi has a fondness for definitions of the form “every occur-
rence of term X, whether pertaining to +Y or to -Y, has the meaning

9 Tesubot de Duna§ ben Labrat, 54%—55%.

100 A1 citations from Rashi’s commentary to the Torah have been corrected in ac-
cordance with MSS Leipzig 1, Vienna 23 and 24. The folio numbers are given for the
two Vienna manuscripts but not for Leipzig 1, since they are not visible in the
microfilm available to me. Citations from the commentary to Samuel are from YNy
g wira oy, ed. M. L. Katznellenbogen (Jerusalem, 1995); citations from the com-
mentaries to Minor Prophets, Isaiah, and Psalms are from I. Maarsen, Parschandatha:
The Commentary of Raschi on the Prophets and Hagiographs (Amsterdam, 1930--36).
For other books, Vienna 24 has been consulted. Only a few key passages are trans-
lated below.

101 Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 35a; Vienna 24, 27a.

1021 eipzig 1; Vienna 23, 40b; Vienna 24, 35a. See also the commentary to Hab 2:16.

1031 eipzig 1; Vienna 23, 61b; Vienna 24, 66a.
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Z.” Some of these definitions may have been designed to challenge
Menahem’s claim, borrowed from the Muslim lexicographers, that a
word can have two diametrically opposed meanings: %

2297 115,31 1279 O DY DINPPILY DT PPN PYD AT 93 1999, 103
WY NP YINDTNZT ONYIN IND DN T2Y ¥ MU A2I0Y MW 0o Y
105 5990 Nomw a7

P NIYT P OTRD DY YN 12T 23 ANDDN IWNIND WIPRTIS .0 10 737
2 3~(DIR™ON N0 vITP YD 11 993 TOON TIT I WIPD 1130 INND
1063,}3\?-.1?

NIIDY Y NI DY PYY NIPHIY AT DI . . . RIDTIN Y N an 30 n
107 Ay5 v

DM NDT NYI NODP NWI 531 DN NHTND 1OIRI) DI0B NN} 2 N 7IN
Y03 T8, 30 v 0D W

ORI NYODY DAY NYOD 7O NN T8 NI AT AT WD IDOP 10 O

For cases where no common denominator could be found, Rashi
developed a theory of primary meanings.'® As we have seen, Mus-
lim exegetes like Ibn Qutayba had a theory of this type as well, but
it did nothing to stem the proliferation of meanings in their work. In-
deed, it may have had the opposite effect, giving license to pseudo-
polysemy by serving as a kind of disclaimer: “Naturally, I realize
that all of these meanings derive from a single, primary meaning.”

For Rashi, the theory of primary meanings was an integral part of
his meaning-minimalist program. This is clearest in his treatment of

194 Mahberet, s.v. 199n9N, 66*—67%,

105 Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 84b Vienna 24, 95b.

1061 eipzig 1; Vienna 23, 106a; Vienna 24, 121a. For the reading yn instead of
MT van, see Berliner’s note ad loc. Rashi to Isa 65:5 also has y3n, as does Qara (see
MO MY MNIPR), but, surprisingly, only the latter interprets °5¥1j in a way that
fits the comment to Deut 22:9. This does not mean that the comment is really Qara’s.
It is possible that Qara added just the reference to Isa 65:5 or that Rashi simply
changed his mind.

197 Vienna 24, 225b.

108 T am indebted to David Tene b for the suggestion that Rashi’s use of Hebrew,
rather than French, to define Hebrew words may have encouraged him to view one of
them as primary. This makes a good deal of sense in the case of a word like 7; instead
of straining to find some way of explaining the meaning “hand,” it was simpler for
Rashi to refer to wnwn.
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the meaning of 1. Of Rashi’s many comments on this subject, the
one at Exod 14:31 is the fullest:

PO MNYS NN 17PN SYIT DAYKY NN NNN DN NFHD DNy
109 y21 123¥ NN PYST PN YIZHM LN YHD T PIYS 1N T YD by

The great hand—the great mighty deed which God’s hand has per-
formed. Many meanings fit'!® the word , but they are all the same as
the meaning of an actual hand, which the interpreter adjusts according
to the context. 1!

Here Rashi is speaking from the viewpoint of the exegete: the
interpreter has to adjust the basic, literal meaning of the word to fit
the context. His grandson, R. Jacob Tam, makes what seems to be
the same point from the viewpoint of the linguist: yanan Twn> Pivm
AYAT Py 093 TN 1Y 295 1awnd vyn. 12 Here it is the context which
pulls and stretches the basic meaning, not the exegete.

Rashi’s view that there is really only one meaning, which “the
interpreter adjusts according to the context,” marks him as a true
meaning-minimalist. Indeed, it foreshadows the very definition of
the term given by the linguist who coined it: “Meaning-minimalists
attribute more importance to pragmatic rules of reinterpretation

109 Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 44a.

10 The linguistic term 5y Yon has the meaning -5 o>nnn in Rashi's commentary to
Gen 5:29, Deut 7:17 (rendered “appropriately fit in with” in Pentateuch with Targum
Ongelos, Haphtaroth and Rashi’s Commentary, ed. A. M. Silbermann and M. Rosen-
baum [London, 1934], 5:43), Isa 37:33, Zac 13:7; cf. also Isa 1:6. The generally ac-
cepted meaning “is used of” (= Arabic »5y yp; see n. 4, above, and n. 201, below)
does not fit there. Cf. also the formula 1mb na 591 “it is appropriate to say of it” used
by Rashbam or someone of his school; S. Japhet and R. B. Salters, The Commentary
of R. Samuel Ben Meir Rashbam on Qoheleth (Jerusalem-Leiden, 1985) 84 n. 40.

1 Rashi’s anx corresponds to »95 “according to” in Rabbenu Tam’s formulation,
below. For Rashi’s frequent use of 9nx in the sense of “according to” (rather than
“after”), see L. Avinery, »w1 5»n (Jerusalem, 1979-1985) 2nd ed., 1:44-45. Avinery
surmises that mn973n nyaswnn 5 ¥ 295 D1pRa NN vinwn. The Old French prepo-
sition which corresponds to N is secont < Latin secundum “after; according to.”
Indeed, as we shall see in §13, below, the entire Hebrew phrase maTi pay NN bears a
strong resemblance to the Latin phrase secundum actum constructionis used by a
French speculative grammarian of Rashi’s time.

