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2 CLARA CARBONELL ORTIZ

1. INTRODUCTION

The late Prof. David J.A. Clines (1938-2022) devoted his life to the enthusiastic advancement of
Hebrew philology. Clines’s scholarly legacy is distinguished by his three-volume commentary on
Job (1989-2011) and the Dictionary of Classical Hebrew (hereafter DCH), of which he served as an
editor in chief throughout its duration (1993-2011). In spite of its shortcomings and acknowledged
ideological underpinnings, the DCH represents a significant milestone in Hebrew lexicography. In
addition to his academic accomplishments and prolific writings, Clines should be remembered as a

Hebrew scholar deeply committed to ensuring the open accessibility of his research!. Between the
years 2014-2021, Clines explored a new direction —previously inaugurated in New Testament Studies
by Lee (2003)— which he named “Comparative (Classical) Hebrew Lexicography” (hereafter, CHL).
During the years 2018-2022, thus partly coinciding with this timeframe, I dedicated myself to crafting
my doctoral dissertation on the same subject as Clines’s, albeit from a different perspective and under
an alternate name (see below, §2). Regrettably, I remained unaware of Clines’s contributions until
2021, when his final article on the subject was published in Vetus Testamentum. On the one hand,
coming across his research confirmed my intuition about the future of Hebrew lexicographic studies
—namely, that the examination of existing dictionaries would slowly take precedence over the writing
of new ones. On the second hand, and most importantly, my late discovery of Clines’s work in CHL
enabled me to develop an independent method of analysis. The aim of this article is to counterbalance
Clines’s method and to attempt to fix some of the cracks I found in the way he paved.

Before discussing CHL, I shall first provide a brief bibliographical overview. In 2015, Clines wrote
a book chapter on the intriguing topic of Asian lions and their portrayal in the Hebrew Bible. The core
of the analysis focused on the alleged anthropomorphised characterisation of their predatory behaviour
in biblical accounts. However, Clines also decided to include an appendix where he undertook his first
exercise in CHL, entitled “The Gender of X°27.” There, he argued that the meaning “lioness” is a bogus
gloss rooted in 17™-century lexicography whose popularity has not faded away in contemporary
dictionaries despite being morphologically suspicious and textually untenable (2015, 70-76). In this
study, the survey of lexica went back as early as Buxtorf’s Lexicon hebraicum et chaldaicum (1615).
The chronological aspect of Clines’s CHL constitutes its primary drawback (and peril), and it will be
duly discussed later (see §3.1).

In 2017, Clines systematised his approach and presented it to Hebrew scholars under its official
name?. The aims of CHL are specified in the first place, followed by a pithy depiction of the history of
these dictionaries, where the information dealing with the mediaeval period is unfortunately
misleading (see §4 and §5.1). In order to show the functioning of his method, Clines analysed the
words 193,827 .91 [ and 11, and ¥pw I and I1. This time, the earliest item in his lexicographic corpus is
Reuchlin’s De rudimentis hebraice (1506).

In 2019, Clines read a paper on the emendation of N1 in Psa 104:26 for nn°X. He traced its
presence in modern lexica from the beginning of the 20" century onwards and managed to locate its
origins in a proposal made by Gunkel in the late 19" century?.

Finally, in 2021 and as the corrected version of a conference paper read six years before, Clines
published an exercise in CHL on the basic meanings of the verb wIp in the history of Hebrew
dictionaries®. Like in previous publications, dictionaries prior to Reuchlin’s were ignored.

! His academia.edu website gathers early drafts of his publications and conference papers, including bibliographical lists of
yearly contributions.

2 An early draft of this contribution had been available online since 2014.

3 An earlier draft was available online since 2015 under the title “Revisiting the Hebrew Dictionary. 3. There Go the Ships,”
which belongs to a series of articles regarding the preparation of the DCH Revised.
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Clines pioneered this approach in Biblical Hebrew Studies and his contributions are valuable and
ground-breaking. Nevertheless, he built a chronologically mutilated corpus that, given the history and
nature of lexicography, is bound to produce inconclusive results. At the end of this article, this
problem is illustrated through the reappraisal of the position of Aramaic in these dictionaries (see §5.1)
and the long-lived interpretation 2’17 = “outer wall” (see §5.2).

2. THE NAME OF A RECENT DISCIPLINE

In the 1960s, lexicography experienced what may be described, without fear of exaggeration, as a
Copernican shift. The status of dictionaries switched. So far, they were viewed as tools that describe
the reality of words but, suddenly, their definitions became a collection of words to be examined.
This metamorphosis into cultural artifacts that could be close read is a remarkable change in the
history of lexicographic studies. The doctoral dissertation of Quemada (1967) set the beginning of this
revolution.

His disciple Pruvost (2003) underscored the terminological differentiation between the triplet
lexicography-dictionaric-metalexicography. Whereas the meaning of the first word is clear, even if
qualified or not with the adjectives “practical” and “theoretical,” the distinction between the pairs
practical lexicography-dictionaric and theoretical lexicography-metalexicography is problematic. The
terms overlap and interchange in the jargons of different lexicographic schools. For example, the
Spanish school equates metalexicography with theoretical lexicography, provided that it reflects upon
and creates terminology about itself (Seco 2003). Simultaneously, lexicography is understood by
some as inherently practical and becomes, thus, synonymous to practical lexicology (Coseriu 1986).
In the French school to which Quemada and Pruvost belong, lexicography entails the study of
a set of words that is not necessarily intended for publication in the format of a dictionary.
Meanwhile, dictionaric refers to the management of all the commercial, editorial, and typographical
aspects involved in dictionary-writing (Pruvost 2010-2011). Pruvost provided a succinct and accurate
definition of metalexicography as “I’analyse des dictionnaires, forme et fond, d’hier et d’ajourd’hui”
(Pruvost 2010-2011, 103). A wider concept of metalexicography is envisioned by Burkhanov and
described as the theoretical study of lexicographic activity and lexicographic products (1998, 154),
which brings harmony to the Spanish and French definitions mentioned above. “Metalexicography”
was the term I selected for my doctoral dissertation (2022), but the terminological clutter surrounding
this word challenges its suitability. For clarity, other options will be explored below.

In his dictionary of lexicographic terminology, Burkhanov included dictionary criticism as a
subfield within metalexicography and said that it “deals with dictionary reviews and general
models for the assessment of existing dictionaries, encyclopedias, usage guides, and other kinds
of lexicographic product” (Burkhanov 1998, 66). Hartmann and James qualified this by stating
that dictionary criticism “may involve studies of the historical background of the work and/or its
compiler(s), detailed comparisons of its contents with other products of its type [...] and result
in a review in a periodical publication” (Hartmann and James 2002, 32). Both excerpts make a
connection between dictionary criticism and reviews. In fact, dictionary criticism (calque of German
Worterbuchkritik) is widely used as a synonym for the writing of reviews in specialised journals
(Ripfel 1989). Dictionary criticism is market-oriented, aiming to enhance the effectiveness of the
dictionary together with the user’s satisfaction and comfort. Additionally, dictionary criticism is overly
preoccupied with today’s lexicography and today’s spoken languages, which inevitably diminishes the
relevance of certain discussions for Biblical Hebrew Studies.

4 An earlier draft was available online since 2015 under the title “The Holy and the Clean: An Excursion in Comparative
Lexicography.” It was read at the session of the International Syriac Language Project, Society of Biblical Literature
Annual Meeting, in Atlanta.
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Another current label is critical lexicography. Scholars in this field claim that dictionaries are
subject to the (postmodern) triad of ideology-power-politics, and their analytical tools mostly derive
from a combination of Critical Theory, Critical Discourse Studies, and Postcolonial Studies, which
eventually means that they target the lexicographers’ social accountability. For example, concerning
critical lexicographic discourse studies, Chen has proudly asserted that “it is seen as a social
movement” (Chen 2019, 16) and, as such, that it is “oriented to critiquing and improving society (e.g.
contributing to social equality)” (Chen 2019, 7). Although the presence of ideology in dictionaries
is hardly refutable, this approach is embedded in a Foucauldian academic culture. It is often driven
by politics to such an extent that the boundaries between scholarly engagement and activism become
blurred, sometimes even merging in the role of the activist scholar (see §3.2.2).

Clines decided to employ the label comparative lexicography, which he found in Hartmann and
James as

[a] branch of general lexicography which contrasts the dictionary traditions of various
cultures, languages and countries with a view to distilling from them common principles,
by considering the external factors that have led to divergent practices. Examples include
issues such as how different scripts influence the format of reference works, which different
genres predominate, and what constitutes good practice in dictionary-making and dictionary use
(Hartman and James 2002, 228).

