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Summary:

Chapter one of this thesis is an overview and evaluation of a number of English language
Bible dictionaries. It is followed by a similar evaluation of Greek and Hebrew dictionaries
commonly used by Bible scholars.

Chapter two is a somewhat thorough investigation and evaluation of Bauer-Arndt-
Gingrich-Danker Greek lexicon, an extremely influential traditional Greek language
dictionary. It is followed by an in-depth discussion and evaluation in chapters three and
four of the new Louw-Nida Greek lexicon based on semantic domains. Both of these two
types of dictionaries are examined and evaluated in terms of discovering, describing, and
evaluating their distinctive philosophies, methods, and structural formats. Generally,
preference is given to the principles of Louw; yet affirming some elements of Bauer which
- have been discarded in the new approach by Louw-Nida. '

Chapter five is a new suggested synthesis for New Testament lexicons: Bauer’s traditional

structure mixed with the innovative underlying philosophies and methods of Louw-Nida’s
lexicon. This proposed new format is also illustrated in various addenda.
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Chapter One
What is a Lexicon?

1.1 Why Study Lexicography? |

A dictionary/lexicon evaluates and records the thoughts and ideas of cultures that have gone
before us, through the stUdy of words and their relationships. As a result, proper
lexicography gives a reliable record of meaning. A lexicon is a graphic vehicle to gain
entrance into the hearts and minds of the users of a language of a specific culture at a
specific time in history. As a reliable record, a lexicon also is a benchmark of meaning for
future generations, that they too may study those who have lived before them. The study of
lexicography is important, since it produces a product; meaning for today, and meaning for

prior and/or future generations.

1.2 The Lexicon: a Key to Meaning of Ancient Written Materials

Especially to the Greek New Testament (GNT) devotee, theologians, and exegetes, a
lexicon is a key element of past generations. Ancient literary bodies need to be decoded t‘o
discover the meanings first expressed by an author/speaker. A lexicon helps to decode
meaning, and is therefore an essential tool to discover the meanings of ancient writing. A
lexicon also facilitates the transmission of that same message to other cultures who wish to

hear and study that message.

So, a lexicon is valuable for crossing not only time barriers, but also for inter-cultural
communication and translation in the same generation. Today, there are thousands of
languages, each the product of, and representing a culture. A lexicon wisely made and
skillfully used, can communicate a message to each of thf?m. Of course, the tools which are

created should be well thought-out and precise.

The lexicon is in a crucial position for the process of communicating meaning; it is a
primary, basic source in the hermeneutical process. If the lexicon gives even slightly

incorrect or obfuscating material, then the rest of the process of interpretation is also tainted.



So a lexicon or dictionary if made hastily or not thoughtfully, will distort, make unclear, or
miss altogether meanings from the ancient materials being studied. Lexicographers are
anterior to theologians. Some theologians depend substantially upon the work of
lexicographers, to discover word meanings in the Bible as one of the factors upon which to
build their interpretations. So, it is essential for a lexicon to have clear, accurate content.
Traditional lexicons have, to some degree, muddled the interpretive process inadvertently, -

and their legacies are felt to this day.

This dissertation has five chapters. In chapter two, we will evaluate the philosophy and‘
method of today’s widely acclaimed Greek Lexicon by Bauer, A Greek-English lexicon of
the New Testament and other early Christian literature, [henceforth, BAGD] (B auer 1979).
Chapter three is an appraisal of volume one of Louw-Nida’s lexicon [henceforth, LN].
Chapter four is an evaluation of volume two of LN. In chapter five we will then propose a
new synthesis of BAGD and LN, a New Lexicon [henceforth, NewL] with sample pages of
all the features and indices. An addendum of dozens of possible adjustments for the next

edition of LN is also provided.

We will discuss several points in this first chapter. The main point here is traditional Bible
language lexicons may have presuppositional and methodical errors which cause non-

communication or serious distortion of the meaning,.

The discussion begins with the definition and scope of a lexicon. We will present and judge
the worth of some of the published definitions of a lexicon. Thereupon, we will compare and
contrast them. Next is an overview of traditional lexicons in both NT and OT lexicons,
though BAGD will be evaluafed in more detail in the next chapter. Following that, we will
assess the philosophy and its derived method from these books. Furthermore, we will then
discuss some of the related positive elements which we think a lexicon should have. At that
point, we will give the dissertation definition of “what is a lexicon?” Lastly in the chapter,

we will offer three necessary personal qualifications of lexicographers.



1.3 Traditional Definitions of a Dictionary or Lexicon
We begin the discussion of “what is a lexicon?” by evaluating current English definitions. By
seeing what definitions other word-smiths have hammered out, one can see how to change

or refine the definition for the purposes of this dissertation.

Merriam Webster's collegiate dictionary (Mish 1993:669) gives the following definition of a
lexicon:

lexicon: -1. a book containing an alphabetical arrangement of the words in a language and their
definitions: DICTIONARY 2. a: the vocabulary of a language, an individual speaker or group of
speakers, or a subject b: the total stock of morphemes in a language 3: REPERTOIRE,
INVENTORY

In the above entry in Webster’s, primarily 1., is the definition on which this dissertation will

focus.

The above definition from Webster’s Dictionary is prejudicial because it assumes the sine
qua non to be the organization of the work i.e., alphabetical arrangement as contrasted with

the imparting of meaning and the semantic and structural functions of words.

So, according to the definition of Webster’s Dictionary, a lexicon based on semantic
domains, such as Louw-Nida’s lexicon is not primarily alphabetical, and so it is not, ipso

Jacto, a lexicon.

Webster’s Dictionary also does not make a distinction between a lexicon and a dictionary:

dictionary... 3: a reference book giving for words of one language equivalents for another.

Hence, according to this dictionary, the terms “lexicon” and “dictionary” have overlapping

meanings.

In addition, Barr observes in Semantics of Biblical language (Barr 1961:219) that the above
term “equivalents” suggests words as a focus, not meanings and so considers most

dictionaries as “giving word substitutes, such as most dictionaries offer”.



The compact edition of the Oxford English dictionary (Murray 1971) gives a closer
definition of a lexicon for the purposes of this dissertation.

lexicon: A word-book or dictionary; chiefly applied to a dictionary of Greek, Hebrew, Syriac, or
- Arabic . . . . The restricted use is due to the fact that until recently dictionaries of these particular

languages were usually in Latin, and in modern L[atin].l Lexicon not dictionarius has been the
word generally used.

This Oxford Dictionary has a more involved definition for a dictionary.

dictionary...1. a book dealing with the individual words of a language or certain specified classes of
them, so as to set forth their orthegraphy, pronunciation, signification, and use, derivation, and
history, or at least some of these facts: for convenience of reference, the words are arranged in some
stated order, now, in most languages, alphabetical; and in larger dictionaries the information given
is illustrated by quotations from literature; a word book, vocabulary, or lexicon.

After giving this definition, the entry continues to explain that there are two dictionaries

proper: those which are multi-lingual, and those working only in one language.

The above definition of a dictionary is a more careful description of what is a dictionary, by
softening the absolutist language found in Webster’s Dictionary. The Oxford Dictionary
says, regarding the order of arrangemént:

arranged in some stated order, now, in most languages, alphabetical.

This definition leaves open the possibility that one can have a dictionary without a primary
alphabetical arrangement. We appraise this as a fair, balanced statement to make about the

normal process of making a dictionary.

The definition from the Oxford Dictionary has a great many elements. A dictionary,
according to this definition, sets forth a plethora' of information: grammatical information,
including the forms of letters and words in a language; phoﬁetics; diachronic analysis, ef
cetera. Yet a key word of this long list is “signification”. The basic function of a multi-

language dictionary or lexicon is to give the meaning of words. All of the rest of the hst may

1 Brackets added for clarity.



be added as potentially interesting information, but it should not be the main function of a
dictionary. The Oxford definition does show the need for a better-focused and fine-tuned
 definition of a lexicon. The Oxford definition also reflects the pracfice of existing

dictionaries and does not suggest what a dictionary ought to be!

The above definitions contain elements of what a lexicon is, though they also contain extra
elements not necessary to be in a lexicon, since the extra elements do not directly deal with
meaning. However, one should not dismiss too readily the idea that extraneous materials

- must be excluded from a lexicon either. Since meaning has to do with a set of relationships,
then it may indeed be proper to i‘nclude other kinds of material in the entry: grammatical,
encyclopedic, historical, ef cetera. But we find that this should be put clearly in boxes or
other graphic devices to keep that material separated from the central function of the

lexicon, i.e., signification.

We have just shown and evaluated English definitions of a “lexicon”. Now we move to

biblical lexicons of the Older Covenant (Hebrew/Aramaic) and the New Covenant (Greek).'

1.4 Overview of Traditional Lexicons

We place the assessment of these many biblical lexicons here in chapter one, so as to get a
larger view of lexicography in the past century. BAGD will not be evaluated here, but is
reserved in its own next chapter, since it will be a central focus of evaluation in relation to
the LN lexicon. Some may think that a Hebrew lexicon appraisal is not appropriate in a New
Testament specialty dissertation. However, we thought it appropriate to evaluate OT
materials as well, to demonstrate that problems in philosophy and method in biblical
materials are not limited to the corpus of NT studies. In addition, the practice of Biblical
lexico graphy does not vary between OT & NT lexicons, and thus both these types of

lexicons provide us with valuable irisights into the past practice of lexicography.



We will now focus on a survey of traditional approaches to lexicogfaphy in the Biblical
LanguageS in English. Leaving BAGD for later, we will survey three typiéal New Testament
lexicons: Greek-English lexicon of the New Testament (Thayer 1885), Manual Greek
Iéxicon of the New Testament (Abbot-Smith 193 6),k Shorter lexicon of the New Testament
(Gingrich 1983). In the OId Testament four Hebrew/Aramaic lexicons are assessed:
Gesenius’ Hebrew-Chaldee lexicon to the Old Testament (Gesenius 1846), Hebrew and
English lexicon of the Old Testament [BDB] (Brown, Driver & Briggs 1907), Lexicon in
Veteris Testamenti Libros [KB1] (Koehler & Baumgartner 1958), 4 concise Hebrew and
Aramaic lexicon of the Old Testament (Holladay 197 1). |

1.4.1  Thayer’s Greek-English lexicon of the New Testament (Thayer 1885), still widely
’used by today’s scholars, is a dictionary of the New Testament Greek, written in the last
decades of the 19th century, based on the work of C.L. Wilibald Grimm of Jena (Thayer:

- preface). The arrangement is alphabetical, with the entries organized in standard parts of
speech; nouns in masculine, feminine, and neuter; verbs in the active form, with a sub-
category of deponent verbs within the entry; adjectives in any of three terminates; adverbs
spatial and temporal; then particles and conjunctions. It has a great deal of information at the
beginning of the entries especially citations: in classical Greek works, in parsing and

grammatical information, in LXX, and in various manuscripts.

- In his entries, Thayer gives an etymological parsing of the origin of words, often relating the
parts to what he (based on Grimm’s work) apparently considers more basic parts. Here is a

c1tat10n of an entry to illustrate (Thayer 1885:85):

AbtépaTog, -ov, and -n, -ov (fr. Airés and pépaa to desire eagerly, fr. obsol. theme pdw) maved
by one’s own impulse, or acting without the instigation or intervention of another.

The entry then ends with usage and citation from the classical sources, as well as the NT,



thus the entry continues:

(fr. Hom. down), often of the earth producing plants of itself, and of the plants themselves and fruits
growing without culture; [on its adverbial use cf. W. sect. 54,2]: Mk iv.28; (Hdt. 2,94; 8,138;
Plat.polit.p. 272a.; [Theophr. H.p.2,1]; Diod.1,8,etc. Lev, xxv.5,11). Of gates opening of their own
accord: Acts xii.10, (so in Hom.I1.5,749; Xen. Hell.6,4,7, Apoll.Rh.4,41; Plut. Timol.12; Nonn.
Dion. 44,21; [Dion Cass. 44,17]) ' :

The entry above implies that there is a meaning prior (anterior in time) to AUTépaT0S in the
New Testament; and this meaning is the sum of two Greek lexemes. The indicator of this is
at the beginning of the entry, “fr. AtTésand pépaa to desire eagerly”. The preposition “from”
(“fr.”) implies that AbTépaTos has a prior meaning, and that meaning is fundamentally and

intrinsically found and derived in the separate meanings of the two etymological word parts.

Thayer seems to imply the “real” meaning of AUTépaTos is glossed as “self (AUTSS)-to
desire eagerly (uépaa)”. The user of the lexicon is now introduced with the element of
attitudes and emotion keyed through the gloss “desire”. That is, the user now reads that the

“real” meaning is “self-to desire eagerly”.