1255 3py 1337 NN DY VY5 13 w1 mawn, ed. Z. Filipowski (London, 1855)
54. The language is reminiscent of Menahem’s introduction to Mahberet, 16*, lines
13-14 nawx by Tob OY TP NDWHY PV TN N v 12 Yy, but it is not clear that
Menahem is talking about the same thing.
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according to the context and tend to accept only minimal meanings
and unambiguous words. '3

Rashi applies this principle frequently, especially in dealing with
the meanings of the word v (“hand,” “might,” and “place”), for
which no common denominator can be found.!'* At Exod 2:5, he
again uses the phrase wnn 1 to refer to the basic, literal meaning of
the word:

Y WON T PYD NI OTTON AP NRhn AN DD MNON DK :mga oY
115 55 omo onn

Rashi’s formulation shows that he was thinking of the principle
discussed in bBM 56b: X0 wion y1 171 29037 N2 52, “wherever v
is written, it means his actual hand.”''® This discussion deals with
only two of the meanings of 7: “hand” and “possession.” In his
Bible commentary, Rashi reinterprets this talmudic principle, apply-
ing it to the full range of meanings of .

It is mainly in Genesis and Exodus that Rashi uses the term wnn, !’
At Num 2:17, he uses a different formulation:

12 D20 VT 2¥ NP ITNOU M AYDUND T NW0 PR ImIpn oy iTToy
18 31y nownn 995

What Rashi means by this last comment can best be understood by
examining the dictionary he used, Menahem ben Saruq’s Mahberet:

113 posner, “Bedeutungsmaximalismus,” 378.

14 For the attestations of these and other meanings according to Rashi, see C. S.
Segal, »»w1 »nyn (Jerusalem, 1989), s.v. I shall cite only those comments of Rashi
which invoke his semantic principle. It is probably just an accident that he does not
mention the principle in connection with the meaning “possession” in his commentary
to Gen 24:10, Exod 22:3, Num 21:26. The comment 17111 D8N 390w D 3110 T 5
(Num 13:29), found in Berliner’s edition of Rashi and in Vienna 23, 84a, may not be
original. The comments in Vienna 24, 94b~95a and in Leipzig 1 (at the beginning of a
section of the commentary which was initially omitted and subsequently inserted) are
very different from the above text and from each other.

115 Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 39a; Vienna 24, 32a.

Y61 am indebted to David Berger for calling my attention to this key source. Cf.
also bMen 37b wnn 17,

H7Cf. Rashi to Exod 7:4 ona mans ,wnn » o1 0y, Gen 45:2 vnn moa pwy m P,
45:16 wnp 1 nwd, 48:22 won oovw (referring, apparently, to the toponym rather than
the body part), and Num 24:8 wnn oosn 1iwd.

18 Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 78a; 24, 87b.
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DRT oI IND N m’a-‘:gl ;T 0D T IDNND MPOND YIIND pOnnn 1T
SN T A7 MDD TN VN .DYNUNRD DTN O T IR N2YN INGR
19 nnn opn 1y .oy niva niinND) ;10D 1Yy

The examples in the first category are labeled oynwina. Mena-
hem’s use of this term has engendered much controversy, beginning
in his own time, 1*° but his intention appears to be “[these examples
are used] according to their basic, literal meaning.”'?! The examples
in the second category have a non-basic, non-literal meaning: “place.”
Thus, when Rashi asserts that the word 1, even when it means
“place,” does not depart from wnwn, it would seem that he is saying
that Menahem’s second category is derived from the first.

The other predecessor to whom Rashi is reacting is Ongelos. That
Rashi associated the interpretation of 1 as “place” with the Targum 22
can be seen in his comment to Deut 23:13:' wnans 59 mnn ™
Ty N I NN 1241t appears that Rashi is attempting to modify
or clarify Menahem’s interpretation of the Targum.

The same can be said of Rashi’s comment to Gen 41:47:

125 mswy won apys Pesn PRy [NYIN DT N ] 1mmInd ND bym

19 Mahberet, 204*.

120 See Skoss® introduction to Jami€ al-Alfaz, 1:xci—xcii; A. Maman, 19N nNNwD
PIT JAN I 0T BD IR D3yD avn v oo (Jerusalem, 1984) 172-175 and
the literature cited there.

21 This is the meaning of the term in the commentaries of Rashi; see E. M. Lip-
schuetz, »*vn (Jerusalem, 1966) 167 (o>>nn Sv nnwnin ynxmn); N. Leibowitz and
M. M. Ahrend, nmno »wr wivs (Tel-Aviv, 1990) 470 (9190 nxnn). Thus, Rashi
to Gen 18:2 asks: myan 1WD MW WHWHRD NYRIN 7DM0Y9 MW N1 NP1 wnn, “What is
NP1 M) two times? The first is used according to its basic, literal meaning, and the
second is a reference to understanding.” Similarly, Ibn Ezra writes that the meaning of
N0 in Gen 1:3 is not, pace Saadia Gaon, “desired” but wnwna, i.e., “said.” David
Qimhi uses the expression 1wnwna N to refer to figurative language; M. Z. Cohen,
“Radak’s Contribution to the Tradition of Figurative Biblical Exegesis” (Ph.D. diss.,
Yeshiva University 1994) 63~83. The term comes from rabbinic literature; cf. Rashi
to Exod 21:6, 09y 113y, Lev 18:7 pan mny, Deut 15:17 023y 13y. It is clear from all
of this that little can be learned about the meaning of 1wnwn> from Rashi’s comment to
Prov 30:15 >3y xnw w05 ,wpwnd ans onan vy, Rashi is merely agreeing with
Dunash that Menahem’s failure to explain this hapax suggests that it was known to
Arabic-speaking Jews.

122 Although it is also found in Sifre Deut 257 (ed. L. Finkelstein, 281): NbN 170 PN
0217 Iy YON IINY T2 10 2y 71371 MNWY DIPD.

123 Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 106b; Vienna 24, 121b.

24 Moreover, the interpretation of 1 as “might” is found in the Targum but not in
Menahem.

1251 eipzig 1; Vienna 23, 33b; Vienna 24, 25a.
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Here again, Menahem seems to interpret the Targum as assigning a
second meaning to the word, distinct from the basic, literal one—an
interpretation that Rashi rejects. Two other comments of this type
can be viewed as reactions to the Targum (Gen 41:41) or Menahem
(Prov 3:29) alone:

AP2Y RN I NI APNI NW5 13 97¥NY TS X100 FIN ORDY NO KD 13
126.@?;\?3 D133 DN 2HDI NI PIY NN NYI 59 MW P NDIDD Pa

P20 YNND TIT NN .TYIN MYHYHH 11 INPNY ,NDWNT ON WINHTIN .0 3 1en
127 mywys N mMAAM DIPD 1310 DYT 2N N IR 102 DIPH

The terminology that Rashi uses in his Grundbedeutung exegesis
is of great interest. In one example, Gen 18:19, he uses the word
1y, the Hebrew equivalent of Arabic “asl:

,OY3 AYINY BYT0 Wa NOO ,AYONT $T30 102 NN DY PRy 00 0 3
DN 12PN DIND DN 3INnNY 0T (WD) NON PN 0910 (YD) 990y DINNY

128 Y01

This use recalls the use of the root 5-p-y in the phrase ywdn PNy
wyY 1wdn Ipys cited above.