According to Clines, CHL should be understood as “the systematic study of Hebrew lexica in
comparison with one another” (Clines 2017, 228). I would argue that the problem with the label
“comparative lexicography” is that the juxtaposition of the meanings of each word only makes sense
if we assume that lexicography here stands for theoretical lexicography and if theoretical lexicography
means something beyond the technical debates on dictionary-making. The semantic duality of the term
“lexicography” (theoretical vs. practical) makes the label “comparative lexicography” sound odd.

The syntagm dictionary criticism is, 1 anticipate, very appealing to biblical scholars. It echoes
traditional interests and methods regarding the scientific study of the Bible, such as textual criticism,
form criticism, source criticism... By virtue of constant use, biblical scholars have become immune
to the negative connotations of the word “criticism” / “Kritik” that cause so much unease amongst
scholars in the field of Western lexicographic studies (Ripfel 1989, 1; Swanepoel 2017, 12;
Nuccorini 2017, 222). However, “dictionary criticism” has meant “writing reviews of dictionaries”
for decades and the method of analysis that I propose trespasses the boundaries of reviewing. Indeed,
I consider it counterproductive to limit this type of research to one academic genre in particular.
Therefore, and unwilling to further complicate the terminological landscape with resignifications or
overlapping terms, I shall henceforth employ a label whose components are semantically intuitive to
the biblical scholar: lexicographic criticism (hereafter LC).

Before concluding this discussion, one last detail about Clines’s terminology should be addressed.
In the presentation of his method, he wrote the following:

If you search for the term “Comparative Hebrew Lexicography” or “Comparative Classical
Hebrew Lexicography” on Google, you will find — zero hits (apart, that is, from references to the
present article, which has been on the Web since July 2014) (Clines 2017, 227-228).

Although the lack of results for “Comparative Hebrew Lexicography” is symptomatic of an
academic gap to be filled, the absence of results for “Comparative Classical Hebrew Lexicography” is
fallacious. Note that Clines did not try the combination “Comparative Biblical Hebrew Lexicography,”
which was motivated by his well-known reluctance to trap the language within the contours of the
canon (the Hebrew Bible)®. The problem of these search terms is that they force research to agree on a
recent redefinition of the linguistic corpus (classical Hebrew; all linguistic strata prior to the Mishnah)
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to the detriment of a traditional and standardised one (biblical Hebrew)®. If we push the argument to its
reductio ad absurdum, it would mean that, stricto sensu, Comparative Classical Hebrew Lexicography
should limit itself to the comparison between the data found at the DCH and the SAHD, since these

two are the only existing dictionaries whose vocabulary is classical rather than biblical’.

3. CLINES’S METHOD VIS-A-VIS AN ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL

The following pages contain a detailed examination of Clines’s proposal of CHL regarding four
different methodological aspects. This reappraisal is complemented with the presentation of an
alternative approach as I developed it over the last years.

3.1. A Mutilated Corpus: The Absence of Jewish Dictionaries

The main limitation in Clines’s method lies in the chronological range of his lexicographic corpus.
In his articles, 16M-century Christian Hebraism is taken as the starting point of the corpus and
dictionaries written in European languages are exclusively used. The dismissal of mediaeval Jewish
lexicography is systematic. The first explicit acknowledgement of this reads as follows:

My scope here is strictly the ancient Hebrew language, which I call “Classical Hebrew,” and
lexica in European languages from the 16th century onwards (leaving aside the mediaeval and
later dictionaries in Hebrew or in Hebrew and in Arabic) (Clines 2017, 228).

This statement is problematic in a number of ways. Let us break the argument into three points,
starting from the end of the quotation:

1. The label “dictionaries in Hebrew and in Arabic” is a misnomer. Such a thing would mean
either bilingual dictionaries (Hebrew-Arabic) or dictionaries containing bilingual definientes
in Hebrew and Arabic®. Despite the unfortunate wording, Clines was obviously referring to
dictionaries written in Judaeo-Arabic. Works on exegesis, grammar, and lexicography were
often composed in Judaeo-Arabic in the Mediterranean Basin during the Middle Ages. In fact,
the landmarks of Hebrew philology in this period are works written in this language, which
makes dispensing with this material in the Middle Ages equivalent to studying modern Hebrew
philology while ignoring Gesenius.

2. “Leaving aside post-mediaeval dictionaries written in Hebrew” means wiping out all modern
Isracli lexicography, like Eliezer ben Yehuda’s (1908-1958) w77 w7 n°7av7 pwot now,
Abraham Even-Shoshan’s (1960) w77 %%, Yaakov Choueka’s (1997) 2°%» 27, and, most
importantly given the linguistic stratum targeted by Clines, Menahem-Zvi Kaddari’s 7727 %%
(2013) n87707. Dispensing with monolingual Hebrew material is as ludicrous as suggesting
English philologists do away with sources penned by Anglophones.

> See, for example, the first volume of the DCH (Clines 1993, 14 and 27-29).

¢ For an historical survey of the expressions “classical Hebrew” and “ancient Hebrew,” see Carbonell Ortiz (2022b, 20-23).
See especially p. 23 n. 57 for a critique of the use of the adjective “classical” in the context of Hebrew.

7 For a presentation of the theoretical framework of the SAHD (Semantics of Ancient Hebrew Database) and
a first sample of entries, see Muraoka (1998). The history of this online dictionary has been addressed in
Carbonell Ortiz (2022b, 74-76).

8 There are indeed some dictionaries with bilingual definientes in the history of Hebrew lexicography. A recent example of
this phenomenon is the KBL (1967). As part of a witty commercial strategy, this dictionary included definitions in German
and, immediately afterwards, in English. Another case is Fiinn’s biblical and Mishnaic dictionary, entitled 7387
(1884-1903), in which Hebrew definitions were accompanied with Russian equivalents. Ben Yehudah's 77297 w7 noo
(1908-1958) ;7777 717 encompassed a wide array of languages (Hebrew, German, French, and English), which met the
pedagogical requirements of such ambitious an enterprise. However, and to my knowledge, a Hebrew dictionary providing
double definitions in Hebrew and Arabic is still unwritten.
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3. “Leaving aside mediaeval dictionaries” at large is a methodological mistake and a dangerous bet
in practice. Firstly, it entails the disregard of the foundation of Hebrew philology, when fruitful
grammatical debates took place and splendid dictionaries were written. Moreover, the exclusive
selection of dictionaries written in Latin and vernacular languages betrays a Europe-centred bias
that is unjustifiable on strictly academic grounds. Secondly, starting with Renaissance Hebraists
is like beginning to read a story in medias res with no prospective flashbacks. The first Christian
Hebraists always bore Qimhi in mind, either implicitly or explicitly. This ultimately means that
ignoring at least the first three centuries of mediaeval lexicography —that is, Qimh1 and his
sources— hinders a proper understanding of the Christian Hebraists themselves.

In Clines’s CHL, primary sources are discriminated against if they meet one of the following
requirements: 1) belonging to a certain historical period (Middle Ages); or 2) being written in
certain languages (Hebrew and Judaeo-Arabic). In practice, however, these conditions are inextricably
intertwined. Provided that mediaeval lexicography was authored by Jews and that post-mediaeval
Jewish lexicography was composed mostly in Hebrew in the modern period (19" century-present),
Clines’s criteria expel the vast majority of Jewish dictionaries out of the lexicographic corpus’.

Clines did not explain the reason for discarding centuries of dictionary-making by Jews until 2021,
when he included a footnote noting that he had confined himself to European bilingual lexica because
he had “not been able for lack of resources to trace the history of the subject in mediaeval and
modern monolingual Hebrew lexica” (Clines 2021, 482). It is true that some Israeli dictionaries are
extraordinarily difficult to find outside of Israel, but unavailability is not a real issue for mediaeval
dictionaries. Fortunately, the central mediaeval dictionaries were edited in the 19" century for the first
time!®. This means that today they are digitalised and accessible at varied online repositories just as
Reuchlin’s De rudimentis hebraice (1506) is.