But this immediately creates a conflict with the New Testament’s marked meanings.
Specifically, “desire” is an element which is capable of animate objects, especially human-
beings. But on the contrary, both the NT contexts have inanimate objects (soil, Mk 4:28 and
gates, Ac 12:10) and so are incapable of desiring. This is an example of etymological

information clouding or confusing the meaning.

As a standard lexicon, Thayer’s is commended for its wealth of grammatical data, parsings,
and citation of ancillary lexical matters. But Thayer’s lexicon has the Shoftcoming of
introducing historical etymology as the basis for translating NT words. It allows (or is based
on?) too much influence of other relatively distant bodies of literature, classical and to a

lesser degree the LXX.



142  Manual Greek Lexicon of the New Testament (Abbott-Smith 1936)

This is a lexicon whose third edition was published in the mid 1930’s, from work two
decades earlier. The work is built on Thayer’s lexicon with the special features of
incorporating new material from the Greek Papyri, and Hatch and Redpath’s LXX
concordance materials. It is a lexicon still cited and recommended today in some academic
circles. Still valuable for quickly tracing NT Greek to LXX or Hebrew words, it is in print at
the reputable T & T Clark Publlshmg House.

Abbott-Smith’s entries and parts of speech mimic that of Thayer’s. Using the “less than”
symbol, “<“, with the meaning “derived from or related to”, Abbott-Smith again gives the
inference that the meaning of a word is derived from a prior word. In the specific entry
avToparos, Abbott-Smith (1936:69) questions the etymology proposed by Thayer and

gives every reference of this word in the LXX.

1. of persons, acting of one’s own will. 2. Of inanimate things and natural agencies, of itself, of its
own accord: ¥iis, Mk 4:28 (MM, s.v.); T0An, Ac 12:10.

Apparently, Abbott-Smith’s purpose was to make a smaller, study-size lexicon. Therefore
much of the classical citation was left out and primarily Biblical material was dealt with,
‘especially LXX citation. The entry here is clearer by distinguishing between numbers (1.)
and (2.). Abbott-Smith shows that in the NT this word is never used as an emotion or
attitude of a person. But the lexicon then under (2.) uses italics to give translational
equivalents, “Of itself, of its own accord’ as the gloss of avTépaTos. This means that when
one encounters the Greek word avtépaTos in reading or translating the New Testament
Greek, the words “of itself” or as an alternate “of its own accord” would be (according to
Abbot-Smith editors) acceptable English equivalents. This is sometimes also called a “gloss”,
and is in line with the concordant method of translation. There are other names for glossing:

the “concordant” method, “word matching”, or “word translating” (Louw 1985:1).

Using a gloss in a shorter lexicon has the advantage that one can compress what appears to

be a meaning in a very small space. It is perfectly understandable in the history of lexicons



why the gloss method has been used. Pragmatically, a gloss takes far less print space than

one or more sentences giving a definition.

But the gloss method also has serious drawbacks. A gloss gives the impression that words
intrinsically have meaning. But for the purposes of this dissertation (Louw 1982:47):

Meaning is a set of relations for which a verbal symbol is a sign.

Since meaning is a complexity prior to words, and words are the instruments of meaning,
then it follows that a gloss or glosses alone cannot deliver the meaning. It requires a method
of using many words in a sentence or paragraph or other formats (a context), to more
adequately deliver a meaning into an understanding. Secondly, English words can convey
ambiguity, and so a gloss alone is inadequate since they may not specify the intended

meaning.

In conclusion of this section, Abbot-Smith made some changes in format, and we will see

that Gingrich’s Shorter Lexicon also has made some clarifications.

1.4.3 The Shorter Lexicon of the New Testament, second editfon (Gingrich 1983)

This is a condensation of the work of BAGD. The Gingrich Shorter Lexicon is a simple,
precise work, using clear glosses, with profuse citation of New Testament verses. Cl’assical,
LXX, Hellenistic, Papyri, Josephus, and all other Greek citations which are not from the
New Testament (in BAGD) are removed. Also Gingﬁch added hundreds of parsings of
inflected forms with their lexical forms to see at the end of the parsing. Gingrich also added
several variant reading lexical forms which BAGD does not have. For any Greek teacher,
student, or pastor, this Shorter Lexicon is invaluable as an aid to porter with the Greek text.
Here, Gingrich (1983:32) basically uses the gloss method, but also will use explanatory
phrases or sentences to explain the gloss.

AvToudTos, T, ov by itself of something that happens without visible cause Mk 4:28: Ac 12:10.%
[automatic) ;



This entry is likely the most satisfying for the study of NT meaning, with the gloss direct,
clear, and lacking peripheral historical and grammatical material. Yet there is still the
- underlying assumption that merely glossing creates meaning for the user of the lexicon.

Later in this dissertation one will see this is an inadequate basis for making a lexical entry.

Moving to another lexeme, the below entry will illustrate the confusion that can occur when
more than one meaning is found in a text. Here is a commonly given example from Gingrich

Shorter;

kaTalapdvw-- -
1. --a. act and pass. seize, win, aftain, make one’s own...” For In 1:5 there are two sets of
- possibilities: grasp, comprehend and overcome, put oul, master.
--h. seize with hostile intent, overtake, come upon...
-, calch, detect. ..
- 2. mid. grasp, find, understand.

The above entry has been used as an illustration that organization in standard lexicons often
can be confusing when using a gloss or word-match method for defining the meaning of a
word. As one carefully reads through the list of italicized words one sees they are separated
by commas. It is unclear and confusing to know what the relationship is between each of the
words. Compare for instance 1.a. seize...with 1.b. seize with hostile intent. Is an intent of
hostility really a different meaning? What is the difference between “seize” and “grasp”? The

user is filled with confusion about what are the meanings of the entry.

The above are some examples of entries in standard lexicons and inferences of the

philosophies and methods they employ. We will now survey some of the OT lexicons.

1.44 Old Testament Lexicons

In Hebrew and Aramaic studies'there have been many develokpments in the study of the OT.
It is appropriate to include paragraphs generalizing some of the developments in this area of
oT lexicography, since theologians and students of the Bible inevitably use both the Greek

and Hebrew lexicons.
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The arrangements have been generally alphabetical as in Gesenius (1846), KB1 (1958), and
Holladay (1971). Hebrew and Aramaic languages are divided into distinct, separate
alphabetical sections in BDB, KB1, and Holladay. On the other hand, Gesenius (1846) and
Strong’s exhaustive concordance of the Bible Hebrew index (Strong 1894) combines the

Hebrew and Aramaic (Chaldee) entries.

Around the turn of the 20" century, BDB (1907) tried a different arrangement of organizing
all word formations under a three-radical’ root, at times hypothetical. This arrangement
though noble in effort is generally a failure. It was a failure because the three-radical root
analysis was, at times, somewhat arbitrary. Later Semitic analogous studies have shown
BDB connected roots which were etymological “false friends”. It was also a failure because

the broad definition of the three-radical roots tended to control the meanings of all the

related words under the entry. So, in the latter half of this century, KB1, KB3,” and
Holladay go back to the standard alphabetical organization.

Each of the lexicons has an impact for lexical study. Gesenius has a wealth of information,
and makes a good resource to begin a lexical study, especially for traditional interpretations

in difficult or hapax lexemes. 1 have found this book to have keen lexical insight. Though

sometimes difficult to find individual entries,* BDB contains a wealth of grammatical

parsings, and often exhaustive entries of biblical usage, even when an entry is used hundreds

2 There are also at least eight Hebrew lexical forms (of verbs) that are currently considered four-radical
roots: GK numbers 2892H; 2955H; 3173H; 4124H; 4155H; 8521H; 8186H; 9553H.

3 So the reader understands the designations: KB1 is the main body of the 1958 work; KB2 is the
supplement (volume two of the same purchase); KB3 is now the designation of the English revision, the first
volume came out in 1994 and has just been completed in 1998 totaling four volumes. KB3 has distinguished
itself on several important semantic fronts, not merely giving better English translations than were
inadequately offered in KB1.

4 A book recommended for even advanced users in Hebrew Lexicography is Index to Brown, Driver, &
Briggs Hebrew Lexicon (1976) based on the Hebrew text book, chapter, and verse. This has saved users
many fruitless hours searching for a lexeme under some hypothetical three-radical root, sometimes derived
for reasons known only to the original editors. Done early in the history of computer collation, there is a
need to make a second corrected edition; yet it is much better than not having anything available.
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of times.” KB1 (1958) is a lexicon that has a special feature of having analysis of lexemes,
with the new material that is available in Semitic studies. Though at times KB1 could be
more sensitive to biblical contexts, generally, the etymological information for obscure and
hapax material makes the book worth using, and KB3 has improved even more in this

regard.

Also in the KB1 (1958) the English translation words from the German are sometimes
misleading or need to be better formulated. Though glossing is still the method, the new all
English edition is better: more understandable English and it offers new suggestions in
entries that KB1 (1958) defined as unerklarrt meaning “unclear, unexplained”. Also the KB3

(1994) comparative Semitic information is more reliable than KB1 (1958).

Holladay (1971) is organized according to KB1 virtually verbatim. But William Holladay has
given clearer, thoughtful translation glosses in English, with alternate renderings offered by
other sources; he also occasionally used his own materials for augmentation. In Language
and translation, WC van Wyk (Louw 1985:93) illustrates that Holladay focused on
translating KB1 and giving suitable glosses, in contrast to using component analysis to

define the meaning of a lexeme.

Two basic points of criticism apply to all of these lexicons:
1.) Too much influence from etymology is allowed in defining or glossing a translation
equivalent, while discounting the context. I am not convinced that the influence is total, but
the least that can be said is that it is too pervasive. A clear example of this is found in BDB
(Brown, Driver & Briggs 1907:861):

ts°pee ah “n f. dub[ious]; appar[ently] frfom] context offshoot;”

BDB shows its low view of contextual relationships as a key to meaning by using the key

word above “dubious”. It is so if one must only, merely, rely on the context.

5 BDB (1907:523), lebab, used 251 times and yet every reference is cited.
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2.) Word-matching or glosses are an inadequate basis for deriving or communicating

meaning. This problem is of the same nature as those found in the New Testament lexicons.

1.5  Presuppositions About “Meaning” Underlying Traditional Lexicons

We have seen that traditional lexicons may have some philosophy and methodology which
need better formulation. Here we will evaluate some works which rely on lexicons (Vine’s

expository and a theological treatise on the church). We will see in practice how unclear or

- wrong suppositions of lexicography produce further confusion later on.

We will also see further examples that show a diachronic and synchronic approach to
meaning is also unsatisfactory. Let us begin by assessing the Grundbedeutung (ground or

‘root example) as a basis for meaning.

1.5.1 The Diachronic Approach Introduction

Traditional lexicons, unlike the Greek-English Lexicon by Louw-Nida (LN), make certain
assumptions about deriving meaning through words, called the diachronic approach. This
approach has an assumption that if one cari go far enoughfback “into” (a word loaded with
its own assumptions) the language of the lexeme, then thé “real” meaning will be discovered,
and then applied into the NT as “usages”. But this approach is actually an improper transfer

of meaning. Though attractive as a philosophy, it simply does not hold up under scrutiny.

1.52 Diachronic Example in Greek
A notable example of the diachronic approach comes from a doctoral thesis on The nature
of therchurch (Radmacher 1972:109). In his dissertation,‘,hé does a 59-page word study of

€ékkAnoia, which he calls an investigation of “usage”.
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Radmacher quotes AT Robertson® as the premise for the word study:

One does not fully know a Greek word till he knows its history. The resultant meaning of a word in
any given instance will be determined by the etymology, the development, and the immediate
context. These three things are to be carefully noted before a final conclusion can be safely reached.

Then Radmacher gives nearly sixty pages of the history of the usage of the word, ranging
from classic Greek to the LXX and its Hebrew translational equals, and argumentation of
the nuance of Hebrew distinctions, Latin etymological distinctions, technical and non-
technical usage, ef cefera. A careful reading only confused me more eéch time I read it. It is
an example of diachronic study which results in hard to understand writing. Here is the
summary of nearly sixty pages of historical study of the meaning of “church”. I chose to
extend the quote so as not to take him out of context. He writes (Radmacher 1972:167):

By way of summary, it has been the purpose of this chapter to define the ekklésia. To achieve this
the meaning of ekklésia has been explained both positively and negatively. Positively stated, it has
been seen that the word ekklésia experienced a development in meaning from the earlier non-
technical meaning to the technical meaning to the metaphorical meaning. The great majority of the
occurrences are technical in meaning, thus stressing both physical unity and spiritual unity. The
latter of these was found 10 be the essence of the metaphorical nsage.

The above summary does not tell you what the meaning of ekk/ésia actually is; it only tells
you that a great deal of development went on. It does state one aspect of the meaning as
“unity’;. This éxample shows that a diachronic apptoach brings in so much extraneous data |
that confusion occurs as to what is the meaning. This error only compounds the central error
of trying to fit the history of the word into the NT context. We determine that the diachronic

approach is an improper approach to meaning.