We should also look more closely at the formula “it does not
budge from its basic meaning,” which appears nine times in varying
forms in Rashi’s commentaries. In addition to Num 2:17, Gen 41:47,
and Prov 3:29 already cited, we have:

NY IR IYOYHHD 11IPN 1209 DY 9N DO DO DN NP .ND D oy
125 pywtpin Yo YR PYIDD NMY YN DY Xwnn N

XN AP DY PIN 1WHD DN NYY NNAD W L. L DM PINY N LTI 03
PYLI T IPK DT 4937 \DHT 1Y 1 00T YA IO DIy DT
50,5133 xInn 19N AN D72 1237 RYHN W3 1N

1281 eipzig 1; Vienna 23, 33b; Vienna 24, 25a. Here, Rashi’s respect for Ongelos
brings him perilously close to Saadia’s position. His acceptance of “appoint” as the
meaning of 3-n-3 in Gen 41:41—albeit only the contextual meaning—forces him to
posit a diametrically opposed contextual meaning for the same verb in Mal 2:9.

127 Vienna 24, 317a. Rashi says that plowing is preparation for sowing, just as plan-
ning is preparation for acting. Menahem, on the other hand, puts this verse in his third
category (mawnn nwh), separated from the fifth category which has examples of wan
meaning “plow”; Mahberet, 190*.

128 Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 11; Vienna 24, 10a.

129 Leipzig 1, Vienna 23, 57a, Vienna 24, 59a. According to Rashi, even the Aramaic
usage of P19 in the sense of “expiate” is derived from the older meaning “remove (a bur-
den)”; cf. his comment to Dan 4:24 793 590 P79 N733 T80, alluding to Gen 27:40.

130 Leipzig 1, Vienna 23, 93a, Vienna 24, 103a.
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PAND YTPY N OX NWOD WD TIN PN NPON DY NI INRINTON NI T NY
At

WAPNY F72¥7 XTIR) KDY 0D NI AWPa DY 0n TN N2 LD D Ny
. N MY NI Y DYYN XD NN NIN IWHYHND

TN YRYNND TIPNY TYT DY ITITTON MNP ) Ay
3 YRYI 5P PN N3N VY DO DNNT PYON 1TIPNI N DRI AD 00 T

An interesting perspective on this formula is provided by a similar
formula which Rashi uses in connection with the phrase 03719719
(Exod 19:24), vocalized with games gatan, in contrast to 092 19719
(Exod 19:22) with the expected holam:

NN 9D TYT T2 ANPHH IV YOP GoN TPy NINY 19 HY 9N 1Da"Y1NTIe
131 ynp qons Tip»n mnwn 9pna NN XIWI D13 XN NP

“Lest he break out against them”—even though it (-Y19?) is pointed
with a hataf games, it does not budge from its basic form (y19°). So it
is with every word pointed with a holam—when it is attached with a
magqqef, the pointing changes to hataf qames.

What the formula yn7tn 11 1N conveys is that the form in ques-
tion is not an independent by-form; it is a variant of the Grundform
(") 132 conditioned by the phonological context. Similarly, the for-
mula wnwnn w N makes the point that targumic renderings like
“place” for 1 and “gather” for nwy are not independent meanings but
variants of the Grundbedeutung (ynwn) conditioned by the semantic
context (py).!* It is based on the conception that Pwon Jpm> waonn
M7 Py NN, Its purpose is to reduce secondary meanings to con-
ditioned variants of the Grundbedeutung.

Thus, Rashi employs both Grundbedeutung exegesis and Gemein-
bedeutung exegesis in the cause of meaning-minimalism. It is not

311 eipzig 1; Vienna 23, 48a; Vienna 24, 45b.

132 For the uses of the term 7w in Rashi’s commentary, see H. Englander, “Gram-
matical Elements and Terminology in Rashi,” HUCA 14 (1939) 405-406. The use
in our passage is paralleled by its use at Gen 7:23 (5y921 P2 X1 Sy99) Pwd :nRN
13211921 I xn), Deut 32:35 (3721 mnn XM D1%YY 105 127 OV DY) DOwISn v
072 PN), and Est 3:13 (Ma1y »1023 1511 ,002) D2 0N nIn Nm . . . D199 niHvn
7).

133 According to Leibowitz and Ahrend, »w1 vyvs, 471, a meaning of this type is
called a vws.
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easy to ascertain where Rashi drew the line between these two tech-
niques. Why, for example, does he treat 1 as a case of Grundbedeu-
tung but N9y as a case of Gemeinbedeutung—to the extent that he
places the concrete sense of “foreskin” (hwa n>1y) in the middle of
his list of uses?!**

To make matters more difficult, we occasionally find a discussion
of Gemeinbedeutung containing phraseology typical of Grundbedeu-
tung exegesis, such as 12 a7yNy and wnwn:

APYY BN I NI RPN NWT 12 YN T DD HDN PN N NN I3
D79 D123 DTN VAT N PIY NPNI NYY Y9 MYaws PA ANTAY P

135 yIxn 5y 10 wmaw TInd 127 wown Dpn 931 1Y 0 N PN

This may indicate that Rashi did not make a sharp distinction
between the two categories, which for him served the same goal. !>
Indeed, it is possible that, in his eyes, a core meaning was simply a
special kind of primary meaning.

According to Rashi, then, many words which his predecessors seem
to treat as ambiguous actually have a single underlying meaning. In
some cases, the latter is a Grundbedeutung, a primary meaning; in
others, it is a Gemeinbedeutung, a core meaning, In addition to the
primary meaning or the core meaning, there is also a set of deriva-
tive, contextual meanings—yvariants of the underlying meaning con-
ditioned by the context.

12. Rashi vs. Saadia

The difference between Rashi and Saadia Gaon is striking: Saadia
is a meaning-maximalist while Rashi is a meaning-minimalist. Where
the constant refrain of Saadia is “X has so-and-so many meanings,”
the refrains of Rashi are “every X means Y” and “X does not budge
from its basic meaning.”

Saadia makes no distinction between translation and lexicology; if
a Hebrew word has a dozen Arabic translations, it has a dozen mean-
ings. Rashi sees exegesis and lexicology as very different activities.

B34See above.
135 Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 66b; Vienna 24, 73a.
136 This possibility was suggested to me by Yeshayahu Maori.
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The lexicographer records the basic meaning of each word; the ex-
egete makes verses more intelligible by adjusting the basic meaning
to fit its context within each verse. ,

In other words, Saadia seems to recognize only contextual mean-
ings; if he accepted the existence of an underlying meaning in some
instances, he does not bother to tell us. What he tells us is that some
meanings are more common than others—not that they are more
basic. Rashi does not deny the existence of contextual meanings, but
he gives them less weight than the underlying meaning.