Clines collected “over 600 Hebrew dictionaries in European languages from the 16™ century
onwards” (Clines 2017, 227) and concluded his article with a list of the lexica mentioned in the paper,
which amounts to 50 (including some mediaeval dictionaries; see §4). This disparity in figures (50 out
of 600) reminds us that not all dictionaries of biblical Hebrew are important when tracing the origins
and developments of a word. However, the first step must be the creation of a database of dictionaries
and other books belonging to cognate fields (mainly, exegesis) that is as comprehensive as possible.
This requires us to rely thus on historical studies of Hebrew lexicography (such as Brisman 2000). The
second step is to break the corpus not only into periods (mediaeval, pre-modern, and modern; see §4)
but also, and more importantly, into chains of dependence in order to provide it with coherence and
cohesiveness. Only then can the researcher seek, or at least expect, some degree of intertextuality that
will help them recount the journey of a word. That is, the corpus begins as a fotum revolutum that
becomes functional after careful examination and classification of its components.

3.2 Scope of Interests and Perspectives

Clines envisioned CHL as consisting
in its simplest form of identifying similarities and differences among lexica, such as their size and
organization and treatment of cognates, and in a more critical form of evaluating the differences

among lexica, making judgments about one lexicon over against another, or about commonalities
among lexica that are open to criticism (Clines 2017, 228).

° This is the general situation, but there are a few dictionaries that escape these criteria, for example: in the pre-modern
period (16™-19" centuries) in English, David Levi’s Lingua Sancta in Three Parts (1785-1788); in the modern period
(19" century-present) in German, Julius Fiirst’s Hebrdisches und Chalddisches Handwdrterbuch iiber das Alte Testament
(1857-1861).

10" S&lomo ibn Parhdn’s dictionary was edited in 1844; David QimhT’s, in 1847; Mé&nahem ben Sarilq’s, in 1854; Jonah ibn
Yanah'’s, in 1875 (in Arabic) and in 1896 (Hebrew translation). Full bibliographical references are provided in §4.
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This concise statement reveals Clines’s diverse interests and speaks of the expected fruitfulness
of his method. Clines only addresses the issue of “similarities and differences” focusing on the
analysis of some definitions that reached our current dictionaries and “makes judgements” about their
in/appropriateness. His lamented death left other possibilities unexplored.

I deem desirable to point at some possible applications of this kind of philological research:
1) source LC; 2) ideological LC; and 3) formal LC. I shall outline them below in the hope that it will
contribute to further research and the advancement of prospective models of analysis.

3.2.1. Source LC

Source LC aims to trace the history of lexicographic statements and attempts to locate their genesis.
Clines’s research falls into this category.

Above, I have intentionally referred to “statements” instead of “meanings” because the information
given in the definiens is not the only aspect that can be analysed from this perspective. The elements
within the microstructure of biblical Hebrew dictionaries are varied and the application of source LC
is pertinent in all cases:

1. The etymological section. Example: the analysis of the relation between some
instances of biblical %¥2 and 712 and Arabic J= as portrayed (or refuted) in dictionaries since the
Middle Ages (Carbonell Ortiz 2022a, 258-269).

2. The grammatical section and 3) the semantic section or, strictly speaking, the definiens. Example
of the crossroads between the two: the examination of the non-sexual interpretation of 77 in
some verses, which flourished in mediaeval lexicography and started to wither in the late pre-
modern period. The proposed meanings were partly derived from the morphological patterns of
different weak roots (77""11 and y"11) (Carbonell Ortiz 2024).

3. Extra-lexicographic comments, like encyclopaedic, exegetical, or even moralising annotations.
Although repudiated in modern lexicography, this sort of information is not uncommon in
mediaeval and pre-modern dictionaries. Example: the digression on sexual postures that Ibn
Parhon (1160/1) included in the entry ¥7° (Carbonell Ortiz 2022a, 216-222). It must be noted that
this case can be addressed from a source LC perspective as well as from an ideological LC
perspective (see below). Source LC seeks to disclose the connection with previous materials (Ibn
Ganah’s previous treatment of ¥7° [ca. 1050], in this case) and its survival in future writings (in
Békor Sor’s commentary [12 ¢.]). Unlike ideological LC, it does not delve into the ideological
dimensions of the matter (sexual morals and women’s subjection). The theoretical difference
between source and ideological LC is substantial. Empirically, however, a detailed discussion of
some passages often necessitates the intertwining of both approaches.

4. Textual emendations. Example: the enquiry into the lexicographic endorsement of the textual
emendation n°& for N171¥ in Psa 104:26 (Clines 2019).

In addition to these applications, there are two key concepts that should be clarified. One is

“lexicographic tradition”!!, meaning any piece of information in the microstructure that proves to have

been well-established. It is noteworthy that traditions can be interrupted, disrupted, and also forgotten
(see 11317 above), but their nature as “traditions” rests upon the fact that they were authoritative and
popular at some point in history. For example, the interpretation 27 = “outer wall” is a lexicographic
tradition not only in pre-modern lexicography, as Clines claimed, but also (and causally) in mediaeval
dictionaries (see §5.2).

1" In my doctoral dissertation, this was named in Spanish as “discurso lexicografico,” but the calque into English is
inadequate. Furthermore, the expression resonates with a postmodern academic terminology that, as previously stated, I
intend to avoid.
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On the other side of the coin, the label “lexicographic innovation” stands for a new interpretative
path that strays off a lexicographic tradition and might become, with the passage of time, traditional.
Curiously enough, some innovations can be independent rediscoveries that occur when the author
ignores previous literature. For example, in the eighth volume of the DCH the noun n35¥ is defined as
“pouring out [...] emission of semen, perh. penis” (p. 348). In the bibliographical list that endorses the
content of this entry, the meaning “penis” is attributed to Orlinsky (1944, 40). Orlinsky could not have
known that he was agreeing with the Andalusi lexicographer Saadya ibn Danan, who already proposed

this meaning in his Dariri fi al-luga al- ‘ibraniyya more than five centuries ago, in 14682,
The second key concept is “lexicographic construct,” that is, a statement concerning a word that is

incompatible with the textual data found in the linguistic corpus'®. There is no overlap or
interconnectedness between these categories: a lexicographic construct is about textual verifiability,
whereas a lexicographic tradition is about historical reception. Likewise, lexicographic constructs are
not necessarily motivated by ideology. The semantic interpretation of the verb 230 as ‘to rape’ is a
prominent example of a lexicographic construct with a long history in dictionaries of biblical Hebrew
(Carbonell Ortiz, 2022a).

The interests of source LC may be manifold and, to a great extent, they are determined by the nature
and content of each entry as well as by the needs of the researcher. Two are the main applications of
source LC:

1. To reconstruct the journey of a word and witness its changes and vicissitudes across the
centuries. Source LC enables us to: a) date when a lexicographic tradition appeared; b) spot
the authors that inherited it and handed it down; c) establish when and under what circumstances
it was discontinued; d) assess if it was superseded; and, if applicable, e¢) examine the new
interpretation that replaced it and its degree of acceptance in subsequent works, which leads us
back to a).

2. To measure the influence of previous authors on the content of a given dictionary, even when
the lexicographer anonymised or did not disclose his sources. If done systematically, it enhances
our understanding of the inner history of Hebrew lexicography. This application can be seen
in a recent article of Basal (2021a) where he proved that the Karaite Abl al-Farag Hartn,
in his glossary Sarh al-'alfaz al-sa‘ba fi al-Migra’ (1026), relied extensively on his Karaite
predecessor David ben Abraham al-Fas1’s dictionary (see §4).

3.2.2. Ideological LC

Ideological LC deals with the extra-linguistic content of dictionaries as it stems from the system
of beliefs shared by the lexicographer and their community. A wide definition of “ideology” is
of pivotal importance, as the term directs the modern reader’s attention to issues such as sexism
(Feminist Theory), racism (Postcolonial Theory), and anything related to political agendas (Critical
Theory). However, this range of themes is too narrow: it heavily relies on recent events and the
methodologies involved frequently focus on hodiernal struggles. From a diachronic perspective,
it is clear that religious polemics should be taken into consideration. They are common —albeit
not always overt— in mediaeval and pre-modern lexicography: be it interdenominational, such as
Karaite versus Rabbanite or Protestant versus Catholic, or interfaith, such as Christianity versus
Judaism, paradigmatically expounded by Hutchinsonian dictionaries in the second half of the 18" c.

12 This dictionary has been apparently preserved in a unicum and was edited by Jiménez Sanchez (1994), whilst Orlinsky’s
paper was published fifty years before. Orlinsky made careful research on the interpretations of the root 2">¥by
mediaeval lexicographers and grammarians and even consulted Skoss on the matter (1940, 38 n. 25). For a
comprehensive analysis of this case, see Carbonell Ortiz (2022b, 477-478).