1.5.3 Diachronic Example in English

The diachronic approach also manifests itself in English word studies. Theologians and
preachers like to use Teutonic etymology to connect the “real” meaning of the English word
“holy” by appealing to the oldest citatiohs of “whole”, as noted under the “holy” entry in
The Compact Edition of the Oxford English Dictionary, (1971) and so connecting it to

6 Robertson AT 4 New Short Grammar of the Greek, page 3.

14



another English lexeme, “héalthy”. But whole and healthy were never connected according
to Semantics of Biblical language (Barr 1961:111). But if one then applies it to the lexical
unit as a marker of surprise, “holy cow!” then one might infer that one was making reference
to a whole cow in contrast to a partial amount of a butchered cow, or a healthy cow and

some other cow! This is another example of how appeals to diachronic etymology can send

) 7
one into lucus a non lucendo.

1.5.4 The Synchronic Approach Introduction

Another similar misguided approach is to break a single Greek word into parts y(afformatives
in the front, middle, and back of words), define each of the parts with what is assumed to be
a literal, original meaning and then go back to the original lexeme with the new insight. This
approach is called a synchronic approach to determining meaning. Granted that NT Greek
does use agglutination in word formation, but sometimes the meaning of the word parts is
lost quickly. Often, a great deal of effort is given to explain the change from the word
formation’s former meanings to the current meaning. The practical shift is that the lexicon

then spends much valuable space on matters not directly related to the meaning.

1.5.5 Synchronic Example in Greek
A synchronic example is found from the popular-selling work of E'W. Vine, Vine s complete

expository dictionary of Old and New Testament words (Vine & Unger 1984:288):

SUNEIDESIS (cuveiBnaisy, lit. a knowing with (sun, with, oida, to know), i.e., a co-knowledge
(with oneself), the witness borne to one’s conduct by conscience, that faculty by which we

apprehend the will of God, as that which is designed to govern our li\fes;8

7 Formally, “(called) a grove from the absence of light”. The Latin phrase itself is a marvelous example of
two werds having an appearance of etymological relationship, when there is none. Words with this false
appearance are also informally called “false friends”.

¥ Bold added for emphasis.
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Now note the entry which Louw-Nida (26.13) gives:

owveidnoig, ews f: (contrast cuveldnows “information about something” LN 28.4) the
psychological faculty which can distinguish between right and wrong-‘moral sensitivity,

conscience.’

In contrasting and comparing these two entries, the portions in bold are quite similar. Since
“right and wrong” is a subset of the “will of God” and “distinguish between right and
wrong” implies a proper “governance”, the differences between these two (portions) of the

definitions is inconsequential.

But I will now focus on the first part of Vine’s definitions. “Lit. a knowing with”, is a
premium example taking compositional word parts of a Greek lexeme to make a new so-
called I’iteral meaning. Once the error of assigning a nature to the meaning is made, then the
error is comp’ounded by trying to make sense of it. Then the definition develops into “co-
knowledge” implying that the self is now divided into parts! Knowledge and action may be
divided, but this entry’s etymology leads to the belief that there is “the self” and then
another self which watches over the actions of the first. If this is not what Vine meant, then
an apology is due. But this first “primary” br “literal” information must lead one near our
conclusion that Vine separated the self into two parts. This approach of breaking words into
parts and then reassembling them into a “real” meaning ignores the axiom that context is the

determiner of meaning.

Much more useful is the LN approach which gives only the essential unmarked meaning, and
for further information relates LN 28.4 for other meanings of the same lexeme. The lexicon
user is not led down paths which lead to inferences or conclusions which need to be better

formulated, as did the Vine entry.

% Bold added for emphasis.
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1.5.6 Synchronic Examples in English

We further illustrate with English examples, so as to deal with common examples to which

. one can easily relate. Take the commonly given example in English of the insect, a butterfly.
It is formed by the Words butter and fly. Any English speaker knows the meanings of these |
two component parts, yet how they came to refer to the inséct is debated, according to a
book of etymologies, Who put the butter in butterfly? (Feldman 1989:19). This book states
that some believe it refers to the color of the insect, “butter-colored”; others the color of the
excrement of the butterfly; still others believe this insect came out in the spring, the time

- when butter was churned; finally, Medieval folklore includes a myth that witches and fairies

would fly and steal butter at night.

The above is all speculation, and adds nothing to the referential meaning of a butterfly as

stated in Merriam Webster’s collegiate dictionary (Mish 1993:155):

1: any of numerous slender-bodied diurnal insects (order Lepidoptera) with broad often brightly
colored wings. ‘ ‘

Note that this definition efficiently gets to the matter at hand: it is an insect with distinctions

from other insects.

The answer to the false assumption that the study of agglutination can bring meaning is to
study the context diligently and not venture into the broad, seductive path of etymological

word formation.

1.5.7 More Synchronic Examples of English Words ;

We give three more examples below of English etymology, demonstrating the (improper)
use of etymology to determine or derive meaning: lexicon, idea, and etymology. We give
these examples because they are the very words which frame the discussions of the making
of dictionaries. It might seem that the examples are redundant, but we wish the reader to

clearly understand this approach to meaning is pervasiVe and misleading.
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A common approach in defining “lexicon”, is to give the meaning as coming from the Greek
rodt, Aefikov. This is not a useful approach to determine the meaning. This etymological
material is found in Webster’s and Oxford dictionaries, and is found often in many other
English Dictionaries, in the header information. Though p’otentially interesting or illustrative, |
the fact that “lexicon” etymologically derives from Greek AeEikov and “dictionary” from the
Latin dictionarium should not be a factor in conferring the meanings of these two words.
This approach is found often in scholarly writings. Lexicography and transiation (Louw
1985:2) states that there is an apparent underlying assumption of a “root meaning” (or

Grundbedeutung) inherent in the meaning of a word.

Another example of etymology improperly setting the stage for discussion is found in “idea”.
In an unpublished masters thesis in philosophy, from a student at Liberty University, titled
Toward a 7710mi$lic Iheorj/ of meaning (Howe 1990:24), Howe states in the chapter

- “Approaches to the Problem of Meaning”:

The term “Idealism” derives from the Greck word {8éa, which was used of something seen or
jooked upon. ,

It is ironic that the problem of meaning discussed in his dissertation has a problematic

approach to the discussion of meaning!

In another example, “etymology”, noted in Semantics of Biblical language (Barr 1961:115),

Barr argues that etymology is an unsound principle for determining meaning.

Barr states:

The fact that Cremer appeals to the etymology of the word ‘etymology”’ i.e. to the Greek 76 €Tupov,
and hence derives a suggestion that etymology deals with ‘the essential’ in a word, shows a failure
to understand the historical nature of etymological research; in fact it means an acceptance of
something like the Stoic theory expressed in the term 16 €Tupov.

These kinds of examples of diachronic and synchronic etymological studies abound in

Biblical study reference books. It is little wonder that one is more confused about the
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meahing of a word after doing the study! The answer to the fallacies of diachronic and

synchronic etymology is to study the context.

1.5.8 “Central Meaning” Problem Discussed

Another problematic assumption of standard lexicons, at least in practice, is the belief that
words intrinsically have ore central meaning. Also related to this is the belief that a word has
a point of meaning as contrasted with an area of meaning. According to this assumption, a
gldss or word—match in the target language is adequate to represent the same meaning in the
target language. This assumption is not proﬁtable, for words must have a context to have a

meaning. Stated another way: meanings use words, not words use meanings.

According to this dissertation, meaning is a set of relationships. Picture for a moment a
blank sheet of paper with only one word, “trunk”. This word has no meaning in and of itself.
The person who picks up the sheet and reads it can come up with five or six possible
meanings: 1. a part of an elephant 2. swimming attire 3. piece of furniture 4. main body of a

tree 5. storage compartment of an auto 6. telephone line circuit.

This dissertation asserts that this single word on the paper does not mean one of these six

meanings, but that it has no meaning at all. The sensible, intell‘ig‘ent]0 person may survey the
possible meanings at his disposal, and derive some meaning with helps such as the extra-

linguistic context.

His sensibilities and intelligence must bring 2 meaning to the essentially blank paper. Or he
may defer to assign any meaning, waiting for more information. Or he may survey the
possible meanings at his disposal, and delimit them through the extra-linguistic context. For

example this could be a one-word note to a worker in a zoo; or a one-word note ina

10 We give a technical meaning here of “sensible” as not merely “common sense” but the philosophical
meaning of an entity being capable of creating formal signs or “ldeas”.
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furniture factory. The sensible person viewing the context would decide if enough

information was available for signification to occur.

16 Related Elements of a Lexic‘on’

Below are the related elements of a lexicon.

1.6.1 Lexicon Exhaustive as a Norm
A lexicon is usually for a specific body of literature. That lexicon should seek to be

exhaustive, within its focused body of literature, unless otherwise stated by the compilers.

We observe that New Testament lexicons are not exhaustive in the absolute sense. For
example though virtually complete, BAGD does not have every variant reading included.
These variants usually are a matter of different spellings, often a letter or two, and do not

change the lexical meaning of its variant counterpart.

1.6.2 Lexicon Should Have Common Elements
Another key element in the arrangement and use of a lexicon is commonality. Commonality
is the creation of the lexical entries in a systematic way that makes the lexicon available to all

persons with the same level of skill, here NT Greek.

On a practical level, this means the lexicon should establish commonality with other ”
reference books on the same body of literature. “See references” can help achieve the goal -
of commonality. The editors of Greek New Testament reference books should endeavor to

create as much commonness between them as possible for the convenience of the end user.

Again, a lexicon of the NT must have sufficient commonness of forms, codes, and jargons so

that the end user has a common reference point with the editors of the lexicon.
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1.6.3 Examples of Commonality

Some examples of commonness in New Testament studies are keeping the book, chapter,
and verse numbers of the Bible according to the King James Version, 1611. This was based
on the T.R.’s versification. The UBS4 and other modern editions did not renumber this
historical, though arbitrary, systefn, but have kept the verse numbers of a chapter, merely
skipping the verses considered an addition, and keeping the next number in the order of the
chapter (e.g., Mt 17:21; 18:11; 23:14; Mk 7:16; 9:44, 46, 11:26; 15:28; Lk 17:36; 23:17,
and another six or more times in the NT). The importance of mathematical précisiOn was

outweighed by the need for a commonality of reference.

Another example of the importance of commonality in Greek lexicography, is the
‘Concordance to the Septuagint by Hatch-Redpath (1897) which uses the infinitive form for
the concording of the Greek verbs. In our opinion, this is a superior format to the

Grundform Greek NT lexicon headers for verbs, i.e., usually the present indicative active,

i . . : . 11
first person, singular, with occasional exceptions such as the impersonal forms.

Yet the superior infinitive lexical form has not survived modern Greek lexicography. The

“latter Grundform has survived. Though the high level student or teacher can work with the
two systems interchangeably, the ot ToA\oi of the Greek students need commonality.
Finally, to reiteraie‘, though a system of lexical headings or other organizational features may
be philosophically or theoretically superior, commonality for use is an important feature
which is not to be discredited. After all, giving the meaning is the most important feature of
a lexicon. Having the common elements without compromising meaning is diﬂicuit, but

asserted as possible.

o, , PO Ny v o . u C
Hékel, abuvaTel, dvnker, Bel, évbéxetar, éfeoTi, huovTeAel, xpn, and possibly others; or fikw, or dpdw. .
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1.7 ,‘ - Dissertation Definition of a Lexicon

This dissertation postulates that a lexicon is “a communication in the form of a written,
codified body of knowledge, pertaining to imparting the signification (meaning or defining)
of words from a receptor language to a target language, with as many helps as neeessary for
the user to use the book meaningfully”. A lexicon to the Biblical languages would thenbe a
book specific to one of the corpora of the Bible (Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek) imparting

the meaning into English (or another target language).

1.8 The Role of a Lexicographer

A lexicon is also the product of the interaction of one’s mind to evidence presented. Just as
there can be corruption based in poor philosophy or method, so also there can be corruption
of the work by people of poor or prejudiced character. This is placed at the end of this
chapter, because we believe that a lexicon is orrly as good as the philosophy, method, and
integrity of the editor making a lexicon. One’s attitude in approaching the work must have
the humble commitment of a jurist: keen to evidence, even-handed, not succumbed to
special pleading, desiring above all that justice be done to record the meaning(s) of the
word. The soul or mind-set of the editor is the filter or grid screen through which all the

evidence and philosophy must pass.

1) The NT lexicographer must know the body of literature, and be able to read the
body of literature acctJrately, and with meaning.