The difference between these two great scholars can also be seen in
their contrasting treatments of four individual examples: o-n-), y-v,
a2n, and nitn ¥-p-1. We saw above that Saadia lists six meanings
for o-n-3 in his commentary to Gen 6:6 and Exod 32:14. Rashi’s
position is strikingly different. In an impressive demonstration of
Ockham’s razor, he shows that one meaning, “to reconsider, have a
change of heart” suffices for all of the occurrences that do not deal
with consolation:

N0y PTN NTHY BN NTHR DIPH YW INIUND N9NY YN ONPY I L) A
TR NYH NIPNIV 0N YD DY ,YINI NYYY DTN MVYD 1n a2 Navnn
7900903 ,NYITOY N BN LDNIM PIIYTON DI DINTIF ImUyD

BT o0 mann navnn 2w 191 )maonn

15 2INAS NINN NIWYNHN 2WNS MAND DY MY 9 DMDH .an 1D M3
138 139m5

NAYN N NYIN DY 1OND NINN NIYND OND DYynn onNi .2° ,30 'Y
: 139
.onY

DINN NIVNN SRIUNY DIHRNY N 7 0P
NN 72WNNY 1903 [NYIRTIY ORI D L3 KD

Similarly, for the biliteral root ¥-v Saadia lists seven meanings in
his commentary to Gen 4:4, of which four correspond to the trilit-
eral root >-y-v.1" Here again, Rashi is very different. He believes
that three of the four occurrences have the same meaning: “to turn™:

17 Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 3; Vienna 24, 4a.

138 eipzig 1; Vienna 23, 22; Vienna 24, 16b.

139 Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 60a; Vienna 24, 63a.

140 sy o myTyo 20 wrps, 85 (Heb. transl., 307). Makberet, 365%-366* has
eleven entries. With this lexeme we have not only pseudo-polysemy but also pseudo-
homonymy created by the biliteral root theory (or rather, the failure to distinguish
different types of biliteral roots).
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ML oun npy 193 197 e 1,7 M
DATON YY) 0D 139 YY) 4 LD 1ye

Furthermore, Saadia takes the two occurrences of 170 in Deut
32:14 npn by 2Pn7DY ... 012 32N7DY as having two different
meanings, '** which he renders pinw “fat” and 15 “best part” in the
Tafsir, unlike Rashi who, in his commentary to Gen 45:18, gives the
latter as a core meaning: NY1 3V WY 250 Y.

Finally, Rashi gives i1 ¥-p-1 in Amos 1:13 the same meaning
that it has in 2 Kgs 8:12 and Hos 14:1, viz., “split open the pregnant
women of,” unlike Saadia who takes it to mean “capture the moun-
tains of” in Amos 1:13, a meaning which does not fit the other
occurrences of the phrase.

13. The Origins of Rashi’s Theory

Rashi is not known as a linguist and it is, therefore, natural to as-
sume that his remarkable semantic theory was borrowed—but from
whom? Menahem b. Helbo is not likely to have been the source,
judging from the meaning-maximalist exegesis of his nephew, Joseph
Qara. 143

We are certainly not dealing with a borrowing from the Christian
exegetes of France, whose approach to biblical lexicology has far
more in common with the approach of Saadia than that of Rashi. The
dictionaries of biblical terms composed by the French scholastics be-
ginning in the 12th century were known as distinctiones, apparently
because of their tendency to make fine distinctions, resulting in lists
of up to ten or fifteen literal and figurative senses. 44 Exegetes, too,
were fond of such lists. One 12th-century English copy of Luke has
a marginal note distinguishing five senses of maledictum ‘cursed’:
‘cursed in anger, ‘cursed by reason, ‘cursed by blame, ‘cursed by pun-
ishment, ‘cursed in being shamed.’ 4> This type of exegesis began at
least six centuries earlier:

Ml eipzig 1; Vienna 24, 3a (Vienna 23 is missing the page with this comment).
Berliner’s version of this comment has additional parallels, but Leipzig 1 and the Rome
and Guadalajara editions have only the parallel from Job 14.

142 Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion (Third Article),” 102.

143 See §10, above

144 G, R. Evans, The Language and Logic of the Bible: The Earlier Middle Ages
(Cambridge, 1984) 80. I am indebted to Haym Soloveitchik for this reference.

Y5 Evans, Language and Logic, 81.
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Studies of individual words, designed to separate their meanings or
significations had been a commonplace in exegesis for many centu-
ries. In his Moralia in Job, Gregory the Great says that the word
“man” is used in three ways in the Bible: to refer to man’s nature . . . ;
in reference to man’s frailty . . . ; to refer to man’s sinfulness. . . .'#

As with Saadia, the purpose of these sense distinctions was often
to resolve contradictions. Thus, in the 12th century, Hugh of St. Vic-
tor reconciled two contradictory statements in the gospel of John by
distinguishing different senses of iudicium: “judgment in this world”
and “judgment in the next world.”'#’ Like Saadia, he is not content
to give only the two meanings necessary for the problem at hand; for
the sake of completeness he records his list of four senses. With Saa-
dia, such lists of irrelevant facts are a manifestation of the encyclo-
pedic style of gaonic exegesis which drove Ibn Ezra to distraction. 143

When we turn to the medieval French speculative grammarians,
we find that they are much closer to Rashi. Like Rashi, they distin-
guish the basic meaning of words from their meanings in context.
Already in the second half of the 11th century, the anonymous author
of the Glosule to Priscian’s Institutiones Grammaticae wrote:

For active (verbs) frequently govern inanimate (nouns), as “I love the
book,” but even so, in such a construction, “I love” does not lose its
force of governing, by nature, men. For words are not to be judged
according to their (contextual) construction, but rather according to the
intrinsic nature of their meaning.'4

The phrase sed tamen . . . non perdit potentiam reminds one of
Rashi’s phrase swnwnn 111N 129 by 9n3 in his gloss to Exod 28:38.
And the phrase secundum actum constructionis may be compared to
the phrase 19311 13y 1NN in Rashi’s gloss to Exod 14:30.1%°

146 Ibid.

471bid., 82.

148 See the beginning of Ibn Ezra’s introduction to his Torah commentary.

M9 M. de Rijk, Logica Modernorum, vol. 2, part 1 (Assen, 1967) 114: “Sepe enim
activa ad inanimata diriguntur, ut amo librum, sed tamen in hac tali constructione amo
non perdit potentiam naturaliter dirigendi ad homines. Non enim sunt iudicande voces
secundum actum constructionis, sed secundum propriam naturam inventionis.” T am
indebted to Cyril Aslanoff and David Berger for correcting my translation of this
passage. For the time and place of its composition, see Margaret Gibson, “The Early
Scholastic ‘Glosule’ to Priscian, ‘Institutiones Grammaticae”: the Text and Its Influ-
ence,’ Studi Medievali, serie terza, 20 (1979) 235-247.