13 Etymology and homonymy are, of course, excluded, provided their inherently hypothetical nature.
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(Craig 2014, 39-150). According to a broad understanding of what ideology means, I conceive
ideological LC as the process of digging out “fragments of thought,” as we may call them. These
are interspersed in the dictionary and echo the biases of the author. Their gathering gives us valuable
insights into the psychological traits of the lexicographer and the dictionary’s Sitz im Leben.

It should be noted that ideological LC branches off into two parallel courses of analysis:
macrostructure and microstructure. The former focuses on the examination of the vocabulary included
and, consequently, prompts us to wonder why some other lexical items were put aside. The selective
elimination of some words, which is characteristic of modern languages lexicography, is nearly
absent in corpus lexicography. In these dictionaries, the cases of omission are due to obviousness,
irrelevance!®, and also to unfortunate oversight. Ideological biases at the macrostructural level
primarily affect dictionaries of spoken languages.

Regarding the microstructure, exercises in ideological LC can scrutinise the following:

1. The ideological biases found in those parts of the entry intended to explain the word, like the
definiens and extra-linguistic annotations.

2. How the selection of examples illustrating the usage of a word (and, conversely, the discarding
of other textually suitable examples) may reflect an ideological position. In the case of biblical
lexicography, it is interesting to note that the set of verses is sometimes a portent of a certain
theology that has been privileged by the author or, also, of a partial interpretation that is
privileged over the whole picture.

Let us illustrate the second possibility by bringing a case of semantic and vocalic reinterpretation
contra textum that is backed by a clever, deceitful selection of biblical verses. The treatment of 77v2 in
Bate’s dictionary (1767) betrays an intentional misrepresentation of the data with a clear theological
purpose in mind. This lexicographer defended the vocalisation 2¥2 n7y2 as a refutation of the passive
reading of Masoretic 2y2 n2y2. However, the only way to convince his readers thereof was to conceal
the verses that contain the word with scriptio plena (79w3, in Isa 54:1; 62:4). These verses are
accordingly absent in the entry (Bate 1767, 77)". Bate was fond of Hutchinsonian theology, which
aimed to vilify the Rabbis as corrupters of the Scriptures. The case of 7%va was taken as one of the
many instances in his dictionary that proved the unreliability of the Jewish tradition and, thus, of the
textus masoreticus.

It is paramount to underscore that exercises in ideological LC deal with the data as recorded in
the dictionary and not as recorded in the texts. Differently put, its role is to thoroughly examine
mismatches between what the dictionary claims about a word and how that word is actually used
in the texts, when this divergence is rooted in ideology. Elsewhere, I have catalogued the array of
lexicographic biases that tend to occur in the semantic domain “sexual intercourse” according to
procedures and themes (Carbonell Ortiz 2022b, 135-146). Here, I shall only refer to the former group
and say that:

1. Some biases “centre” one context in which the word occurs (out of others of equal importance)
and elevate it into a core semantic trait.

2. Contrarily, other biases “decentre” a core semantic trait and provide an inclusive definition
that aligns with a post/modern Weltanschauung, despite its anachronistic value regarding the
textual data.

4 This remark seems contradictory to our modern concept of historical or corpus lexicography, but it requires
consideration in dictionaries of previous centuries. For example, such was the critique of Elias Levita, expressed in
his Meturgeman, to Nathan ben Y¢hi’el’s Aramaic dictionary, known as ‘Arik. See Grifio (1971, 354).

15 Tronically, Bate knew that this revocalisation created a semantic incompatibility between the roles of the wife and the
husband (“female owner of a male owner,” instead of “owned by a male owner”) and did his best in order to sort it out.
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Taking the issue of sexism as an example, exercises in ideological LC may focus on how the
definition of a word is elaborated in a sexist fashion when the meaning of this word is not sexist.
Reversely, these exercises may also focus on the neutral definition of a word that misses its sexist
nature and explore the reasons behind it. Nevertheless, the definition of a sexist meaning in sexist
terms is as irrelevant to ideological CL as the non-sexist definition of a non-sexist word. In both cases,
the lexicographic treatment is correct.

The distinction between the ideologisation of the language and the ideologisation of the dictionary
is key (Calero Fernandez 1999, 149). The former stems from multiple societal factors, whereas
the latter emanates from the lexicographer’s cosmovision and becomes a layer on top of the
linguistic reality. This difference is crucial to our subject because the lines between the two types
of ideologisation are not only blurred in daily-life debates about dictionaries but also in some scholarly
literature'®. If lexicography is committed to recording the usage of language as it is (a fortiori, corpus
lexicography), lexicographers cannot be blamed for the political incorrectness of our linguistic habits.
However, they should be blamed for the inaccurate definition of awkward or sensitive meanings.

3.2.3. Formal LC

Exercises in formal LC deal with strictly technical data of dictionaries. There are multiple
possibilities, but all of them revolve around the macrostructure/microstructure, the orthotypography
or the like, and their evolution. For example, an intriguing challenge for formal LC would be
the historical development of the macrostructure and the criteria for fixing the headwords!’. In
modern Hebrew studies, Schwarzwald (2004) has made valuable progress in this direction. Regarding
dictionaries of biblical Hebrew, I have sketched a draft typology of the macrostructure elsewhere
(Carbonell Ortiz 2022b, 5-8) and intend to elaborate on it before long. A case study of formal LC is
included below (see §5.1).

3.3. Aims and Consequences

In his 2017 article, Clines explained the procedure of this method of CHL but was a somewhat
secretive about his objectives. He mentioned a pragmatic motivation —namely, that CHL is useful “to
know what Hebrew dictionaries have been like when one is considering what is valuable in a Hebrew
dictionary” (Clines 2017, 234). Contrastingly, Clines was more open about the consequences of CHL.
The first one relates to the perceived reliability of dictionaries:

[S]tudying Hebrew dictionaries in relation to one another reveals inescapably how antiquated
much of the content of our most recent dictionaries is, how derivative they often are, and how
often the mistakes of the past are perpetuated uncritically (Clines 2017, 234).

All this is true, but only the third objection is harmful to the advancement of Hebrew lexicography.
The fact that dictionaries “are often derivative” is natural and expectable, since they always rely on
previous lexicography, plus other genres of linguistic literature (grammars, exegetical commentaries,
academic papers...). The extension of vocabulary together with the wearing meticulousness of the
lexicographic task makes plagiarism unavoidable. It is the degree of plagiarism what is troublesome.

A blatant example of this confusion is represented by the DCH. For example, Clines acknowledged in the prologue to
the dictionary that the meanings of some words had been adjusted to be gender inclusive regardless of their historical
accuracy. He also attempted to standardise the employment of gender suffixes in English by lecturing users on the
inappropriateness of feminine endings. See volume 1 of the DCH (1993, 356) and volume 3 (1996, 12), respectively.
Arabic philologists already have some studies of this sort at their disposal. For a comprehensive study of classical Arabic
lexicography, see Baalbaki (2014). A summary of the possibilities of macrostructure in mediaeval Arabic dictionaries
can be found in Arias (1996, 45-47).
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Finally, the first concern brought up by Clines is worrisome, I believe, as it implies that antiquated
material deserves our distrust. Notwithstanding this, a definition is valuable not on grounds of its
novelty but of its linguistic precision.

The second consequence of CHL stems directly from this:

A consequence of bringing back older lexica into the conversation, as well as of registering
the numerous proposals that have been made in the last half-century [...] is bound to
be a destabilizing of the lexicon, with more options, more need of the term “perhaps,”
more acknowledgement that we don’t really know the meaning of many of our words
(Clines 2017, 239).

The general overtone of this statement is hardly objectionable: having humility to acknowledge
ignorance is certainly a virtuous rara avis in lexicography. However, when read in the context of
Clines’s scholarly production at large, these words mean that dictionaries exert power and are cultural
artifacts that can be “destabilized,” that is, deconstructed. Clines’s CHL was postmodern, much like
his DCH, as recognised in the prologue of the first volume (Clines 1993, 26). Andersen (1995)
wrote a lengthy and detailed critique of the problems of this approach in lexicography, which I
entirely endorse.

3.4.The Chronological Directionality of the Analysis

The surveys of lexicographic content can be conducted in two ways, depending on what
chronological directionality is preferred: 1) backwards: commencing with a recent dictionary and
retracing the steps to the first occurrence of the examined matter; or 2) forward: beginning with the
first dictionary that displays it and tracing its development in subsequent dictionaries.