2) The NT lexicographer must consciously acknowledge his job és a historical
recorder of information, and not innovate meanings. ’

3) The NT lexicographer must honestly investigate the meaning of individual words
with as little prejudicial assumptions as possible: theological systems, philqsophical grids,
logical systems, or political égendas must consciously be avoided. Whether a fundamentalist,
moderate, liberal, or even unbeliever, Empirical neutrality in assessing information is |

essential.
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We are now ready to move to chapter two, an in-depth assessment of the strengths and
weaknesses of BAGD. We have chosen this particular lexicon because of its influence and

scope, and because it is a typical example of the kind of material New Testament scholars

and theologians are confronted with.
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Chapter Two
Assessment of Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich-Danker (BAGD 1979) |

2.1  The Nature of the Greek Language
Because BAGD has such an emphasis on the development of the Greek language (cf. 2.3T),
it is appropriate to survey the different views of the nature of the Greek language. We will

 see that the theories have been quite diverse over the last two centuries.

2.1.1  Introduction to the Nature of Greek, and Relationship to BAGD’s View

Traditional lexicography has spent a great deal of effort in trying to explain the Aind of
Greek which composes the Greek NT. BAGD also spends a great deal of time discussing the
nature of this language in its introduction. Therefore, we will digress a little to survey some
of the theories of the nature of the NT corpus. We will see that there is no uniform theory of
the deveiopment of the GNT language. But most importantly, this discussion implies that
meanings expressed by a language can only be understood if the nature of that language is
understood. After this discussion we will see how this philosophy of prior meaning
determining current understanding filters down into the approach to the individual lexical

entries.

Generally, there has been and continues to be a great deal of discussion about the genre or

nature of Greek that composes New Testament Greek.12

2.1.2 The Purist View
The purist view of the nature of the GNT is that of a crude, diminished Greek. From the
time of the Renaissance, the Greek language of the New Testament was looked at through

the filter of classical Greek, the Greek of the Golden Age of Athens and hence, seen as

-

12 L engthy discussions on the nature and genre of NT Greek are found in Grammar of New Testament Greek
{Moulton 1908 1:1-41); on Semitic coloring of the language (Moulton 1908:2:12fT). Grammar of the Greek
New Testament in light of historical research [R.] (Robertson 1934:40fT); sce also BAGD (Bauer 1979:xxii);
See also Biblical Words and their Meaning (Silva 1994:5311).
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inferior. Even today, some Greek classical language profe,ssorskand students who read the
simplicity of the Gospel of John pejoratively refer to the Koine New Testament as
“bastardized Greek”.13 We appraise this purist view as fallacious, since it begs the question.
It assumes classical Greek as right, and (according to the view) therefore any derivation a

perversion. But one proper question is, “Can the GNT language communicate?”

2.1.3 The Hebraist View

The Hebraist (Robertson 1934:76) view saw the NT language, in all its unique lexical and
grammatical structure, as the result of the influence of the Hebrew language. In today’s
terms this would be called “Semitic influence”, which would include Aramaic and other
northwest Semitic languages. Dr. Hatch was a chief proponent of this view, as a reaction to
the purist view. We conclude that this view has elements which are satisfactory. Those
studying NT theological words should consult Hebrew and LXX studies to see if there is a
proper semantic loading of a NT term. However, we cannot implant a Hebrew/LXX
kmeahing of a word into the GNT word, merely because of a statistical correspondence.
Moisés Silva (Silva 1994:72) best expresses my evaluation, “It woﬁld of course be a mistake
to ignore the Hebrew altogether, but we must maintain a sensitive balance between the
meaning of a word in secular Greek and the desire of the translator to preserve the thrust of

the original.”

Moisés Silva (Silva 1994:61) quotes Abbott who correctly asserts about a major influence,
the LXX:

Such facts as these show that the influence of the Septuagint version on the vocabulary of the New
Testament was not predominant, and that to make the usage of the former determine the interpreta-
tion of the latter, except in the case of terms of Hebrew theology,!4 is quite out of the question.

Hence, the LXX vocabulary is very valuable, even a sine qua non for New Testament

-

13 We note private conversations with a graduate of New York University, with a bachelors degree in
classical Greek, as she related the words and attitudes of her professors of classical Greek.
14 Bold added for emphasis.
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lexicography, when relating many theological and even some non-theological words.

Or, put into Bauer’s less superlative words (Bauer 1979:xxi):

As for the influence of the LXX, every page of this lexicon shows that it outweighs all other
influences on our literature.

2.1.4 The Mystical View

The Mystical view believes the Greek NT was the language of the Holy Spirit, and not
anchored in historical method. This view was criticized by AT Robertson as the opposite of
the historical method (Robertson 1934:49ff). We agree with Robertson that this view is not

acceptable.

2.1.5 The Koine View

The Koine view believes the nature of the GNT is that of the common culture of the day in
the Levant. Deissmann, enforced through Robertson, argued that papyri discoveries at the
end of the 19th century proved conclusively the nature of the GNT. With others, we
appraise that this conclusion may have been an over-exuberant view. Deissmann was

understandably caught up in the joyful mania of this wonderful discovery!

Moulton (1908:1:3ff) commenting on Deissmann’s work in the papyri, may have overstated
the case for the Koine influence on the NT Greek. As is seemingly too common, when a new
discovery in NT studies is made, it is often over-interpreted and overstated in making an
academic case. This occurrence of overstatement was the showing of causality and hence

relationship between the papyri body of literature and the language of the New Testament.

Thus, we appraise the Koine view. Merely showing words to be found in the papyri which
prior to 1890 were not found other than in the NT, does not in and of itself prove that the
nature of the NT is “common”. Specifically, it lies in the assumption that the community it
was found in was Koine, i.e., common and secular. This is begging the question
(argumentum petitio principii). We do know there were large communities of Jewish culture

present in these areas. It would be analogous to proclaiming the King James Bible
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vocabulary to be secular or common, because a cache of written materials was found in a
Pennsylvanian archaeological site. But what if the site was a Quaker religious colony? The
discovery of the cache of common materials could easily have been influenced by prior

religious vocabulary such as the KJV.

2.1.6 The Jewish-Greek View

We judge that the best balanced approach to the nature of the GNT is found in the MHT 4,
the book on the style of thé New Testament, by Nigel Turner (Moulton, Howard & Turner
1976). He refers to the NT Greek as “Jewish Greek”, with the various sections of the New

Testament showing various degrees of various influences, depending on the book or genre
of the NT.

2.1.7 Conclusion of the Views ’

The above theories of the nature of the GNT demonstrates that the exact nature of NT
Greek has not been decided in the academic community. Some other theory may come
which will prove to be the right one. Fortunately, knowing the precise nature and history of
each era of change of the Greek NT language is not necessary to understand the meaning of
the New Testament. The immediate context is the determiner of meaning. More will be said

of this later in the dissertation.

BAGD is no different in his approach to seek discovery of the nature of the GNT. He also
puts forth his own focus on the development of the GNT language. Below we will see how
this attitude about historical development of the GNT language as a whole also influences

his approach to the meaning of individual words.

2.2 History of BAGD and Prior Editions
As stated in chapter one, BAGD will receive its own evaluation since de facto it is the most
influential Greek lexicon for the latter half of this century. Few would dispute its influence

on Bible translation in English Bibles, exegesis, commentary, and study of the Greek New
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Testament. The evaluation of BAGD is therefore critical to our understanding of Greek

lexicography of the last four decades.

BAGD is the standard (and typical) traditional lexicon of our day in NT lexical studies. It
represents the culmination of all the lexicons that went before it, differing only in extent of
material, but not substantially different in approach. Hence, this chapter is devoted to give
detail to both the positive and negative aspects of this influential book. Here follows an

assessment of it.

The first English edition of A Greek-English lexicon of the New Testament [BAGD] (Bauer
1979:title page) is:

A translation and adaptation of the fourth revised and augmented edition of Walter Bauer’s
Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testaments und der ibrigen
urchristlichen Literatur, by William F. Arndt and F.'W. Gingrich (1957).

The second edition, which is the current edition in English, is:

REVISED AND AUGMENTED BY F. WILBUR GINGRICH AND FREDERICK W. DANKER
FROM WALTER BAUER’S FIFTH EDITION, 1958 . . . copyright 1979.

Walter Bauer’s (Bauer 1979:v) work was also based on the work of another. As is stated in
the foreword:

The first dictionary to appear after the epoch-making discoveries of papyri. etc., beginning about
1890, was Erwin Preuschen’s Greek-German lexicon of 1910. Much to the disappointment of many
reviewers, it failed to make much of the new material, though it did include for the first time the
words of the Apostolic Fathers.

In 1920, upon the death of Preuschen, Walter Bauer of Géttingen was entrusted with the

revision (Bauer 1979:v):

In 1928 a revision of Preuschen’s work: it was hailed as the best thing in its field.

In 1937 (Berlin) a third edition was published and W. Bauer’s name alone appeared on the

title page.
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We refer to this work as “Armndt and Gingrich” or now “Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich-Danker”
(BAGD), commonly pronounced “bag”. Though translated from German to English, the
departures from the general sense of Bauer’s work have been few and far between. In the
foreword to the first edition (1957), Arndt and Gingrich note changes in just over 100

entries in the original German work. The changes are described as “slight” (Bauer 1979:vi).

As noted in the foreword to the second edition of the English BAGD, new materials in the
fifth edition of Bauer’s German work were added, as well as editorial changes by Gingrich

and Danker. This foreword (Bauer 1979:ix) states:

More important, the classics, papyri, and inscriptions have yielded fresh formal and semantic
parallels, in some cases necessitating rearrangement of patterns of definition.

The above demonstrates that the first and second English editions are virtually and

substantially the work of Bauer’s German work, beginning in 1928. It further demonstrates
that the underlying lexical emphasis (i.e., the papyri discoveries in the 1890’s) as well as the
underlying assumptions of how meaning is derived (i.e., etymology, diachronic approach to

meaning) has not changed. Therefore, it is of value to analyze the introduction of BAGD.

In the following paragraphs we will be appraising the introduction of BAGD. First a
discussion on the (alleged) nature of the NT Greek language. So we will survey several
theories about the nature of the GNT language, commenting also on Bauer’s view of the
development of the Greek language. We then show the various features of BAGD and the
terms he uses which infer his philosophy and method. At the same time the observations are

interspersed with comparison to the philosophy and method of LN.

2.3 The Theory of BAGD
Now we move on to the theory of BAGD.
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2.3.1 Introduction
The Introduction to BAGD never fully explains its theory or method, and therefore we must
deduce from observations and infer indirectly from statements in the introduction to

ascertain the theory and method.

Let it further be said from the very beginning that the massive amount of work, and the huge
compilation of material (without the use of modern electronic data retrieval systems) is no
less than remarkable. The additional fact (Bauer 1979:v) that what he did as “the

performance of one man”, makes it all the more worthy of academic respect.

2.3.2 BAGD Has Focus on Development of Language

The focus in Bauer’s introduction is on the developmental Aistory of Greek, and its exact
historical nature, specifically based on the new (i.e., new in 1928) evidence from the papyri.
The introduction spends a great deal of effort to show the formation of Greek words (i.e.,
the morphology). He deals with specific examples of changes in letters and sounds, as well
as the formation of compound words. He (Bauer 1979:xiii) then tries to identify their
relationship to various dialects, or time periods in the history of the language. These
observations include such minute matters as the change from -77- to -00- also the letter

-€- or -1n- for the diphthong -e1-.

Bauer (Bauer 1979:xviii) states that a language “improves” through the process of new
formations, and introduction of foreign words, and new meanings and usage to old words.
In our judgment, the term “improves” would be better stated as “changing”. Bauer also
assumed etymology had some influence in the meaning of words, as did lexical products

before him.
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2.3.3 BAGD and Thayer Compared and Contrasted
As noted in chapter one, and now compared specifically to BAGD, Thayer’s (Thayer
1885:introduction) is a good example of using etymology to determine or influence the

meaning which needs a better formulation.

Thayer’s lexicon in English was produced from 1860’s to 1880’s. Thayer included Grimm’s
etymological analysis, though supplemented by the works of Curtis and Fick (Thayer
1895:vii). There is extensive notation of classical etymology in this work for practically

every lexeme which is not a so-called proper name.

Additionally, Thayer used terms like “primary denotation” to give a first definition of the
Greek lexeme; then its history. Thayer used etymology as an influencing principle for
determining meaning. Bauer’s introduction does not repudiate this notion, hence one may
assume that Bauer uses etymology as a first principle, or possibly a lesser but somehow
governing principle for determining meaning. This is an inferentially silent argument,
(argumentum e silentio), but Bauer offers a hint that the history of a lexeme is worth noting,

as even influencing the definition in the New Testament context.

2.3.4 BAGD and “Central Meaning”

BAGD’s use of the word “originally” (often abbreviated “org.”) in the body of BAGD
articles suggests that the etymology was important to the meaning in the New Testament.
Dozens of entries in BAGD use the word “org.” suggesting the basing or formulation of
meaning is in etymology. There are many examples.!’ Here is one example, doToxéw. The
following is a quote from the article in BAGD, leaving out the biographical information, and

extra-biblical references, in order to focus attention to our point.