150 5ee n. 111, above.
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Despite these parallels between Rashi and the Glosule and the ap-
parent agreement in time and place, it is unclear to what extent one
may speak of influence. Rashi’s theory is clearly a product of his
experience as an exegete, and the problems with which he grapples
are genuine lexicological problems—unlike the ones in the Glosule.
Rashi deals with polysemy, while the Glosule deals with variety of
application.

Rashi’s distinction between basic meaning and contextual mean-
ing does not necessarily owe anything to the work of the French
speculative grammarians. We have already seen that Rashi’s formu-
lation and favorite example of this distinction owe much to bBM
56b: X1 won 11y 03T N 93, As for the distinction itself,
Rashi may have hit upon it independently, in striving to reconcile the
conflicting lexicological tendencies of targumic literature and ancient
rabbinic literature. The former, like all translations in varying de-
grees, is forced to vary its renderings of individual words according
to the requirements of context. The latter tends to assume a single
meaning in all contexts, often with fanciful results. '>! This is partic-
ularly true of amoraic midrash aggadah,'* but meaning-minimalist

51T am indebted to Yeshayahu Maori for pointing out to me this influence on
Rashi’s lexicology. He points to the many midrashim cited by Rashi which assume the
literal meaning of idiomatic expressions in the Torah, e.g., Gen 24:10 i122 vj1y 207521,
“with all the bounty of his master in his hand” (referring to a deed held in his hand;
Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 18; Vienna 24, 14) and Exod 8:2 y11937 (referring to a single
frog; Leipzig 1; Vienna 23, 41a; Vienna 24, 35b). In the latter case, Ongelos translates
¥112%0 as a plural. Rashi apparently viewed this as closer to the peshat, but as merely
a contextual rendering. His own suggestion combines the literalism of the Midrash
with the contextualism of the Targum: the singular noun ¥71937 can refer to a single
swarm of frogs. As for Gen 24:10, both the Mekhilta (ed. H. S. Horovitz and 1. A.
Rabin, p. 267) and Sifre Num 157 (ed. H. S. Horovitz 210) cite this verse to prove that
12 elsewhere in the Torah means ymwaa “in his possession.” There is no reason to
assume that Rashi understood the amoraic midrash, which he cites, as contradicting
the tannaitic interpretation. It seems more likely that, in Rashi’s view, the amoraic mid-
rash merely explains how the contextual meaning of §73 in Gen 24:10 derives from its
basic meaning. Rashi’s comment is thus equivalent to something like: pxy ,ymwaa 2
1T DY NN IMYID D703 WIW MNIND INNNY IYHUnD 1T vh.

152 See the preceding footnote. However, meaning maximalism can also be found in,
e.g., R. Osha®ya’s derasha on Prov 8:30 at the very beginning of GenR: iy mon:
VI YN DI INN 2N JinN—oyyyy MmN oy, The last two meanings are
difficult to distinguish and the occurrences of y-n-N cited as prooftexts for the three
meanings (Num 11:12, Lam 4:5, Est 2:7) were viewed as having one and the same
meaning by Saadia (who renders them all with Arabic hadana “bring up”) and most
other exegetes. For further discussion of this derasha, see J. Fraenkel, nmxn >3v7
vy (Tel-Aviv, 1996) 93-94.
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250 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

d'™? and in

treatments of legal terms can also be found in the Talmu
tannaitic midrash halakhah.

Tannaitic definitions are usually of the form . .. x5X . .. px,* but
in a few places, we find an expanded formula which exhibits a quest
for generality: . . . XNON ©¥pn 952 . .. pN. Thus, in Sifre Numbers, we

have definitions like:

INY DPDIIN TING HPYHN TN NIN 19 ,NPPY NON DIPD 931 NOYH PN
TV INY N2 Y0 WK 19¥R3 HING NN IINY DIN HYH NI DY
NON DIPD 992 YD PN NI 9D 3 1290 N BoR >3 YIpRDTIN Ny

. 5 oy

TN INTWITIIT AW TED IR TN NI 191,719 XIN DIPN 52T P PN
YIY9TIYI ANT BN IMINY TNIN NI P O1YTIN BN NI TPYP 1009 NN
NON DIPP 931 APY PN ND A0 YN0 YINZ NIIND IO NYaz 1

LA 77K N

Although Rashi never cites the first definition, !> he cites the sec-
ond no less than seven times in his commentaries. 1% It seems to have
made a profound impression on him, and he cannot but have noticed
that it contradicted the Aramaic renderings of Ongelos and Jonathan:
M = s (Lev 22:2), 391 = Tpav (Lev 25:5), ymp) = woy (Hos
9:10), 73371 = yPyonn vy ¥ynn (Zech 7:3). Bach of the four occur-
rences of the root cited by Sifre has a different translation; only the
rendering at Lev 22:2 agrees with the Midrash. This tension between
targumic and rabbinic exegesis must have bothered Rashi. In attempt-
ing to account for it, Rashi built a sophisticated theory which is a
true milestone in the history of biblical philology, although it has not
been recognized as such.

53 In bYev 102b, the Talmud attempts to defend the position that the verb yon
means “remove” everywhere in the Bible. In the end, it is forced to concede that in
some places it means “gird.”

1543, Lieberman, 5xw» {383 mnm v (Jerusalem, 1962) 186188 = Hellenism in
Jewish Palestine (New York, 1950) 49-51; Melamed, xvpnin rvaon, 1091f. Lieberman
(p. 51) believes that the definitions of this form “which are incorporated in the Hala-
khic Midrashim have their origin in a very ancient commentary. ”

155 Sifre Num 2 and 7 (pp. 5 and 11).

156 Sifre Num 23 (p. 28), cited by Melamed, Xapnn senan, 112,

157 He cites only the parallel definition from the Sifra, in his commentary to Lev
5:15.

158 Avinery, »»w4 900, vol. 2, part 2, col. 741.

%1t is not even mentioned in recent studies of Rashi’s lexicological method:
N. Netzer, XNapns 7w sw1191 IP0Ine nNnan (08 »x 2w noni, Proceedings of the

This content downloaded from 129.98.33.14 on Wed, 30 Jan 2019 23:09:22 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



SAADIA VS. RASHI—STEINER 251

14. Spanish Meaning-Minimalism after Rashi

The reaction against the excesses of Saadia’s meaning-maximalism
which began with Menahem and Ibn Janah became much more pro-
nounced among the later Sephardi exegetes. This can already be dis-
cerned in the writings of Abraham ibn Ezra.