Lee and Clines opted for the first possibility. Both directions are functional, but it seems to me
that the goal of the analysis conditions the directionality. If the objective is to destabilise the lexicon,
the optimal direction is counter-chronological, for it is best to highlight how blindly our current
dictionaries rely on older sources. However, proceeding chronologically is more suitable if we seek
to understand lexicographic phenomena in their historical dimension, without making evaluative
statements.

4. MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT MEDIAEVAL LEXICOGRAPHY IN CLINES’S METHOD

In his 2017 article, Clines devoted one section to outline a concise history of Hebrew dictionaries.
This endeavour enables the researcher to “locate a particular lexicon in its appropriate historical
context” (Clines 2017, 229). The location of dictionaries in their historical (and sociocultural)
setting is not the end of the research but rather the means by which the researcher is led to
a better understanding of the dictionary form and content. Being acquainted with the immediate
bibliographical context of a work trains the researcher’s skill to recognise points of departure and tell
innovative materials apart from traditional opinions.

In Clines’s short history of Hebrew lexicography, some misconceptions regarding the mediaeval
period went unnoticed's. The dates are addressed here, whereas the problem of content will be
discussed in section §5.1.

Clines addressed the mediaeval period (10®-15" ¢.) in five lines, the pre-modern period (16"-18™
c.) in five lines, and the modern period (19" c.-present) in seventeen lines (Clines 2017, 229-230).
Although quality precedes quantity, the number of lines dedicated to each phase is a portent of
the importance they have in Clines’s method. The length of the modern period is a corollary
of (what I believe is) a generalised tendency amongst non-Israeli/non-Jewish and non-medievalist

18 For a periodisation, see Martinez Delgado (2008; 2011), Craig (2011), and Holtz (2011).
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Hebrew scholars to overemphasise the relevance of Christian, post-Renaissance Hebraists —and to
the detriment of their predecessors— in the history of Hebrew linguistic literature. This scholarly
short-sightedness might stem either from a Europe-centred bias or from a poor/lacking acquaintance
with the mediaeval Jewish sages. Both causes are in reality a vicious circle where the latter contributes
to the former and the former reinforces the latter.

Clines began the mediaeval section by appointing the Kitab gami* al-"alfaz, written by the Karaite
David ben Abraham al-Fasi, as “the first true Hebrew lexicon” (Clines 2017, 229)". This elusive
reference to which work merits the title of the firstborn is seemingly a confrontation with Saadya
Gaon’s 'Egron, although the latter is not mentioned®. If this excerpt is read against the grain, it
implies that Ménahem ben Sariiq’s Mahberet (ca. 960)?!, the first Hebrew-Hebrew dictionary to ever
be composed, is either 1) an “untrue lexicon,” in spite of its strictly lexicographic structure and
content, far from the poetry-oriented 'Egron (Séenz-Badillos 1986, 14), or 2) that it is later than
Al-Fast’s. There is some degree of disagreement amongst experts in mediaeval Hebrew lexicography
concerning this. The dating of both works in the second half of the 10" c. is widely accepted
(Polliack 2010; Martinez Delgado, 2010b), but some speak of Al-Fasi’s as the first comprehensive
dictionary (Dotan 1988, 115; Eldar 1992, 369), while others have just suggested the existence of a
common source used by Al-Fast and Ben Sartiq which is currently unknown to us (Skoss 1936, Lxu;
Saenz-Badillos 1986, 14 and 21). Most recently, Basal (2021b) has located Al-Fast’s dictionary in the
last quarter of the 10" ¢. In summary, the chronological relation between the Kitab gami ‘ al-alfaz and
the Mahberet is uncertain.

At the end of his 2017 article, Clines included a list of Hebrew lexica mentioned in the paper (pp.
240-244). The Mahberet was not referred to in the article and is accordingly absent in this section.
This list comprises a set of bibliographical entries that begin with the date of composition of each
dictionary. Two core mediaeval dictionaries are misdated or their dating is reconsidered without due
justification. Firstly, Ibn Ganah’s Kitab al- usil is dated in “c. 990-c. 1050” (Clines 2017, 240).
This span actually corresponds to the estimated dates of birth and death of the lexicographer and
not to the composition of his work (Martinez Delgado 2010a). The Kitab at-tangih, of which the
Kitab al-"usul is the second part, was written at some point in the middle of the 11" century, shortly
before the author’s death in Saragossa, where he arrived after fleeing from turbulent Cordoba in the
beginning of the century. The year 1039 serves as the ferminus post quem for the writing of the
Kitab at-tangih, since Ibn Ganah mentioned R. Hal Gaon (939-1038) as having already passed away
(Saenz-Badillos and Targarona Borras 1988, 112). The second wrong date is that of Qimhi’s Sefer
ha-Sorasim, which is allotted to the “12" cent.” (Clines 2017, 241). Nevertheless, it is conventionally
thought to have been composed in the early 13™ century, probably around 1210 (Kogel 2016a, 232).

5. Two CASE STUDIES
5.1. Exercise in Formal LC: the Place of Aramaic in Mediaeval Dictionaries

We are used to lexica of Biblical Hebrew including words in Biblical Aramaic. The earliest,
Jewish, lexica contained no Aramaic, and the first lexicon that did was that of Alfonsus
Zamorensis (Alfonso de Zamora) in the Complutensian Polyglot of 1515, in which the Aramaic
words were interspersed among the Hebrew (Clines 2017, 231).

19 Tt was edited by Skoss (1936-1945).

20 Tt was edited by Allony (1969).

2l The editio princeps belongs to Filipowski (1854). A critical edition was later carried out by Saenz-Badillos (1986). A
new commented critical edition has been recently prepared by Maman and Mirsky (2024).
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A quick look at the history of mediaeval Hebrew lexicography suffices to refute this assertion. Pace
Clines, the inclusion of Aramaic goes back five centuries before the printing of the dictionary of the
Complutensian Polyglot (sixth volume). In fact, interspersing Aramaic amongst Hebrew words was
the norm in the first period of Jewish lexicography in the Middle Ages. In the recent publication of the
retrieved fragments of Y¢hudah ibn Qurays’s dictionary, this hallmark of the earliest works has been
underscored: 1371 21 ,NAKR WL 1O 2Wn ,N2M2VT 23TV 12 DPRIPHT NPRART 03I DR 25w (WUIR JaR) X
VROYRIR YIRA PORDHOR O7NAR 12 M7 'NN2MR'2 170 12 1R (Maman and Ben-Porat 2023, 20). Not only
did Ibn Qurays mix Hebrew and Aramaic items in his dictionary, but also did his two successors, Ben
Sariiq in his Mahberet and Al-FasT in his Gami ‘al- ‘alfaz.

In the Mahberet, the entries X and ¥R (for Aramaic 8pIR and RyIX, respectively) illustrate this
matter. They appear in the book (mahberet) of the letter ‘aleph and do so next to Hebrew lemmas.
These entries show that Ben Sartiq sometimes expected the user to know that a word was Aramaic (a)
whereas, other times, he warned about it in the definiens (b):

a R M0 ARTRY O 5am TR PR .RPARY RO T PR PR: [It appears in the verse RPIXY) Raw=7 (Jer
pp X1 !
(Saenz-Badillos 1986, 59*)  10:11). [The words] 217 ,2an ,pX ,pK, and
7R are names for ‘earth’ [yX].

b RYIR PR WD POR LR VIR VIR yOR: [It appears in the verse] X323 nyRY (Dan
pp \ Yy
(Saenz-Badillos 1986, 63*)  6:25). [The word for] ‘earth’ [y7X] is XX in the
Aramaic language.

Here, the consonantal combinations of the Aramaic (¥7X ,p7X) are clearly distinct from the Hebrew
(y7R). However, a single root may be shared by Hebrew and Aramaic. The entry p2W bis is an example
of this (Saenz-Badillos 1986, 390*). There, an Aramaic verse (Dan 3:5, containing XD pinwn) is
interspersed along with Hebrew verses (Zech 10:8, npawy; Isa 5:26, pavy; Judg 5:16, nipaw).

These two cases not only prove the coexistence of Aramaic and Hebrew prior to the dictionary of
the Complutensian Polyglot, but they also evince the lack of separation between the words of these
languages at two levels: macroestructural (¥X and p7X: Aramaic lemmas next to Hebrew lemmas) and
microstructural (p7w: Aramaic and Hebrew words within the same entry).