15 Other examples, though not exhaustive are: 4ng, BeelePoi), Kaloap, ITévTios, dwapyn, dyLos,
anoluTpwars, atyn, fdoavos, yhwoodkopov, Siauaptipopat, Siokolos, épetiyopal, ebayyélov, KAUos,
AdpuyE, Aempos, papun, wedelw, melh, ThHyus, TpaiTwpLov, paBdolyos, pomm, CKUAW, CTOLXEwW,
oTépaxos, oTpaTNYds, TeTpadpyns, bavds, ddots.

31



It states as follows:

doToxéw, orglinally] miss the mark, then, miss, fail, deviate, depart wlith] genlitive] frfom]
something 1 Ti 1:6; wepl Trjv wloTw miss the mark w(ith] regard to the faith [1 Ti] 6:21;
. Tepl TV dAribeLav, 2 Ti 2:18.16 '

In this brief entry, one sees the apparent influence of etymology in the deﬁniﬁons of the
word in the New Testament. There is at the very least confusion in this matter. BAGD states
that originally the word meant to miiss the mark. Then at a later time in history the word
came to mean miss, fail. Apparently then BAGD meant to have a semicolon to mark another
meaning, deviate, depart (i.e., turn from something). This is then the definition given for

1Ti. 1:6.

HoWever, in the final two verses referred to, he defines doTox€éw fo miss the mark w. [ith]
regard to the faith, ([1Ti] 6:21); and (by a clear inference, assumed to be editorial
shorthand) to miss the markkwith regard 1o the truth, (2Ti 2:18).

In these last two references, BAGD has again introduced “the mark” in the original, i.e.,

etymological phrase “miss the mark”.

This example demonstrates that BAGD uses etymology and the “orig [inal]” meaning as a
guide to present meaning. This principle was also seen in traditional OT and NT lexicons,

such as BDB.

2.3.5 BAGD Uses Contextual Sense and Etymology

All of the above in the introduction of BAGD (1928), as.well as the examples showing'an

“original” méaning, suggest that the use of etymology was the way to begin the process of
determining the meaning of a word. This is not to suggest that Bauer did not use the |

principle of ad sensum, and context as the primary locus to ultimately derive the meaning of

16 Bracket added for clarity.
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the lexeme in a particular context. Yet it seems as well he would circle back to the
etymology and modify the sense in its context. Much work has been done since BAGD
(1957).17 We will now move on to assess the feature of literal and figurative distinctions in

BAGD.

2.3.6 BAGD Distinguishes Literal and Figurative Sense |

“Literal” and “figurative” is a common distinction which BAGD uses to categorize the
meanings of words. BAGD uses this distinction in 901 articles, a total of 1,036 times.!#
Generally, separating the literal and figurative use is a good idea. Words commonly have
these two types of meaning: a base meaning with one expectancy and a possible extended
figure involving a shift in that expectancy (cf. Louw 1985:9). Admittedly, the further

defining and clarification of the difference between these two terms can be difficult.

An instance of properly distinguishing literal and figurative is “anchor” (dykvpa). The uses
of dykupa in BAGD are both the literal and figurative: first, a literal ship’s anchor, Ac.
27:29,30,40; second, a figurative use in Heb. 6:19, [Tfis é\Amibos] 1jv ws dykupar éxopev
Tfis Yuxfs [of the hope] which we have as an anchor of the soul. Here in Hebrews there has
been a Shiﬂ in expectancy. Instead of a weighted object of ’a certain number of kilograms,

used to secure a boat or ship in a body of water, the word now shifts to a figure of stability,

17 Since James Barr’s watershed book Semantics of Biblical language (Barr 1961), as well as the work in
The Theory and Practice of Translation (Nida & Taber 1969) and of course J.P. Louw, ef al., Semantics of
New Testament Greek (Louw: 1982) in the last three decades, Biblical philologists and translators have
rethought and reformulated how to determine the meaning of a word, as well as what influences to accept in
fine tuning the definition of the word.

There has been an on-going philosophical debate about how to derive meaning. Diachronic studies
may have value, but meaning is found in context, and best supported by synchronic studies. The relationship
of signs and meanings (i.e., semiotic entities and semantic entities) are two aspects.of one entity, as seen in
Waltke’s Grammar 4An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Waltke & O’connor 1990:45 footnote 4).
One general view is that the relationship of signs and meanings is that the two are of the same nature, as
explained (but not subscribed t0) in Louw’s Semantics of New Testament Greek (Louw 1982:23ff); and
another opposite view that the relationship of signs and meanings is largely (but possibly not totally)
arbitrary, as in Anistotle’s Interpretation (Hermeneia) (Smith (tr) 1959:47), “every sentence has meaning,
not as a natural instrument, but by convention”. The former view would see etymology as a foundational
principle, the latter would not. The latter view is more comprehensive.

I® A search was made using Logos Software 2.0, searching an electronic BAGD (Logos Research Sys. Inc.).
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security, ef cefera. Yet, an improper use of “literal” and “figurative” can cause confusion, as

seen in BAGD below.

2.3.7 BAGD at Times Can Confuse Literal and Figurative

The example of confusion in BAGD will be the categories of the article under

véewva (Gehenna, Hell). Of the 12 occurrences in the New Testament, 11 are considered by
BAGD as literal, “in the gospels it is the place of punishment in the next life, #ell”. The
twelfth occurrence is in the Epistle of James 3:6. BAGD cites this as a figurative reference.
Yet there has been no change or shift in expectancy. There has been a kind of personification
of Gehenna, in that Gehenna causes an action (i.e., sets on fire). Hence it is questionable to
place Jas 3:6 as a figurative reference. But there is inconsistency, for personification of
Yéevva also occurs in the Gospel according to Saint Matthew 23:15. Jesus here calls a class
of converts to Pharisaism, “doubly made sons of Gehenna”. Even accounting for the Semitic
idiom, ben- (“son of” related to one of a class or kind),!? this occurrence is no more or less
figurative than in James 3:6. So LN correctly has only one domain (1.21) Regions Below
the Earth. BAGD needs to be revised as to a more careful analysis of figurative and literal.

We now will observe and comment on the use of the “gloss” in BAGD.

2.3.8 BAGD Uses the Gloss as a Method of Defining Words
Strictly speaking BAGD does not define words, rather it offers glosses. It finds a word
substitute in English (cf. 1.4.3). In the Introduction to the Greek-English Lexicon (Louw &

Nida 1988:viii) Louw correctly observes:

The principal reason for a new type of Greek New Testament lexicon is the inadequacy of most
existing dictionaries, which for the most part are limited in indicating meanings, since they depend
principally upon a series of glosses. .

19 See Grammar of New Testament Greek (Moulton, Howard & Turner 1908:2:441) "the use of vids or
Téxvov with the genitive in the metaphorical sense”, (bold added for empbhasis).
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It is axiomatic that the Jocus of meaning is in a context. Louw in Semantics of New

Testament Greek (1982:88) reasons:

Semantics is concerned not only with words, or even sentences, but also with the relations that
permeate an entire argument. '

He generally argueSthat the minimum unit for meaning is the sentence, or even possibly the
paragraph. Should it be any more true that a lexicon can adequately give the meaning of a
word by mere word substitution? It would be better to create a context (such as a

descriptive sentence or paragraph) in which the meaning can be communicated.

24  The Structure of BAGD
241 Introduction
As in many disciplines, from theories and beliefs come practices and methods. So also it is

true in the process of lexicography in BAGD, as we will see below.

242 BAGD is Alphabetical
This book is arranged by an alphabetical matrix of the Greek alphabet, including Greek

letters not found in the best manuscripts of the NT Greek, the letters stigma and vau.

Such an arrangement has the positive features of easier use and is a familiar format for users,
since alphabetical entries are relatively easy to find. But such an arrangement does not
further the communication of meaning. Semantically speaking, such an arrangement is

arbitrary.

In defense of such an arrangement, it should be pointed out that it follows the normal
conventions of prior lexicons, and therefore has the advantage of ’usabili‘ty. This point should
not be passed over too lightly. Reference books should have a nomenclature that allows the
user of a particular kind of reference, to work within the genre of the literature studied. This
‘commonality is what gives the reference points for navigating through the intricacies of

lexical and grammatical information. Common reference points and common structures are
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the glue necessary to have meaningful discussion of technical natures. This is why systematic
numbering systems have been so popular through the decades, such as Strong’s (Strong
1894) numbering system or its successor the Goodrick-Kohlenberger (GK) numbering

system for the NIV Exhaustive Concordance (Goodrick & Kohlenberger et al. 1990).

2.43 BAGD Markers for Parts of Speech

BAGD lists the traditional grammatical parts of speech, specifically: nouns, adjectives, verbs, |
adverbs. Then also listed are the categories of the structural markers for the relationships of
the first order parts of speech: prepositions (proper, and so-called improper), particles,
articles, conjunctions, disjunctions, et al.

Here are some examples:

Proper noun: "Aapuv, 0

Common noun: dyayos, 0, 1
Adjective: apapis, €s, gen. olUs
Verb: dyaBoepyéw
Adverb: ayvis

Preposition: ' davd

Improper preposition: dvev

Particle: d\\d

Article: o, M, 76 pl. oi, ai, Td
Conjunction: ’ ydp

Disjunction: B 1nbé

Typically, a noun entry has the lexical form in the nominative singular, then a genitive

ending, and an article to show its grammatical gender: afuogos, ov, 1.

An adjective may have one, two, or three terminates noted in the header of the entry:
ayafés, 1, 6v.20 Within the entry of an adjective, BAGD sometimes confuses nouns and
adjectives, calling them “substantival adjective.” This confusion is likely based in a

diachronic approach. The user is confused. Is it a noun per se? Or is it a sub-category of an

20 For discussion on the terminations of the adjectives, see Robertson’s full Grammar (Robertson
1934:2714f). ‘
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adjective? An example of this is dya8d, Gv, Td. Here BAGD has a header place for it, but
then p'lakcesﬁit as a substantival neuter of the adjective dya86s. From a synchronic view, this
is in fact a neuter noun in the literature of the NT. It would be an improvement to BAGD to
“ separate the adje’ctiVes that are nouns in NT literature from the entry of adjectives [see also
4.3.12(b) and Addendum I [6.1ff ] for more specific examples of separating what BAGD has
placed together). |

Generally, the category of adverb lexical forms in BAGD do not have consistent markers
(like an article for a noun, and terminates for an adjective) in the Greek, though 34 entries of
the adverb do have the end form -Gs. Other generalizations about the lexical forms of the
adverb in BAGD I have not observed. The form and accent of the inflected text form seems
to be fixed, and BAGD then gives its inflected form as the lexical form. BAGD uses the term
“adverb” in a much broader sense than a narrow definition that an adverb modifies or
qualifies a verb, adjective, or other adverb. BAGD has adverbs of relation: place, time,
Causa}ity, manner, degree, ef cefera, as well as the more narrow definition. BAGD has’
5ometimes placed an adverbial entry like Tax¥ under an adjective entry, such asyTaxl')g, €la,
v. Generally, LN has separated this kind of combining into two lexical entries, though

‘possibly further work in LN can be done in the next edition (see Addendum 1 [6.11F]).

The verbs in BAGD are indexed under the Grundform of the grammatical preSent, first
person, indicative, active form. This normally means the form of an —w or —ji. Verbs may
also be deponent, defined here as verbs which give a middle or passive form, yet have an
intrinsic or personal engagefnent that is active or outward, usually intransitive. The markers
for these Grundformen are —pa\ with various connecting vowels.k This is the lion’s share of
BAGD’s entries of the verbs. The rest are the less familiar forms sﬁch as the impersonal
forms ending in —¢l or —et1, (deponent) —Tau, or even Xp1i, as well as second aorist forms
like ameimov, eldov, elmov, émeibov, mpoeimov, or obsolete perfects such as ei',u)ea,‘ €oLka,

olda, ovvoida, or anomalous presents like &u1.
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2.44 BAGD Incorporates Hellenistic and NT Lexical Forms

BAGD includes a whole body of extra-biblical Greek lexicography not found in the New

' Testament studies. BAGD has hundreds of lexical forms not found in the NT. Of course, this
is because the scope of the lexicon was broadened to include Christian literature after the

time Qf the New Testament.

Therefore BAGD has many lexical forms in the active Grundform [—w or —j11] when in the
NT literature the lexical form is depohent: €vTéw in BAGD is évTéNdopat in LN [see
4.3.12(a) for a more complete listing of examples of LN separating or exchanging the

BAGD’s active form with a deponent form].

2.5  Conclusion of BAGD’s Strengths and Weaknesses ,
One of the great strengths of BAGD is thé amount of biblio’graphical information, and
references in Josephus and the Septuagint. This alone makes BAGD a must-have for further
studies. In the periodical Evangelical Quarterly (Apr 1990:62: 183) 1. Howard Marshall is
less than supportive of setting aside BAGD for LN. In his review he states:

Tt would be better to edit and revise BAGD in light of some of the pﬁnciples of LN.