Ibn Ezra, in arguing against the existence of “addad, gives a core
meaning for a word that seems to have two opposite meanings: yn
¥7 1731 310 P ,31N0 PPNY 12T NODIN TON 35,160 Although this resem-
bles Rashi’s definitions of the form “any X, whether good or bad,” ¢!
it is unlikely that Ibn Ezra was influenced by them. 6>

Simon, in describing Ibn Ezra’s exegetical method, writes of “his
marked tendency to minimize, to the extent possible, his recourse to
the exegetical strategy of ‘this word has to be interpreted in two
senses.”” !9 Thus, in wTpn w9 snnn, Ibn Ezra writes: 550w nn 57
20N NN TN 1375 MdBA S 2305 wrann. 1% However, his example
involves two different parts of speech—the noun 19 “mule” and the
verb Tanb “to separate”—and therefore has less relevance for syn-
chronic semantics than Rashi’s examples.

Tenth World Congress of Jewish Studies, Division D, Volume 1: The Hebrew Lan-
guage, Jewish Languages (Jerusalem, 1990) 93-100; M. M. Ahrend, »wn Sv 1v1d
DoB MNAAL, in e onvy el ed. Z. A. Steinfeld (Ramat-Gan, 1993) 9-19.

160 Simon, mawaen 19779, 114-115. B. Septimus calls my attention to a similar
definition given by Maimonides: » fSNInoR Ton MND TON YN0 SWIHN 13 MOHNINOHN
Y %8 X w2, “exaggeration in a thing is called Ton, whether that exaggeration is for
the good or for the bad” (Commentary on the Mishnah, Avot 5.6; cf. Guide 3.53).
Uriel Simon suggests that this may be an example of Ibn Ezra’s influence on Mai-
monides, to be added to 1. Twersky, 2017an 5y y7ana yswnn, in Rabbi Abraham ibn
Ezra: Studies in the Writings of a Twelfth-Century Jewish Polymath, ed. 1. Twersky
and J. M. Harris (Cambridge, Mass., 1993), Hebrew Section, 21-48.

161 See §11, above.

1621n his article, Simon shows that Ibn Ezra’s view of the meaning of ton was
shaped by his belief that the existence of “addad would undermine the communicative
function of langunage. In a personal communication, he adds that Ibn Ezra’s halachic
errors and infrequent references to Rashi (only thirteen in his Torah commentary,
twelve of them in the long commentary to Exodus) show that he did not have constant
access to Rashi’s commentaries.

163 Simon, mywA5n 19715, 117. Simon informs me that the passage that he cites there
from oonwn v 190 is to be ignored, since that work, although attributed to Ibn Ezra,
is not his (personal communication).

164 ympn 1ws np, ed. W. Heidenheim (Offenbach, 1791) 41a, cited by Simon,
WIsN 1T, 114,
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In that same work, Ibn Ezra rejects the view of his predecessors
that the prefix -7 is 2 homonym. Dunash'® held that in =55 1 N
10WD 3 1w 1w (Zech 3:2) the first occurrence of 19wn has the
ny»pn nn while the second occurrence has the nxpn xi.'% Ibn
Ezra held that such a distinction could not be drawn: XY IIN 500
270191 BDIIN DDIIN WD 1OY NIV PIYN P AN Y0 YTIPD WDl
NN MR v XA 022 nox npn. '’ This is a fine example of meaning-
minimalism.

There is also evidence of a meaning-minimalist tendency in David
Qimhi’s writings. His comment to Ps 17:1 >ny looks like an imi-
tation of Rashi’s style: nw5 onn w1 apyy NwH X 137 wH 5N
TN D2 OPINY 2530 ¥ AIWPIADY NYAND WM MDD BN WM nnYy;

mipn 29 wram. Compare this with Rashi’s comment to Hab 1:10,68
and note how many words are shared: . . . 5w ...y ... wd 5>
R /20N

Qimhi’s treatment of the particle »> is an impressive display of
meaning-minimalism.'%° His starting point is the treatment of Ibn
Janah: 0»37 079 by N 37 NPon axn NonN. In fact, Ibn Janah had
given sixteen meanings for »> and eight for ox »5; Qimhi was able to
make do with three meanings for »> and two for ox »3. In some
cases, the reduction is achieved through reinterpretation of verses.
Thus, Qimbi argues at length that all of Ibn Janah’s examples of »>

165 See s MTYD >37 Yy VAT 12 N9 WNT MW 199, 59; cf. also 39-40.

166 See also Ibn Janah, Le livre des parterres fleuris, ed. J. Derenbourg (Paris, 1886)
84 = nnpan 1av, ed. M. Wilensky (Jerusalem, 1964) 101. For a modern defense of this
view, see H. S. Nyberg, Hebreisk Grammatik (Uppsala, 1952) 235. Nyberg believes
that, in such cases, the -7 represents an interjection which has fallen together with the
definite article.

167 yrypn DYy ORNN, 23b. See also Ibn Ezra’s commentary to Num 15:15. Scholars
have wondered at Ibn Ezra’s reference to the vocative in his commentary to Deut
15:22 and at the interpretation of Num 15:15 in his commentary to Ps 9:7, but for no
good reason. Like many moderns (e.g., A. B. Davidson, Hebrew Syntax [Edinburgh,
19017 27; P. Jotion and T. Muraoka, 508), Ibn Ezra denies the existence of a vocative
particle in BH, not the existence of vocative nouns. According to him, the -i prefix
commonly prefixed to vocative nouns is not a vocative marker but an ordinary definite
article. Judging from the syntactic distribution of the prefix (e.g., 2 Sam 16:7 and Jer
31:21) and from the use of the definite article with vocatives in Aramaic and Egyptian,
he is right.

168 See §11, above.

19 For a different evaluation, see A. Maman, HIYISY IDOIIM MM DHIND
DI M RIPNY WIN»en, Am va-Sefer 7 (1992) 28-31.
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“although” really mean “because.” In other cases, Qimhi provides a
core meaning. Thus, his statement that ox >> sometimes serves to
exclude (oynY) is equivalent to four of Ibn Janah’s meanings: “but
rather,” “except,” “though,” and “but.”