The disappearance of Aramaic in mediaeval lexicography is an innovation introduced by Ibn
Ganah’s Kitab al-'usil (ca. 1050)2. Lexicographers that followed suit are S&lomoh ibn Parhon in
his Mahberet he- ‘Aritk (1160/1)* and an anonymous 13™-century writer who composed a Hebrew
dictionary in Provence®*. For different reasons, I have not been able to check this issue in the following
two mediaeval dictionaries: the Kitab al-istigna’, written by Sému’el ibn Nagrella (993-1055/6),
which is too fragmentarily preserved®, and the lexicographic section of the Kitab al-kamil, written by
Ya‘aqob ben "El‘azar (12%-13" ¢.), which is still unpublished®.

Clines also introduced a list of pre-modern dictionaries whose title indicates that they contain
Hebrew and Aramaic words, and said:

I have, however, not yet been able to identify when the practice began of collecting the Aramaic
words into a section of their own at the end of the lexicon, which is what we are used to today.

22 The Arabic text was edited by Neubauer (1875). The Hebrew translation of Yehudah ibn Tibbon (1171) belongs to
Bacher (1896).

2 It was fragmentarily edited by Di Rossi (1805). The complete edition belongs to Stern (1844).

24 The ms. Vat. Hebr. 314 was edited by Saenz-Badillos (1987). However, Kogel (2016b) has found more manuscripts and
is currently preparing a critical edition.

%5 It was edited by Kokovtsov (1916, 204-224).

26 The grammatical section was edited by Allony (1977). Some small fragments of the dictionary have been published by
Martinez Delgado (2013; 2019). Maman has prepared the edition of the dictionary but it is currently in press (personal
communication of José Martinez Delgado).

SEFARAD, vol. 84(2), July-December 2024, 1234, ISSN: 0037-0894. https://doi.org/10.3989/sefarad.024.1234


https://doi.org/10.3989/sefarad.024.1234

14 CLARA CARBONELL ORTIZ

[In the footnote:] I see it in Gesenius’s 121 edition (1895), but not in the 6™ (=5") edn (1863).
(Clines 2017, 231)

The genesis of this practice is found, again, in the Middle Ages. Some lexicographers created
an independent section for the Aramaic at the end of the dictionary and did so according to the
macrostructural arrangement characteristic of glossaries (canonical order and textual lemmatisation)*’.
This innovation in the lexicographic treatment of Aramaic is first found in Qimhi’s Sefer ha- ‘inyanim
(ca. 1210, eventually known as Sefer ha-Sorasim)®. After concluding the dictionary, Qimhi included
an Aramaic section preceded by this explanation:

59502 IR NWHA IR WK 22917 IR 2NN WK 7317 D07 OV 29037 PNORT PTID07T AP 12 A0 12 7T MR
Qv ,aT7 1902 7R R¥DY XYW 0°7150 2 WYY VAR 1777 0 RDY 727 77 9902 RNMPI 0T KY (WRY wIp
.37 73R PN2AN2W M3 19071 N°93N2 AT 2307 AT 190 PPNyn 92 199 .ANY 12 7201 YIRW 1

(Biesenthal and Lebrecht 1847, 416)

‘David ben Yosef ben Qimhi, the Sephardic, said: In this book that I composed, I saw
[convenient] to write a clarification of the words that are in the Aramaic language in the Sacred
Scriptures, so that the reader of this book will not miss anything and the clarification of all words
of the Twenty-Four Books [i.e., the Hebrew Bible] will be found in this book, with what I am
adding now. Therefore, may the copyists of this book write it at the end of the book as I have

written it here®.’

This Aramaic glossary contains all the elements of an appendix: it is placed at the end (n°%5n2),
considered to be an addition to the book (12 7°01n "1X), and intended to offer the user a most complete
tool (XMpPr 10m RY 1wn?). Maman already noticed and compared the nature of the Aramaic section in
this dictionary to that of the two previous options: its amalgamation with Hebrew lemmas and its
absence (2004, 20).

To judge from the wording of the excerpt, the inclusion and independent treatment of Aramaic at the
end of the dictionary is a decision pioneered by Qimhi. It will be successful in forthcoming
dictionaries in the Middle Ages. In England, MoSe ben Yishaq ben ha-N&siyya wrote a grammatical
and lexicographic work entitled Sefer ha-Soham (ca. 1260) where the glossary of biblical Aramaic is
also placed at the end (still unpublished)*. Also, at some point between the 13" and 14" centuries and
likewise influenced by Qimhi, the Karaite S&lomoh ben Mobarak ben Sa‘Tr penned his Kitab at-taysir,
whose Aramaic appendix title reads: R77°05M RIPPIR 9D ITIMNOR CINCTOOR VRDOROR A HTM
(Martinez Delgado 2010c, 498) (“this is the compendium of Aramaic words that appear in the
Scriptures and their explanation™). In the year 1468, in the Nasrid Kingdom of Granada, Saadya ibn
Danan composed his Dariri fi'l-lugah al-‘ibraniyya, in which the lexicographic section contained also
an appendix with the Aramaic (unpublished due to illegibility; Jiménez Sanchez 1996, 12)*'. All these
authors were greatly influenced by Qimh.

This historical survey allows us to classify the varied approaches regarding the treatment of
Aramaic in the mediaeval dictionaries of Hebrew. Its presence (either separate or intermingled) or
absence is inextricably connected to the linguistic theory proposed by the lexicographer.

27 See Olszowy-Schlanger (2011, 165).

2 Tt was edited by Biesenthal and Lebrecht (1847). A critical, digital edition is currently in progress under the direction of
Judith Kogel. The “carnet de recherche” is available at www.shorashim.hypotheses.org [last access: 25/03/2024].

2 Own translation.

30 The first two sections of the dictionary were edited by Klar (1940). Olszowy-Schlanger (2012) announced a new edition.

31 The dictionary was translated into Spanish by Jiménez Sanchez (2004).
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As quoted above, Maman and Ben-Porat referred to the treatment of Aramaic by Ibn Qurays, Ben
Sariiq, and Al-Fasi as if it were a single language together with Hebrew (nnx 1w% i Swn). A clear
distinction between Hebrew and Aramaic was of course acknowledged by these lexicographers, but
Hebrew and Aramaic were sometimes considered a unit (Maman 2004, 63). It is key to see these
works as dictionaries of the languages of the Hebrew Bible (which happen to be Hebrew and,
coincidentally and to a vestigial degree, Aramaic), rather than dictionaries of biblical Hebrew (which
happen to include Aramaic items).

A final word of caution must be expressed regarding this matter. Let us briefly imagine that the
subject of enquiry was not when this practice first appeared, but rather when it became customary.
The latter was already discussed by Koehler and Baumgartner (1953, xxxiv) in their celebrated KBL.
In the preface to this dictionary, they pointed to Delitzsch’s Prolegomena (published in 1886) as the
theoretical seed and to Siegfried-Stade’s Hebrdisches Worterbuch zum Alten Testamente (in 1893)
as the first materialisation. The distinction between the genesis of a practice and its standardisation
in modern times is key. In the case of the Aramaic appendix, the first question leads us to Qimhi’s
dictionary, whereas the latter brings us to late 19"-century scholars.

This exercise in formal LC also makes noticeable that there are two linguistic factions that have
co-existed since the Middle Ages onwards. The first one is a Bible-centred Hebrew lexicography,
which is embodied in dictionaries that include Aramaic, regardless of its place. The second faction is
a language-centred Hebrew lexicography. In the 1980s, this approach was revitalised not as a result
of the major importance of Hebrew vis-d-vis Aramaic in Biblical Studies, as may have happened in
previous periods. It also did not aim at correctness, as was sometimes the case in the Middle Ages,
nor was it driven by nationalistic fervour, as in the early 20" century, with Ben Yehuda as its main
proponent. Instead, it was due to the debiblicisation of the linguistic corpus. This reduction of the
corpus was accompanied by a simultaneous broadening —namely, the introduction of Qumran, Ben
Sira, and epigraphic material, as [ have discussed elsewhere (Carbonell Ortiz 2022b, 21-22).

5.2. Exercise in Source LC: the Deep Roots of the Meaning of 27 “Outer Wall”

There are two words in Classical Hebrew for a city wall, 7231 and 2°1 (sometimes spelled 71), and
lexicographers can never resist trying to distinguish the meanings of two apparent synonyms.
After at least since Reuchlin (1506) and Pagnini (1529), two of the earliest Latin dictionaries of
Hebrew, our dictionaries say 2°7 means an outer wall, though some think it the inner wall or else
the space between outer and inner walls (Clines 2017, 234).