We agree with Marshall’s overall evaluation. An integration of the semiotic and semantic
philosophy with some of the structural elements of BAGD (and updating of bibliographic
elements in BAGD) could be very functional and meaningful to the user of that new
synthesized lexicon. Another option is to simply use both BAGD and LN, searching each for
its strengths. | '

In fact, Louw in Lexicography and transiation (Louw 1985:161) indirectly praises BAGD,
by correctly pointing out that:

The traditional layout of regular dictibnaries is very useful since it provides one with the total range
of meanings, references, usages and translational equivalents of a particular word. This is very
useful for quickly selecting the appropriate term in a particular passage.
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As a major contributor to modern lex1cography, Louw’s comment shows there are possibly
other formats that will be beneficial, as we will propose in chapter five. The demise or even
eclipse of the BAGD as a valuable Bible study tool is not in sight. This is a conclusion not
unlike that of Biblical words and their meaning (Silva 1994:170ff):

It may be stated categorically that this is the best specialized dictionary available for any ancient
literature. Anyone who exploits the resources modestly tucked away by Bauer in his articles must
surely marvel at the extraordinary competence needed to have accomplished this feat.

We find that this is currently true; the demise of BAGD is not in sight. However, works
using a semantic domain approach to the making of lexicons (as seen in the next chapter)

show an incipient academic shift away from the traditional lexicon format and method.
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Chapter Three
Assessment of Louw-Nida Lexicon (LN 1988)

3.1  Introduction

More than ten years in the making, a new kind of lexicon came onto the anvil of the word-
smith. In every sense it is a ground-breaking work! But further refinements may need to be
made, since it is such a dramatic shift from traditional philosophy, methods, and formats.
Such refinements which may be offered here toward a second edition, are given in a spirit of

commendation and encouragement toward these lexical pioneers.

3.2 Louw-Nida History

Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament based on semantic domains (LN) is a new
kind of lexicon when compared to traditional lexicons of the New Testament. It is essential
that this book be evaluated in detail as to its theory and method, since the rest of the

dissertation will also be primarily based on the assumptions of LN.

Published in 1988 by the United Bible Societies, Louw-Nida was worked on intermittently
for 16 years. The two main editors were Eugene Albert Nida and Johannes Petrus Louw.
The preface to the book states that Nida was involved in classification and definitions with
Louw, but that Louw was also heavily involved in each level of the development as senior
editor, including Nida’s contribution. Karen Munson was given the title associate editor,
undoubtedly to honor her commitment and diligent work throughout each of the levels of
development: classification of meanings; verification and editing of those meanings;
preparation of definitions and notes; and final editing, cross referencing, and proof-reading.
Finally, Rondal B. Smith was given credit as part-time editor. Credit is given to Louw’s staff
for the final editing which included: Stienie Venter, Willem Oliver and Tienie Bosman

assisted by Wessel Venter.
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The stated purpose of the lexicon is to serve New Testament translators. The preface further
states that this book will also be of use to Bible students in various fields of study and
ministry. The particular focus of the lexicon, according to LN preface, is also stated:

...this lexicon [is] of particular value, since it focuses on the related meanings of different words.?1

The lexicon is in two volumes. Volume one has the following contents: preface,
introduction, bibliography, table of domains, main body of material, abbreviations, and lastly
maps. Volume two consists of four sections: (1) an exhaustive alphabetical Greek listing of
every word with the domains and numbers of the meanings of any given entry, (2) an
alphabetical abbreviated list of English words and their corresponding domains and numbers,
(3) Scripture index in standard canonical order with corresponding domain and number in
main body of volume one, (4) maps of Palestine and the ancient Levant primarily used by

domain 93, places.

3.3 LN Overview of Introduction

The LN has an introduction that really helps the reader. LN clearly presents the need,
philosophy, features, and use of the LN lexicon. Also, another handbook was published as
an ancillary to the introduction, Lexicography and translation (Louw 1985). This booklet
has an even more detailed account of the philosophy, method, and development of the LN

lexicon.

The LN lexicon has every vocabulary word of the UBS3 Greek text (and footnote variants),
which includes about 5,000 lexical forms, divided into 25,000 meanings. Though later in the

dissertation we will show that not every entry is a meaning, but some are usages/referents.

We will first discuss LN reasons for a new type of lexicon, then the significant features of

the lexicon, then how to use the lexicon, finally, basic principles employed in the preparation

21 Bracketed word is added for sense.
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of the lexicon. This is an orderly, well thought out introduction; especially in contrast to
traditional lexicons. We liked the focus of the writer communicating his philosophy and

procedure for making the lexicon.

3.4  Reasons For a New Type of Greek New Testament Lexicon

Below are reasons given in the Introduction to LN in volume one.

3.4.1 Traditional Lexicons Depend on Glosses

Traditional lexicons depend on single or multiple-word glosses to indicate meanings. As |
shown in Biblical words and their meaning (Silva 1994:172) and LN (Louw & Nida
1988:wiii), kaTakapfdrw is but one example frofn BAGD showing this confusion (see also

2.3.8 of this dissertation).

3.4.2 Traditional Lexicons Unsystematic in Presentation

Traditional lexicons can give unsystematic, even misleading, presentations of the meanings
of a lexeme. Adyos is but one example (see below) from BAGD showing this confusion.
Some presentations in traditional lexicohs divide along theological lines instead of proper

semantic lines.

BAGD has a rather lengthy article on Aéyos due no doubt to the extensive uses in the New
Testament. We will only relate the headings and outlines and make some observations of the
unsystematic presentation of the material. This is an edited version of BAGD’s presentation,
We will not use elliptical dots or other quotation devices, so as to ailow a readable
présentation of the outline. |

1. speaking
a. generally
. a. word (opposite deed) ;
B. The expression may take any one of many different forms, so that
the exact translation of Ad0yos depends on the context: [then about 25
different glosses varying from “prayer” to “teaching”]
v. of a statement of definite content:
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8. the plural ot AdyoL isused
(1) either of words uttered on various occasions, of speeches
made here and there. . .
(2) or of word and expressions that form a unity whether it be
connected discourse, a conversation, or parts of one and the
same teaching, or expositions on the same subject. . .

€. the subject under discussion, matter, thing

{. of written words and speeches: of the separate books of a work. . .

b. of revelation by God
" a. of God’s word, command, commission
B. of the divine revelation through Christ and his messengers

2. computation, reckoning

a. account, accounts, reckoning
b. settlement (of an account)
C. respect, regard, with regard to, for the sake
d. reason, motive ‘
e.  foreckon
f a concern
3. the Logos

Used over 300 times in the New Testdment, one expects a longer article on this lexeme than
others, But the article could have been less confusing.

1) The article should delineate meanings and not usage. In other words, BAGD
makes a distihction between general communication and divine communication (1a and 1b).
This is the confusion of sense and reference, of marked and unmarked meaning.

2) The article should not confuse the discussion of meaning by introducing
introductory material about the concept of the Logos in ancient literature (3. above). This is
a confusion of the presentation of the materials under 1.b f. in which divine revelation
through Christ is in contrast to “the Word” as a divine revelation through Christ.

3) The article should begin the entries in a consistent format. Sometimes a gloss
begins the section, sometimes a sfatement, other times the word “of”’

4) The article should noi combine a catch-all category in the outline (1.a.p) with
wide and varied glosses.

5) The article should not divide entries by singular and plural if there is no difference

in meaning, this is a grammatical information presentation.
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This is contrasted with LN presentation of Adyos. The entry below shows that several
entries are refinements of the area of speech and communication (domain 33), financial
‘accounts and exchanges (domain 57), a relational marker of reason (dOmain 89) and so on.
Additionally, Greek phrases with a unique meaning (loosely, “idioms”) are also given their
own meaning (see 3.4.3). The LN approach here is clear and concise, unlike the obfusca’tking
article in BAGD. The two articles have about the same number of outline elements; but the

presentation is more systematic in LN as to the different meanings of the materals.

a statement : 33.98
b speech 33.99
c gospel ‘ 33.260
d treatise 33.51
€ Word 33.100
f account 57.228
g reason 89.18
h event 13.115
1 appearance 30.13
i accusation 56.7
units:

message spreads 28.25

be of opinion 312

accept a complaint  56.10

We now move on to other examples and issues. The arrangement of the domains for the LN
were based not on theological, philosophical classifications, but on semantic considerations:

common, distinctive and associative features.

- In essence, Nida says aiTéw has only one meaning, “asking for on the basis of presumed
need”. “Pray” is but one of the marked (denoted), meanings. However, they were not always

consistent with this principle.2

22 We have observed categories that are theological in division, not semantic, as in ‘Pray’ 33.178-33.179 and
not the more consistent semantic division of *Ask’; also ‘Be a Believer, Christian Faith’ 31.102-31.107 and
not the more consistent semantic division of aspects of ‘believe’ 31.1 to 31.101; or *Save in a Religious
Sense’ 21.25-21.32 when the more consistent semantic division is *Cause to be Safe. Free from Danger’
'21.17-21.24. We concede this may have been done for merely pragmatic reasons for the end user.
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3.43 Traditional Lexicons Unsystematic in Use of Figures

Traditional lexicons lack a systematic presentation of idioms and figurative speech. Louw
contrasts the example of Bpdxos in BAGD and LN. The gloss “noose” is inadequate for the
rheanjng of domain 37 Control, Rule. The introduction of the Greek-English lexicon (Louw
& Nida 1988:ix) also states:

- The most important reason for a new approach to a Greek New Testament lexicon is the necessity
of bringing together those meanings which are most closely related in semantic space, that is to say,
those meanings which are regarded as partial synonyms because the ranges of their meaning tend to
overlap. One may also describe some of the problems of such closely related meanings as con51stmg
of fuzzy boundaries, especially in view of the connotative factors involved.

A lexeme can have very diverse meanings. A Tvedpa can be a non-material, supernatural
béing (spirit) that has never been animate, a non-material entity or state of a once animate
being (ghost), the inner being of a currently animate creature, a movement of air (wind,
breath). When such great semantic space occurs in meanings, then grouping them together in

domains is an adequate method of communication.

3.4.4 Traditional Lexicons Unsystematic in Use of Lexical Forms

Another advantage of the domain approach is that words which have similar form, but are
different in terms of grammatical parts of speech, can be plaCed in the same entry, if they
both denote the same event or state. For example, eUxapLoTéw is a verb and ev€apioTia is a
noun (LN 33.349), yet there is little semantic space between them so they are in the same

entry “to express gratitude for benefits or blessings-".

3.45 Traditional Lexicons May Not Offer Alternate Renderings
Whenever more than one reference is possible, alternate renderings are given. An example is
LN entry 20.35 where “destruction” or “ostracism” can be glossed from éEoleBpetw in Acts

3:23.3

23 |5 the more consistent domain, Domain 35.54fF (Desert, Forsake)?
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- Explanatory footnotes are provided profusely so as to give further information, without

confusing the definition and gloss which serve the meaning.

We agree that these are sound reasons for a new type of lexicon. The unsystematic
presentation of material in traditional lexicons creates confusion that can cause even the

most diligent Greek student to throw up his hands in frustration.

3.5 LN Categories For an Entry

The three primary distinctions of a lexeme or idiom were:?*

3.5.1 Proper Nouns
(1) Naming unique referents (commonly called person and place proper names) as

in domain 93.

3.5.2 Common Nouns, Adjectives, Adverbs, and Verbs

(2) Naming class réferents (common words) further designated as classes of:

a. Entities (things/objects that exist in the perceptual or sensible world) such as “tree,
stone, house, hill, water, angel”.25 They are called nouns or substantivals in traditional
lexicons. Domains 1 to 12 characterize this class. o

b. Events (actions) such as “run, walk, talk” or states related to events such as “dead,
tired, rested”. Called verbs in traditional lexicons. Domains 13 to 57 characterize this class.

c. Abstracts (a lexeme which expresses a quality apart from an object or event) such
as “red, big, fast, continuous”. They are called adjectives and adverbs in traditional lexicons.

Domains 58 to 91 characterize this class.

24 We are taking liberty to expand and explain the introductory material in LN as necessary, using material
in the corollary Language and translation (Louw 1985).