Despite this, Qimhi was not enough of a meaning-minimalist to
satisfy the ever-carping Joseph ibn Kaspi, from whose partially pub-

lished dictionary Rosenberg!™ cites the following entry (s.v. 2nt):

TON IV P72 PR OT WY DOV MHY IPTID NP DY DINYI NN WIDNY N
SONPN MNY DD DIWY XD DIV 1IN

15. Meaning-Maximalism Today

In modern Bible scholarship, meaning-maximalism has enjoyed
something of a revival. There are remarkable parallels between
Saadia’s translation and commentary to Genesis and certain modern
works, such as Speiser’s translation and commentary to Genesis!”!
and the new JPS translation of the Torah. Like Saadia’s Tafsir, they
represent a break with an earlier tradition of translation. And like
Saadia’s Tafsir, they contain introductions stressing the obligation of
the translator/exegete to note the ambiguity of Hebrew lexical items.
Thus, Speiser’s Introduction makes the following claim:

The Hebrew term “mr coincides by and large with the English verb “to
say.” But the Hebrew verb in question carries many other nuances: to
tell, promise, threaten, express fear, reflect (speak to oneself), and the
like. A uniform translation would result not only in monotony but also
in under-representation. !™

The parallel with Saadia extends even to details: a similar list of
meanings for 9nx is found in an abridgment of Saadia’s commen-
tary. 7

The passage cited above goes beyond the rejection of slavish,
purely mechanical translations. For Speiser, varying the translation
of 7nn is not merely a device to help the modern reader understand

1703, Rosenberg, »903 yan DY ) YW PRI NIPHD HNYIN DAY, 10N in nov nT, ed.
M. Halamish and A. Kasher (Tel-Aviv, 1981) 106.

" The Anchor Bible Genesis, ed. E. A. Speiser (Garden City, New York, 1964).

172 Genesis, p. 1xvii.

173 muraas pd YD 37 W19, p. Y.
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254 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW
and enjoy the Bible; 7 it is necessary to avoid “under-representation.”
Like Saadia, Speiser believes that each of his translations represents
a distinct meaning.

It appears that, in attempting to avoid under-representation, Speiser
has gone too far in the other direction. If 1nx means “express fear”
in some contexts, does it not also mean “express anger,” “express
joy,” “express surprise,” etc., etc. in others? There is no limit to
the number of contexts in which a word may occur, and there is no
limit to the number of meanings that zealous meaning-maximalists
may discover. Meaning-minimalists can also be over-enthusiastic, but,
since the number of meanings of a word cannot be less than zero,
there is a limit to how far they can go.

16. Appendix: Terms for Ambiguity and Generality through
the Ages

According to the curriculum established in late antiquity, the first
topic in the study of philosophy was the distinction between ambi-
guity and generality at the beginning of the Categories:

Things which have only a name in common, the definition {[lit., state-
ment of essence] corresponding with the name being different, are said
to be equivocally named (duédvopa). For instance, while a man and a
portrait can properly both be called “animals,” these are equivocally
named. . . . Things which have the name in common are said to be
univocally named (cuvédvope) when the definition [lit., statement of
essence] corresponding with the name is the same in both cases. Thus
a man and an ox are called “animals.”!"

Aristotle does not have a consistent terminology. In the passage
cited above, he uses the term épdvopa (contrasted with covdvoua)

17The merits of that have been debated in the past, as when Franz Rosenzweig
attacked E. Kautzsch for his misguided attempt to relieve the “monotony” of the Tab-
ernacle pericope by varying his translation of the recurring verb *-v-y; see N. Lei-
bowitz, Studies in Shemot (Jerusalem, 1976) 485-486. Uriel Simon points out (personal
communication) that a similar critique of modern scholarly translations, including that
of Speiser, is to be found in R. Alter, Genesis: Translation and Commentary (New
York, 1996) ix—xxxix.

175 Trans. Harold P. Cooke. Aristotle, The Organon (Cambridge, Mass.—London,
1938) 1:13.
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to refer to things. However, in his long excursus on ambiguity in
Topics 1.15, he uses it to refer to words, and he switches back and
forth between it and the terms rolhaydc/mheovayds reydpeve “used
(lit., said) in several ways” (contrasted with povoy®g Aeyoueva “used
[1it., said] in a single way”). One can also find places where dpavopa
is restricted to one type of ambiguity!’® as well as places where
noAhaydc heydpeva refers to uses which are not distinct meanings. 7’
As for the term cvvovopa, in Topics 8.13, 162b38 and Rhetoric 3.2.7,
Aristotle uses it in our modern sense of “synonyms.”!”®

Aristotle’s ovvédvopa is rendered mcazlay $ma “intertwined in
name” in the Syriac translation of the Categories by George, Bishop
of the Arabs; al-mutawati’atu sma’iha “agreeing in their names” in
Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s Arabic translation;'” univoca in Boethius’ Latin
translation, % and (with reference to names rather than things) al-
“asma’u I-lati tugdlu bi-tawatu’ “names used (lit., said) in agreement”
by Al-Farabi,'®! and al-’asma’u I-mutawati’ah “agreeing names” by
Maimonides. ¥? Hebrew treatises usually have /onovmn mnwn
omroonn “agreed/agreeing names” or 102013 DYIINIT MHBYN “names
used (lit., said) in agreement,” but one also finds D yx¥NN M NN

176 See Hintikka, “Aristotle on the Ambiguity of Ambiguity,” 138—139 and “Differ-
ent Kinds of Equivocation in Aristotle,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 9 (1971)
368-372, and see my discussion below.

77 Hintikka, “Aristotle on the Ambiguity of Ambiguity” 144—145.

7 The two uses of the term are discussed by Sh. Rosenberg, “mnw”n mmn
OPPIAN- R O], in Language, Thought, Society: In Memoriam Ye-
hoshua Bar-Hillel, ed. Y. Melzer (Jerusalem, 1978) 110. Apparently unaware that the
medieval and modern sense is attested already in Aristotle, Rosenberg treats this as a
case of diachronic semantic change. He argues that the term shifted its meaning as a
result of the shift in its application from things to names. His diagrams are presumably
intended to show that the two uses have a common denominator. (The diagram rep-
resenting the use of cvvdvopa in the Categories needs to be corrected; as it stands,
without any representation of meaning, it represents dusvopa as well.) If this is cor-
rect, the term ovvovope itself is not ambiguous but merely general.

7 These two renderings are cited by K. Georr, Les catégories d’Aristote dans leurs
versions syro-arabes (Beirut, 1948) 249. A third rendering by Jacob of Edessa is too
slavish to be of any interest.

180 Boethius, In Categorias Aristotelis (Patrologia Latina, 64) 167.

181 Kiyel [-Tirker], “Farabi'nin Peri Hermeneias Muhtasari,” 49; El-Ajam, Al-
Mantiq, 1:140. See also Ilai Alon, Al-Farabi's Philosophical Lexicon (forthcoming).