After referencing Gesenius’s Thesaurus (first issue published in 1829), the second edition of his
Handwérterbuch (in 1815), and the BDB (between 1892 and 1906), Clines concluded that the meaning
“outer wall” is a long-lived fabrication that is rooted in the architecture of mediaeval and early modern
fortifications.

In a footnote, Clines retrieved non-biblical data from the DCH and completed the linguistic scenario
with a case in Qumran, according to which the word must have meant

ditch or open space or dry moat around the temple, 100 cubits wide, a sense that Kimchi already
noted in reference to b. Sanh. 88b, and that the BDB also refers to, even though it is hardly
relevant to Biblical Hebrew (Clines 2017, 234 n. 23).

I am unsure of the source from which Clines derived Qimhi’s interpretation of 2°17 in T. B. Sanh. 88b
(>°m2 2naw 2w o2 MNAwA), but this passage is not referenced in his dictionary. The opinion of
the Provencal grammarian is recounted in Gesenius’s Thesaurus (1829, 454-455), and that Talmudic
excerpt is also unmentioned there. In his commentary on 2Sam 20:15, Qimhi gives two explanations,
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besides echoing that of Targum Jonathan: 1) 1 means ‘moat’, according to the Targumic translation

of "2 as 2°17 (2 ;Xn%n2 is another ‘wall’, according to Pesah 86a (XMW 121 87w )32. Qimhi elaborates on
these interpretations in his dictionary (see below).

Let us go back to Clines to examine Reuchlin and Pagnini afresh. Reuchlin defined %°11 as Paruus
murus, uel antemurale (1506, 170) (“small wall, or outer wall”) and only provided Lam 2:8 as textual
support. Reuchlin’s sources for this definition are the Vulgate (7im 27 in Lam 2,8: antemurale et
murus) and Qimhi, from which he took the size, “small” (see below). Pagnini also used the wording of
the Vulgate but, unlike Reuchlin, he disclosed his sources:

Thre. 2.v.8. Et luxit (uel desolatus est) mnim 9o ..  Lam 2:8: ‘And he mourned (or desolated) mnim o,
antemurale, & murus, Vii R.D. in li.ra. exponit 97 .i. that is, “the outer wall and the wall,” whence Qimbh, in
murus paruus exterior, g est ante murli magnil [...] & hls. dlc‘gonary, explame;d R as small, outer wall,
5t inquit R. Da. exponi 51 murus interior et anin which is before the big wall” [...] and afterwards
p q - . exp . i v Qimhi explained that 77 [is] “inner wall” and apin
murus exterior [...]: & rectll est inqt ut exponat,

i i i > “outer wall” [...]. And it is correct to interpret that the
quoniam fossa quae erat in circuitu muri voc&t 20 N&  moat that is around the wall is called 51 since, for

Targhti pro wualle & fossa habet xn%7 [...] instance, the Targum has xn>n for ‘valley’ and ‘moat’
(Pagnini 1529, 603)  [...].

The abbreviated phrase “R.D. in li.ra.,” constantly recurring in Pagnini’s Thesaurus, stands for
“Rabbt David [Qimhi] in [his] Liber Radicum” (the Latin verbatim translation of Sefer ha-Sorasim).
In Clines’s exercise, the unrecognised Qimhian genesis of this interpretation in early Christian
lexicography is incomprehensible given its explicit acknowledgement by Pagnini.

Pagnini followed Qimhi very closely, as is evident from the entry 2°11 in his Sefer ha-Sorasim. For
the sake of clarity and given its length, let us break Qimhi’s lexicographic discussion into three
sections:

wowm L(m 2 a2R) T bp YA ax But [ie., different from the meanings recorded above]: 072287
,(0,3 72 HRIY) Ba2 Tmym e AR AP opim (Lam 2:8), Y2 Thym vyaToR nY9d swn (2Sam 20:15),
qeome 2oab v (1,2 o) 20 o wR o) 0w (Nah 3:8), avnh 033v i (Psa 48:14), 72°n2 oiw-m
,20P W) Teema avw w1 ,mn oonn)  (Psa 122:7). All these [instances of 2°17] have been interpreted as
9rT M LN 472 WD YR 90 (0 “wall” [nin]. Our sages, blessed be their memory, interpreted that
7PN C100W NPNRONA AP AN 2N Wwd 0 was the “outer, small wall” [nin] before the big wall [Fnin],
2m o ok (KXY 19 0°10D) 0MR2 771 when they said: ‘What is a 7 and [what is a] 7»in? R. Hanina

KW 2 R KPIT 27 MR said: [It means] a wall and a low wall [respectively]’

(Biesenthal and Lebrecht 1847, 102)  [T.B. Pes. 86a].

Qimhi will collect an array of interpretations of 2’ and expose the exegetical implications taking
2Sam 20:15 as an example. According to this interpretation, 2°17 means “outer wall” in contrast to min,
“inner wall,” and a Talmudic passage in used as support.

He then continues:

TI0P7 ANXATY 2N nmhIon WIPpw oK) They may have [also] called the inner [wall] 9°n and the outer,

Ina Y0aw Bna Tavm wis i amn small [one] 7730, and [in that case] the interpretation of 9pa Thym

D A RO N2 eyn a7e anxena (2Sam 20:15) would be that they brought down the outer wall and

(Biesenthal and Lebrecht 1847, 102)  the people of the city “stood by the 2°1,” which is the “inner wall”
[Fmn].

32 All the quoted mediaeval commentaries are available online at www.alhatorah.org (last access: 23/05/2024).
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This interpretation conveys the exact opposite: 27 means “inner wall.” Qimhi did not resort to the
Talmud here but to some authors, who are unmentioned. Yosef Kara (before ¢. 1060/70) described this
wall as “inner” systematically (on Lam 2:8; 2Sam 20:15; Nah 3:8). Rast1 (1040-1105) knew about this
opinion and anonymised it in his commentary on 2Sam 20:15: some interpreted (27 w°) that the 2°n
was the inner wall (n°»°197). In Lam 2:8, Rasi referred to the low size of the (7311 717) 2°70.

The third and last section of Qimhi reads:

19DYM (LM ,2 TO°K) I bp o Bansy 9axk But [i.e., different from the meanings recorded above]: 2077287
,(0,2 72 9RIw) B Tmem e AR AR opim (Lam 2:8), Yp2 Thym vyator nv90 1w (2Sam 20:15),
a9y @oab v (0, o) 20 o w02 nmwR (Nah 3:8), a0 0327 iy (Psa 48:14), 17°02 iy
,20P ow) T9om2 avw (1 ,in oonn)  (Psa 122:7). All these [instances of 2°17] have been interpreted as
DT M2 AT 072 WD YR 20 (7 “wall” [nin]. Our sages, blessed be their memory, interpreted that
TMINT C19RW NPNXONA AP I 2N Wwd 0 was the “outer, small wall” [nin] before the big wall [Fnin],
20m o ok (XY 19 0°N0D) 0MR2 371 when they said: ‘What is a 9 and [what is a] »in? R. Hanina

KW 2R KPIT 27 MR said: [It means] a wall and a low wall [respectively]’

(Biesenthal and Lebrecht 1847, 102)  [T.B. Pes. 86a].

According to this interpretation, the third possibility is that 7 means “moat.” Qimhi resorted to the
equivalence between Hebrew %°x and Aramaic 8n%n in the Targum. If we search in previous mediaeval
Hebrew lexicography, we will find that this translation had already appeared in Ben Sariiq’s Mahberet
(ca. 960):

o1 9aRny ;hm mn powe avwe cnnra The first [section]: %) ninin nowb nyaw (Isa 26:1), mpim 2072287 (Lam
;79 MPIAY DNX MIYR W am 2:8),79y nivnna) o0y ninyna wd (Isa 2:19), DRy boa (1K 21:23). [It
NPV PAY MY DRI P ORI 92 has the] meaning of “valleys” and the “moats that are built around a
P amnmaao wall” [ain].
(Saenz-Badillos 1986, 174%*)

Ben Saruq used the word “valley” as part of the definiens and Qimbhf is likely to have drawn it from
here, or at least to have been inspired by it. The Mahberet had great diffusion in Ashkenaz and Qimhi1
mentioned Ben Sarfiq’s name thrice in his dictionary**. In Al-Andalus, ’Abraham ibn ‘Ezra’ also held
the interpretation 2°1 = “a place around the wall” (-7 2220 D) for Lam 2:8 and Psa 122:7.