23 We add “Angel” in this dissertation, as an example from Lexicography and translation (Louw 1985:5-6).
Philosophically speaking, an entity must not of necessity be empirically sensible in order to be in domains
one to twelve. Adler in Ten philosophical mistakes (Adler 1985:34) shows that it is right to include purely
intelligible objects as entities. We also deny the opposite view of Nominalism as self defeating, and include
sensible and intelligible entities in domains one to twelve.
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3.5.3 Structural Markers

(3) Relational markers?$ (lexemes which are structural or grammatical glue
functioning to hold so-called content words together in meaningful constructs) further
designated as classes of’

a. Spatial (relating two places, real or sensible) such as “front, behind, betWeen,
before”. Domains 80 to 86’ characterize this class, especially 83 and 84.

b. T empo}'al (relating time élements) such as “before, after, when, then” Domain 67
characterizes this class. |

c. Logical (relating words, phrases, or clauses which are necessary for sensibility of
the content lexemes but not necessarily related to place or time) such as “then, thereforé, S0,
just as”. Called “conjunctions, particles, prepositions (proper and so-called improper),
adverbs (spatial & temporal) in traditional lexicons. Domains 89 and 91 characterize this
class. Domain 92 characterizes markers showing logical relation between sections,
pericopés, discourses, ef cetera. We find that these categories are adequate, and innovative,

given that nothing like this has ever been done before.?”

26 Note that Louw places relational markers under abstracts, while Wendland and Nida in Lexicography and
franslation make a separate category (Louw 1985:6). ,
27 Note that | spent more than 4,500 hours creating an OT semantic domain lexicon/dictionary, and I had
adequate success in placing the Hebrew entries into the LN domains and subdomains. Out of circa 45,000
meanings distinguished, a couple of dozen times 1 was uncomfortable with the analysis and placement, but
this is merely a matter of fixing or expanding a subdomain when future editors work with the material. 1 did
it this way, so as to give commonality between the works, and users could then adjust to some other better
form, or edit both in forthcoming editions to fix any potential category problems. The LN domain itself
became an empty marker or “holding spot” for an entry. In the OT work then, the domain fills with
distinctive Hebrew/Aramaic meaning, not the Greek meaning. For example, the domain “Truth” (domains
70 and 72) in LN and Swanson’s both occur, but the content within the domain may or may not be the same,
depending on cultural perceptions, ef cefera. Or another example, military categories (domain 55): both LN
and Swanson’s have this domain, but many particulars will change, LN domain “filled” with Roman
military structure, and Swanson'’s with Babylonian, Persian, Hebrew, ef cetera, siructures. We find that the

- LN domains are adequate and potent for communication in both Old Testament and New Testament
language studies, though not full or complete in an absolute sense.
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~ We cannot think of any domain that should be added, though all may not be necessary.?® We
postulate that Nida gave expertise and input intd the anthropological categories of domains
- 1-93, and that in conjunction Louw worked ind\uctively29 and reﬁned the subdomains of ka.ny
given domain.3? As pointed out in private discussions, these categories (though inductively
as possible gained) in LN are from a modern, western mind-set and not in an absolute sense,
an ancient Greek or Jewish taxonomy.3! In an ideal setting, an ancient Greek speaking from
the times of the biblical writings would make a domain structure which might vary from LN.
The making of an OT semantic domain lexicon would be even more proBlematic, since the
' fnaterials of the OT were written over hundreds of years, and redacted at least once in the
time of Ezra. In an ideal world where we could get an ancient OT speaker to make the

lexicon, it would be problematic as to which century would be the right one to pick this

28 When it comes to innovations, it is better to be a “splitter” than a “clumper” since later considerations
can always regroup the data back into a group, but the reverse is, practically speaking, much more difficult.
29 Though we acknowledge that LN worked from an inductive view, the approach was nevertheless an etic
approach (outside the system) and not an emic (inside the system). As Vorster writes (Vorster 1999:37-49)
“Pike (1966:153) gives a very useful survey of the most important characteristics of the two standpoints [etic
and emic]. It becomes clear that, if we apply these characteristics to the study of the language of the New
Testament, one can hardly speak of studying the Greek vocabulary solely from an emic point of view. While
the emic structure of a system, for example, has 10 be discovered, the etic structure is created”. Still Vorster
concludes that LN is authoritative, as do we also.

30 We infer this from the discussion in the development of the categories in Lexicography and Translation
(Louw 1985:169).

31 We credit to Dr. Eugene Botha of UNISA (December 3, 1997) this observation. We take all responsibility
for any distortion, if any, concerning this view. Here is an edit of Dr. Botha's response to the question of the
competency of the categories for LN and future works in other biblical material. :

“It is indeed true that meaning, and the way meanings are ascribed are governed by culture and
culturally conditioned perceptions of reality. The categories used by Louw and Nida are for the most part
semantic domains westerners would use, and an ancient Mediterranean would probably construct semantic
domains somewhat different. The problem is that we do not have ancient Mediterraneans or Jews around to
do this, and very little research in this regard is available to guide us.”

“I think Louw and Nida probably sat down and from their perspective (informed by what they
assumed 1o be an ancient perspective, but not going back to any specific social scientific model) decided on
domains, which is of course somewhat problematic, but not to be sneered at given the lack of any other
madel of this kind. . . . it is true that a Hebrew semantic domain dictionary should be somewhat different
from a Greek one, if both are based on mother tongue speakers from the ancient world. However, we do not
have enough research available on the way in which these different categories of ancients constructed their
meanings, and 1 suspect your work will still be OK and a breakthrough in scholarship, if in introduction you
addressed this problem and openly say that you choose for the Louw & Nida categories because they are
general enough and comprehensive enough for a start!” ‘
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hypothetical lexicographer. It is better to think of such an organization of a corpus of

literature, not a single freeze-frame of a culture.

Therefore the modern, western, semantic perspective (an etic approach) is the best we can
do at this point. But this grid also makes possible an OT semantic domain lexicon for the
Hebrew and Aramaic tongue. We would add that whenever a taxonomy is inductively
known, such as clean and unclean animal categoriesk in Torah, then the lexicon should reflect

the same categories.

We think that this western, modern, deductive, semantic approach was adequate, since a

purely inductive, emic approach in the strictest sense, not possible.

Some domains are easy to séparate: animals (domain 4) are different than plants (domain 3)
and clearly are in different domz’lins.‘ But in LN, fuzzy boundaries do exist. We may cite an
“example such as domain 70 Real, Unreal compared to domain 72 True, False. Is not what

is real also true and what is unreal, untrue? Distinctions may be argued, and so found to
-actually be’diﬂ'erent domains. But there seems here to be fuzzy boundaries. These kind of

anomalies and questions Louw in LN (Louw 1988 :xx) readily acknowledges:

...from indeterminacy in the range of referents, fuzzy boundaﬁes, incomplete sets of related
meanings, limitations in the corpus...these problems have constituted real challenges, and the edi~
tors are not at all sure that they have found fully satisfactory solutions....

3.6  ThelN Entry Proper
Now we will continue in the LN introduction. Louw then goes on to explain the
arrangement of each lexical entry in a domain. Generally,32 not absolutely, they tend to

progress from generic to specific terms.

32 Note, for example that LN 24.95 ‘General Sensory Perception’ should be 24.1.
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For example domain 8, Body, Bod’y Parts, and Body Products begins in 8.1 with the most
general term of the Greek New Testament for “body” and then ends the section with 8.7 “a
dead body,’ whether of an animal or ’a human being” and finally, an even more specific 8.8
“the dead body of a person, especially one which is still unburied”. Domain 8 further
illustrates the principle of generic to specific in 8.9-69 of parts of the body. This subdomain
begins in 8.9 with a generic term for any part of the body, and then from 8.10 to 8.69 a more
or less logical arrangement again, from generic to specific. For example, 8.30 has the general
body part the hand,‘ 8.31 then more specific “of a person’s own hand”, 8.32 then the specific
“right hand”, 8.33 the “left hand”, 8.34 “finger”, and finally 8.35 the “fist”.

We find that this approach from the general to specific is adequaté. ‘Sometimes it works very
well as in domain 8. But as a practical matter, it does not work well when a sub-category
has only one entry, as in 15.245 “Fly”. A see reference to other more general or specific
entries might be considered. For example “fly”, by means of wings, might be associated by

footnote to an airborne missile like an arrow (6.36), or “Hurl, Throw” (15.215-221).

3.7  Central Feature of Meaning in LN
A central feature of the LN lexicon is the distinctive and helpful feature of giving the

meanings of the words by means of definitions, not mere inadequate glosses.

An important feature of giving a definition is to include as many common and general
elements not directed by context, i.e., the unmarked meaning. Secondly the distinctive
features of the lexeme should be described to an adequate ext‘ént so as to be distinguished
from similar meanings in other lexemes. Therefore no particular limit (on the length of a
lexeme entry) should be placed on description or discussioh, which may be little (cf. 437, “a

female pig”) or lengthy (cf. 4.42 “eagle, vulture” and 25.43, dyamdw and $Lréw).
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Here is an illustration to point out the relationship of the meaning (definitions with verbal
descriptions) and glosses (translation word choices) to the meaning. If more than one
referent is possible then several illustrations may be given.

For Example 1.11 “heaven” with the meaning (furthered by a definition) of a region above
the earth, a verbal description of the supernatural dwelling place of God and other
heavenly beings and the gloss heaven. Then three illustrations, with multiple quotes in

Greek and their English translations follow.

Some lexical entries may have more than one Greek word. This does not mean that these
different multiple Greek words are synonyms. From a linguistic view as expressed in the LN
introduction (Louw 1988:viii), there are no synonyms in the strictest sense. Also expressed

by Louw in Semantics of New Testament Greek (Louw 1982:44):

Synonyms are not words that have the same meaning, but words that may have the same meaning.

The LN lexicon does place together words that overlap in meaning in certain contexts under
the same entry header; for example 23.20 has two Greek lexemes and a multi-worded idiom
all under the same entry. ' AptoTdw, detmvéw, dpTov KAdw are all under the definition “to
eat a meal, to have a meal”. This is a common practice in LN, which is the central genius of
the lexicon, that is, an organization according to meaning instead of historical, etymological,
alphabetical, or other non-meaning based organizations.

LN is a lexicon primarily for translators, as was stated above. This principle is often
expressed in translator’s notes at the end of an entry, with a focus on making clear the
meaning to a target culture. One such fine example is 5.25 as it explains how salt can lose its

taste in Mt 5:13. The article concludes with the translator’s note:

It may, therefore, be important in some languages to provide a marginal note explaining the basis
for the biblical statement concerning salt Josing its flavor.

Such a note is important and makes the work a practical translator’s tool. We suggest to
expand the notes to other kinds, and have a future edition with “exegete’s notes” or

“theological notes” with discussions about how the findings of the domain method relate to
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those kind of discussions. An example of this which we personally found theologically
helpful was the range of meanings of ékAexTds “chosen” in 30.86-107. Here choice can be
as when one chooses between two entities, and special choice based on favorable disposition
toward an object. Surely, the implications of “predestinatioh” could be discussed in notes,

without disturbing the definition or meaning part of the éntry.

3.8 How to Use the Lexicon
To use the lexicon, begin by searching in volume two a Greek lexeme, English word, or

begin by searching a passage of Scripture.

3.8.1 Useby Looking Up Greek Lexeme

~ When beginning with the Greek word, find the Greek word, read the gloss, see the domain
and number to the right (following the elliptical dots) and open volume one to that domain
and number. Follow the same procedure for the multi-worded units (idioms). These glosses
are not the meaning, but merely a marker to go to the domain. An overview of all the
glosses and domains/numbers is helpful as a survey of the scope of meanings possible in a

textual context.

We evaluate that this format is more difficult to use than the standard alphabetical format. It
is also more time consuming, looking in two volumes to find the entry. We also suppose that
this format is more difficult for beginning or possibly middle students of Greek, since the

index of volume two has many (usually proper) lexical'innovationsk(see chapter four).
3.8.2 Use by Looking Up English Lexeme

To begin with the English word, is to look up one of the selected English glosses and

ksimilarly look up the domain and number. The small number of glosses is defended as a
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practical matter of not having too bulky a volume two.33 We evaluate this in depth in chapter

four under the “English Index”.

3.8.3 Use by Looking Up Passage Index
The Scripture Index is simply to look up the “Book, Chapter, Verse” which the student
wants to study, and again go to the domain/number. Again, we assess this in more detail in

chapter four, “Scripture Index”.

The Scriptures cited in LN are carefully chosen by criterion. The introduction says (Louw &
Nida 1988:xii) references are cited for:
1) the clarity and particularity of the passage and

2) the importance of the passage for exegesis.

Louw then goes into technical matters of deponency and reasons for lengthy articles.34 But
not all the articles are lengthy. Though not depending on glosses, the LN entries use a gloss

when the editors felt it was adequate.

In a few instances, the gloss serves as the definition of the lexeme. An example is found in
6.10 “fish hook” where, “It would be possible to devise a descriptive definition of a fish-

hook, but this would seem to be unnecessarily repetitive.”3

33 We estimate that one can double the entries as ‘see only’ references, decrease the lead (vertical space
between lines), expand the trim size, increase the columns from three to four and still be no more than ten
percent larger. Future electronic editions will make these kind of considerations obsolete.