182 Efros, “Maimonides’ Treatise.” p. 1.
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“centered words,” DomXnA/MNNT Mnwn  “matching/twinned
names” and MNWNA 19 10N WX DY “name used in congruence.” 3
Following Boethius, the term univocation is used in Aristotelian
studies to this day. Modern philosophers and linguists use a wide
variety of terms: generality, '3 vagueness, !% variety of application, %
indefiniteness of reference,'® semantic indeterminacy,188 non-deter-
mination, '® indifference,’®® unspecificity,'®! lack of specificity, 2
lack of specification,'® neutrality, and unmarkedness.'*
Aristotle’s opdvopa is rendered sway §ma “equal in name” by
George, Bishop of the Arabs; al-muttafigatu sma’iha “coinciding in
their names” by Ishaq ibn Hunayn;'*® quivoca by Boethius, ®® and
(with reference to names rather than things) al-"asma’u I-mustarikah

183 See the comparative chart in Rosenberg, "mnwn nmin», 142, and the texts in the
appendices.

1843 A. W. Russell, Analysis of Mind (London, 1921) 184; Quine, Word and Object,
130-131; D. L. Bolinger, Generality, Gradience and the All-or-none (Janua Linguarum
Series Minor 14) (’s-Gravenhage, 1961) 15-16, D. A. Cruse, Lexical Semantics (Cam-
bridge, 1986) 51, 81.

185 Weinreich (see below), G. Lakoff, “A Note on Ambiguity and Vagueness,” Lin-
guistic Inquiry 1 (1970) 357-359; A. Zwicky, Review of J. G. Kooij, Ambiguity in
Natural Language, in Lingua 32 (1973) 100; Kempson, Semantic Theory, 125-126;
D. Geeraerts, “Polysemy,” in The Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics, ed. R. E.
Asher (Oxford, 1994) 6:3227. Other scholars prefer to use this term in a different sense.

186V, Black, Language and Philosophy (Ithaca, 1949) 31.

187, Weinreich, “Explorations,” 323.

1887 Shopen, “Ellipsis as Grammatical Indeterminacy,” Foundations of Language
10 (1973) 72.

189 Weydt, “On G. Lakoff, ‘Instrumental Adverbs and the Concept of Deep Struc-
ture,” Foundations of Language 10 (1973) 578.

190 A Reeves, “Ambiguity and Indifference,” Australasian Journal of Philosophy 53
(1975) 220-221; C. Luzzati, “Legal Language: Vagueness,” in Encyclopedia of Lan-
guage and Linguistics, 4:2091.

YIT Williamson, “Vagueness,” in Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics,
9:4869.

1921 uzzati, “Legal Language: Vagueness,” 2091.

193 A, Zwicky and J. Sadock, “Ambiguity Tests and How to Fail Them,” in Syntax
and Semantics 4, ed. J. Kimball (New York, 1975) 5, 7; Kempson, Semantic Theory,
125-126.

194 A, Zwicky and J. Sadock, 2. Most of the terms and references given here are
also listed there.

195 These two renderings are cited by Georr, Versions syro-arabes, 249. Again, a
third rendering by Jacob of Edessa is too slavish to be of any interest.

196 1y Caregorias Aristotelis, 163.
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“shared names” by Al-Farabi!®’ and Maimonides.!*® Hebrew trea-
tises usually have pamwin/oronnwnn/ooamwnn mnwi “shared names”
but one also finds D>»p)n Mpwn “coinciding names.”!*°

The meaning of épcdvopa in Aristotle’s Categories (but not in the
Metaphysics!)*® is broader than the meaning of our modern term
homonyms. For the phenomenon described in the Categories, we use
the term ambiguity, and we distinguish two types: homonomy (two
entries in the dictionary) and polysemy (one entry with two mean-
ings).zo1 Aristotle (Physics, 7.4 249a23—4) makes a similar distinc-
tion between opudvopoe which are widely removed (rolb dnéyovoat)
and those which have some resemblance (£yovoai tva dpotétna). 202
The opdwopa of the former type are probably the same as those
described as bearing the same name by chance (4nd toyng) in
Nicomachean Ethics 1.4, 1096b26-28.%9 Al-Farabi’s equivalent of
amd toyne is ittifagan “coincidentally.”? Maimonides term is “al-
mustarikatu I-mahdatu 1-°istirak “names shared in the pure sense.”?"

The term for “ambiguous” used by the Masoretes is w9 pIn(a)
“(with) two meanings.” It appears in the titles of various lists of am-
biguous forms—one compiled by Aaron b. Asher in the 9th-century,
another in n95x1 199x.2% In his 9950 9owN, the Karaite Yehudah

197 Kityel [-Tiurker], “Fardbi'nin Peri Hermeneias Muhtasari,” 48; El-Ajam, Al-
Mantiq, 1:140. See also 1. Alon, Al-Farabi's Philosophical Lexicon (forthcoming).

198 Efros, “Maimonides’ Treatise,” p. .

1% See the comparative chart in Rosenberg, “mmwn nn,” 142, and the texts in the
appendices.

20 see Hintikka, “Aristotle on the Ambiguity of Ambiguity,” 138—139. Hintikka’s
examples show that our modern, narrow use of the term “homonymy” goes back to
Aristotle. He argues that that use is the norm in Aristotle’s works.

21 A similar method of displaying the distinction visually is found already in Ibn
Bal“am’s Kirab al-tajnis. Although there is only one entry for each set of homonyms,
there are two or more lemmas at the beginning of the entry, e.g., nX NX NX X and N
51n; S. Abramson, Dy»a ja > 17 5w o»ov nvdw (Jerusalem, 1975) 13, 46. In one
case, one of the homonyms has a metaphorical meaning, but that is not accorded a
separate lemma: 227 SIX 3N P INONIN 220 Dy ypn [an 1322 13] MINON aX AN

. LOMNDDNY DNTY; Abramson, 07190 nwow, 9-10.

202 Hadot, Simplicius 3:83.

203 Tbid.

204 Kityel [-Turker], “FArabi'nin Peri Hermeneias Muhtasari,” 49; El-Ajam, Al-
Mantiq, 1:141; Zimmermann, Al-Farabi's Commentary, 229.

205 Bfros, “Maimonides’ Treatise,” p. nb.

206 A, Dotan, 9N 13 n¥p 12 130X 12 opyon py1pT 19v (Jerusalem, 1967) 17;
Dotan, “Homonymous Hapax Doublets,” 132.
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Hadassi describes a supplementary list which he compiled: pon wn
SNIPN AN TAIRD 127 HTARI PR PIN PIN 7NN NI ANINT PIY
WX 12 5 TNt oY 9y Noon pana pan Jev onppm. 2 That the
term o>y “yoked together” used by Hadassi in this description is
a technical term meaning “homonymous” is shown by the Hebrew
title of Ibn Bal“am’s collection of homonyms: Tw»sn 190 (Arabic
onoN axnd). Hadassi’s use of this Hebrew term suggests that it
had a broader meaning than fajnis, which refers to paronomasia, i.e.,
the literary use of homonymy.

27 Dotan, oyon *P11PT 190, 17; Dotan, “Homonymous Hapax Doublets,” 139.
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