Qimhi’s first option (27 = “outer wall”) is rooted in Ibn Ganah’s Kitdb al- usil (ca. 1050). Ibn
Ganah considered that the following verses are related to the meaning “strength” (35&)):

Sl Oy Srall 138 (e (3iGe s2ie g8 Ly Hence, in my opinion, [the following] is derived from this meaning
S=25.5Mm2 Taym .m on pakn A8 sLy [“strength”], even though it is not written with yod: anim 2079287
Ay L] el lails Joadll g Juadly  [Lam 2:8], 702 7hym [2Sam 20:15]. It means “in the outer wall,” and
R 72 Jiadll 3gd 5V o8y agie 4l ) the outer wall is a small wall [...]. The Sages, may God be pleased
717 0029 MW Laayl (ixall 18 e [..]  with them, said about this fortress XMW 92 [...] And from this
Smaoow e bads meaning is also 7907 0237 W [Psa 48:14] and also 7°m2 oivy—m

(Neubauer 1875, 222-223)  [Psa 122:7].

To Ibn Ganah, 1 means “outer wall” in all these instances. If we compare Ibn Yanah’s list of
biblical verses to Qimhi’s we notice that the Provencal grammarian added Nah 3:8. This opinion had

The only verse that Qimhi and Ben Sarliq have in common is Lam 2:8.

Qimhi mentioned him as Meé&nahem. See the entries 773, %9, and %%p, according to the enumeration of
Biesenthal and Lebrecht (1847, 18). In relation to the success of the Mahberet in 12"-century Ashkenazi Jewry, see Ibn
Parhon’s testimony in his prologue (Stern 1844, xxir).

34
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already been expressed by Rasi (sub loco). Ibn ‘Ezra’, however, disagreed and claimed that the
meaning of 2°71 in this verse was homonymous (“strength™): 910 2° 71 7% 7% TN PR 2,077 72 W 1)
7790 0 W (“it has strength from the sea, for there is no need for ‘wall’, and it is the Red Sea or the Sea
of Sefarad”; sub loco).

Ibn Parhon (1160/1) was faithful to Ibn Ganah (notice the absence of Nah 3:8). The main difference
in this entry is that he spared Ibn Ganah’s linguistic reflections and Talmudic references, and wrote a
didactic, to-the-point entry:

%32 720 0 D (2 A5°KR) MM 1 DAk X" Another meaning: mpim 90722871 (Lam 2[:8]). It means a small
(2 2"w) 2ma e 11 70 ppn T 782 wall that is built next to the big one and is thus called. Also
T2°ma oow 7 (Mo @°20nN) AhR 0027w 1Y Sna Thym (2Sam 20[:15]) and also 107 0337 W (Psa 48[:14)),
(Q"pow) 7020w
(Stern 1844, 5b)  (Psa 122[:7]).

Mediaeval dictionaries after Qimhi’s are irrelevant to the understanding of Reuchlin and Pagnini.
However, they all confirm the authoritative status of the interpretation 27 = “outer wall”®. Let us
check Ben ha-Nésiyya’s dictionary (ca. 1260). In the section of nominal patterns, subsection 99, entry
51, he wrote:

P12 0022w ' M n AR K" Another meaning: mpim 2072287 [Lam 2:8], 1707 033% Y [Psa 48:14],

787 mvp 7 Do 7 aow ' 02 aivwm [Psa 122:7]. The interpretation is “small wall next to the big

oma ' m nn M XK' a73 one.” Another meaning: n337om nz3) [Oba 1:20], Oxyar o2 [1Ki 21:23]

7R A D ' oar pavn ' 9y have this meaning. The interpretation is: “small wall next to the big one,
Sy mananmatxa [with] the height of a city.”

The core biblical verses remain, but Ben ha-N¢&siyya adds a couple of verses that contain the alleged
noun with scriptio defectiva and spells the yod in each case. Notice that this lexicographer spoke
in terms of size rather than position. Both Ibn Parhon and Qimht exerted great influence upon Ben
ha-N¢&siyya, but, in this case, the definiens was clearly borrowed from the former.

The Karaite Ben Mobarak (13™-14™ ¢.) wrote in his dictionary: 8777 1120° 22RIRORY PXp 0K 2°X09K
T%3% MO MIRD MW 12 2°¥07X (Martinez Delgado 2010c¢, 332) (““outer wall, small wall’, and the Sages
called this outer wall 1w 72 [sic], because [it is] a small wall”’). Ben Mobarak repeats and summarises
Ibn Ganah to the detriment of Qimhi. The influence of Qimhi is, however, transparent in Ibn Danan
(1468), who mentions the three different meanings reported by the former and innovated in the
distribution of the senses:

SIRNOR IOOR AN ROGR maim Bm o 9amy M Eighth [meaning]: anim 90792871 [Lam 2:8]. “Outer wall.” Tt is
B TRrm 01 .RNW 12 9" N0 T1OR PEPYR - the small, second wall that our Sages, blessed be their memory,
SR PO TTOR OMOR P1 O9ORTOR oYX called X 12, Ninth [meaning]: 902 Thym [2Sam 20:15].
C3 R .knemaLxa van “Inner wall.” It is said [by some to be] the moat that surrounds

(Jiménez Sanchez 1996, 122)  the wall. The Targum X321 is Xn2°13, and it is the most valid.

This exercise in source LC allows us to conclude that the interpretation 7’1 = “outer wall” is not
only four centuries and a half older than Reuchlin, but also that it was a lexicographic tradition in the
Middle Ages, regardless of some small variations and adjustments in the number of biblical verses

35 Thave not found the entry 711 in the Diccionario hebreo de Provenza (Saenz-Badillos 1987).

36 This section was not edited by Klar. I have consulted the manuscript Firk. Evr. A 1T 34, f. 115r.

3 Both Ibn Danan (n¥x ¥M) and Pagnini (et rectum est) expressed Qimhi’s third possibility (*> w197 19n") in terms of what
is preferable.
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involved. The authors that conditioned the debate in this period were Ibn Ganﬁh and Qimhi, whereas
only Qimhi was pivotal to Christian lexicographers in pre-modern lexicography.

6. CONCLUSION

Clines’s Comparative Hebrew Lexicography opened an intriguing path full of possibilities to
explore the annals of Hebrew philology. However, its theoretical framework is flawed and some
results are inconclusive or misleading. They are so not by chance or lack of thoroughness in the
analytical process, but rather by default, since mediaeval lexicography and dictionaries in Judaeo-
Arabic and Hebrew monolingual lexica of any other period were expelled from the corpus.

This article offers an alternative method. I have referred to three possible applications (source,
ideological, and formal lexicographic criticism) and elaborated on their scope and goals, as well as
provided representative examples for each case. Additionally, I have emphasised the need for a corpus
of dictionaries that is historically coherent and, especially, indiscriminatory against the period that lay
the foundations of Hebrew linguistics, the Middle Ages. It is certainly possible to dispense with some
historical periods in exercises in lexicographic criticism, but common sense tells us to trim the leaves
and never fell the trunk. Otherwise, the roots will remain hidden to us.

Two case studies have been revisited to illustrate and overcome the drawbacks of Clines’s method:
1) on formal lexicographic criticism: the place of the Aramaic language in Hebrew dictionaries is
addressed, aiming to prove that its presence is not a Renaissance development and that there exists a
diversity of approaches concerning its inclusion/exclusion in mediaeval dictionaries; and 2) on source
lexicographic criticism: the interpretation > = “outer wall” is reappraised, showing that it is a
lexicographic tradition rooted in 11"-century lexicography.

The main aim of this research is to claim and prove that our understanding of early European
lexicography is impossible (or at least severely hindered) without the acknowledgement of, mainly,
Qimhi. He was the mediaeval lexicographer known and exploited by the first Christian authors,
through whom they sifted and digested the Jewish knowledge of the past centuries and, once rendered
into Latin, they offered it to a readership composed by Christian learners of Hebrew. Renaissance
Hebraists took root, therefore, in the Provengal grammarian. The trail of breadcrumbs is, however,
very long and does not stop at Qimhi. Instead, it leads us both backwards, towards the Andalusi
sources that were available to him, and forward, towards the influence that he exerted upon later
Jewish mediaeval dictionaries in a wide geographic area comprising Sefarad, Ashkenaz, and the
Mediterranean Basin.
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