34 We think these matters may be better placed under ‘Significant Features’.

35 Of course, this principle is the editor’s choice. Yet if the principle is true that words do not have meaning,
and that glosses are inadequate, then the principle should be consistently applied, even at the expense that
one more intelligent or broadly read will think that a verbal description is not necessary. For example, “fish
hook” might be a “gaff” which kills and to some extent damages the meat of the fish; or on the other
extreme a “fish hook” is a barbless device for catching and releasing, as is common now in some
environmentally sensitive cultures. The GNT is so far removed in time, language, and culture, that it is
better to be pedantic and clear, than having unclear glosses.
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The LN entries makes no problematic assumption of a one-to-one word correspondence in
meaning; that is, a word has one meaning, and all the other meanings are merely satellite
meanings that orb around the bésic meaning. Though we have shown examples of improper
assumptions of a Grundbedeutung around which all other meanings orbit, we will again

contrast the approach of LN and traditional lexicbns.

For example, odp€ does not have one meaning “flesh”, and then all the other meanings
(body 8.4; people 9.11; human 9.12; nation 10.1; human nature 26.7; physical nature 58.10;

life 23.90) are aspects of the so-called “real” meaning “flesh”.

In contrast, examples of the “ground meaning” assumption is rampant in Bible Language
Study books. Take for example a word study of the Hebrew word basar in the Theological
word book of the Old T estament (Harris, Archer, & Waltke 1980:1:136).

Basar occurs with its basic meaning very frequently...But basar can be extended to mean. . . 36

This kind of phrasing can be found'throughout this genre of language study vtooi. But the
above principle is false. Words do not have a basic meaning with extensions or peripheral
aspects of that one meaning.

Rather a word can have meanings, distinct from othér meanings of the same formal lexeme,

as stated in Lexicography and translation (Louw 1985:3):

" In some instances it may be possible to find some shared feature of meaning in a set of related
meanings of a term, and by means of such a semantic link it may be possible to arrive at some
highly generic formulation of a “root meaning” but such a “definition” would be so generalized as
to be relatively useless.

We have been describing, evaluating, and giving examples of the LN lexicon. We now
digress to a further explanation and defense that LN lexicon is right and proper in using
context (a set of relationships) as the necessary condition for meaning, and not the
traditional view of depending on the etymological approach through diachronic and
synchronic method. ' ‘ |

36 Ttalics added for emphasis.
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We will then finish the assessment of the LN introduction and the “five principles of
- semantic analysis”. Finally the chapter ends with specific criticisms of inconsistencies in

volume one of LN. These criticisms are in the spirit of making a good book better.

3.9  Etymology and Context
'There are two basic views about the nature of meaning. These two basic views are very old.
One view is that meaning is a matter of nature; that is that a word has an intrinsic meaning
inherent in the forms of the words themselves. This is found in a thorough discussion in
Cratylus, Dialogues of Plato. Through the surrogate Socrates, Plato attempts to
demonstrate that Hermogenes is wrong and that the very forms and letters of words have a

meaning. Plato speaks through Socrates:

And will a man speak correctly who speaks as he pleases? Will not the successful speaker rather be
he who speaks in the narral way of speaking, and as things ought to be spoken, and with the
natural instrument? Any other mode of speaking will result in error and failure.

Louw in Semantics of New Testament Greek (Louw 1982:25) concludes:

“This kind of reasoning [of Plato] is certainly of the utmost folly, yet illustrates the point arrived at

from the idea that the meaning of a word can be determined from its ¢Uots. On the other hand. this

kind of reasoning for centuries conditioned the way in which people thought about the relation
- between a word and its meaning.

The opposite view is words have meaning by convention, not nature. This view is the one
we and the editors of LN subscribe to, is one first known, or best known by Aristotle (often

arguing contrary to Plato’s ideas).

He stated that meaning is a matter of convention (or “law”). Aristotle (Smith[tr] 1959:2:20)
said:

a noun then is a sound meaningful by convention.

Though Aristotle’s view of “convention” is the accepted view, there is a long history of
people who accept Plato’s view of “nature” as correct. This group includes theologians in

the area of Biblical studies. Plato’s view is also found, at least in practice, in dictionaries and
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lexicons. It is axiomatic and demonstrated that etymology is a significant factor in stating the
meaning of words in many reference books, as well as an underlying assumption. Below are

the principles that answer the question, “If etymology is not the locus of meaning, then what

is?”

3.10 Basic Principles of Semantic Analysis and Classification
There are five basic principles delineated in the introduction of volume one of the LN
lexicon. We have supplemented the principles with some expansion from other sources,

clarifying and further explaining.

3.10.1 According to LN There Are No Synonyms

What this means is no two lexical items ever completely (uhivocally) have the same meaning.
If two items seem to have a univocal meaning, it is a deception based on’incomplete
information. Two lexemes may have the same designative meaning, contextual meaning, but

still have different associative meanings.

We think the above paragraph explains why dyamdw and ¢1réw are so often discussed as

synonyms, even though they refer to the same event or state.

We agree with this principle. A synonym (word or phrase) may have the same designative
meaning, but there will always be a difference in associative meanings, sometimes able to be
distinguished, sometimes barely perceptible. We will give two examples. We have often
pondered the difference between, “I couldn’t care less”, and, “1 could care less”. Do both
these phrases mean the same thing? Are they both synonyms? Yes, both have the same |
designative meaning that a person has a total and utter disregard for any association with
another object, person, or event. Commonly in America the two phrases are used virtually

interchangeably.
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~ But grammatically the two phrases are opposites. The former is the grammatically proper
phrase to express the logical disassociation attitude. The latter phrase, not using the negation
~ of the proposition, is a phrase using irony or some other rhetorical device to actué.lly
heighten the superlative of disregard. The designative meanings are the same and might

commonly be called synonyms, but actually there is a difference of the degree of intensity.

3.10.2 Differences in Meaning Are Marked by Context

Differences in lexical meaning can be marked by two kinds of context, textual and extra-
textual 37 The textual context may consist of any multi-lexeme unit, notably the sentence,
paragraph, discourse; or sections of discourse by the same writer; or a corpus of literature in
the same‘langnage or even bodies of literature bound together only loosely by the same

language. Each of the above contexts are ever expanding circles of material 3%

The “extra-textual” contexts are historical documentation and archaeological insights.
Moisés Silva in Biblical words and their meaning (Silva 1994:138) states the acceptance of

the principle of contextual analysis for obtaining meaning. He says:

~ The principle of contextual interpretation is, at least in theory, one of the few universally accepted
hermencutical guidelines, even though the consistent application of the principle is a notoricusly
difficult enterprise.

The meaning of a lexeme is driven along by the principle that the meaning expressed will

further or maximize the context,

Wendland and Nida in Lexicography and translation (Louw 1985:28) express it thus:

37 Note that this discussion about contextual meaning is limited to the exegesis and semantics of ancient
written texts. There are many contexts for marking meaning. In one’s life setting, physical signals, hand
signs, intonation of words, decibel level of the voice, and even time of day. Silva in Biblical Words and their
Meaning (Silva 1994:144) gives the example of “djeet.” This word would not make contextual sense, unless
a life-setting was known: two hungry students on their way to lunch.

3% | ouw in his Semantics of New Testament Greek (Louw 1982: 88) states “discourse analysis’ or ‘text
analysis’ focuses on the course of an argument. We surmise that Louw is saying meaning occurs only or
optimally at the paragraph and discourse level.
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..the correct meaning of a lexical unit in any context is that which fits the context best. In other
words, the correct interpretation maximizes the relevance of the context rather than the role of the
isolated word or phrase. '

We, of course, agree with this principle. This principle is the heart or essence of what is
interpretation, understanding, and meaning. We know of no other approach to’meaning
which could give meaning. We further think that expanding the principle to “extra-textual”
contexts then allows the addition of materials in a lexicon that are not only the signification.
“Extra-textual” materials could include relevant cross-references, historical reference,
encyclopedic materials, grammatical information, ef cetera. The only caveat is to keep such
extra-contextual materials graphically and clearly separate from the definition or verbal

description of the meaning of the word.

Here is an illustration of the above principle from the Old Testament vocabulary. We chose
an OT example, because it was our most personally significant example of the necessity of a
larger context (than the mere phrase or even sentence) to drive the meaning of a single

lexeme in a context.

77 (GK number 8452H) is a Hebrew verb which is exegetically problematic as to the
proper contextual interpretation in Genesis 24:63. The traditional lexicons taking a lexeme-
oriented approach offer many various interpretations. We will show what the various
lexicons say about the 'myeaning, Then we will survey English Bible translation glosses. Also
we will argue from contextual factors of the passage for the meaning. Finally a brief sample

entry will be given as the fruit of these investigations and findings.

Gesenius’ Hebrew-Chaldee lexicon to the Old Testament (Gesenius 1846:785 cf.789)
lexicon cites ancient versions and sources for help with the sense of 772" He cites the
Vulgate as translating the approximate English gloss “meditate, talk with oneself ’, in some
ancient Greek versions the gloss is interpreted to be roughly “talk with another” (as with

friends or servants); still a third historical option in Gesenius is the gloss “take a walk”.
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Gesenius notes that “talk with others” is thé preferable gloss, “compare siyach No. 1[sic]”.%
BDB (Bfown, Driver, & Briggs 1907:1001b) suggests changing the Hebrew text suach for
shut with the gloss “to rove about.” Holladay (Holladay 1971:349) relafes, “unexplained,
translations are only guesswork.” KB1 (Koehler & Baumgartner 1958:916) gives the two |
bptions “go about aimlessly” or “meditate”.

The English versions have given a wide range of translations; here is a survey:

meditate, think; (KJV, NKJV, ASV, RSV, NIV, NASB)
walk; (NLT, NRSV, NJB, CEV, Tanakh)

hoping to meet; (NEB) :

relieve himself;, (NEB footnote [!])

“...% (NAB)

In trying to derive the meaning by the traditional approach, there is no consensus of the

etymology, the ancient versions are divided as well as modern English translations.

But the question is, “Which of these is the best contextual meaning, including the discourse
logic? Which of these (or another) best drives the context and progression or movement of

the events in the story?”

We set forth “meditation” is the proper contextual rendering (in the larger framework of the

story).

This event in context is the counter-part to the prayer and hurried meeting of Eliezer to
Rebekah in Ge 24:12. Just as the servant gives a prayer for the Lord God’s will to be done
in the near ﬁlture, and the very next thing be his answer (Rebékah). Also, in a contextual
correspondence, on the return trip Isaac is contemplating (praying?, musing out loud?) for
God’s will in his uncertain future (including the impending loss of his mother and who would
emotionally take her place) and the very next thing he lifted his eyes and saw his answer. He

meets his bride,

39 We note that he seems to mean ‘No. 2.’
40 We note that elliptical dots mean the Hebrew word is obscure and so implied to not be translatable.

59



So we would assign the domain Think (LN 30.1-38). This is confirmed by an etymological
trifradical sh-iy-ch or sh-uw-ch “meditate, talk with oneself’. In this process, we began with
etymological information (since it is a hapax) as a pointer to contextual options. But context
determines and drives the meaning to its conclusion. It is satisfying when Hebrew
etymology, and traditional interpretation confirm the meaning from the context of the entire

discourse!

So below is a samp]ey entry of a hapax in the OT in a LN-style of formulation, though first

the gloss is given.

LN 30.1-38 /772 (v. qal inf. abs.) meditate, consider, reflect on, think over, make plans,
- [0, i.e., speak to oneself in low tones as a way to establish or clarify proper thought (Ge
24; 63), note: some sources give meaning as “to have conversation with others”, (which may

include with deity), so see also domain LN 33.69-108.

We relate this example to Louw’s teaching in Semantics of New Testament Greek (1982:89)
that meaning occurs in the context minimally of a sentence, and can be extended to a
paragraph, and even to a discourse. This example shows the great benefit of seeking a

contextual meaning, even within a large story narrative or pericope.

3.10.3 Meaning For LN Is Defined by a Set of Distinctive Features |
The reason for the 93 different domains in LN is based on three elements: shared, distinctive,
and supplementary. For example words that have shared elements; “hit, beat, trample,
press”, are all placed under domain 19 Physical Impact. Yet each of these have distinctive
elements which separate them from one another, i.e, hitting is a different impact than
pressing or sqheezing. “Hit” and “beat” also have supplementary or associative impact
elements which distinguish them in certain contexts, i.e., hit and beat have the shared

element of striking in physical impact, but “beat” in certain contexts has a focus of
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punishment or excess, while “hit” is a more generic term, without the “beat” connotative or

associative meanings.

3.10.4 Figurative Meanings in LN Differ From Their Bases

Figurative meanings in LN differ from their bases with th’e same three features of shared,
distinctive, and supplementary elements (see 3.10.3). A base meaning is sometimes called a
literal meaning. The use of the term “literal” is problematic because it is thought (by the
common respondent) to be the “true, real” meaning; and the figurative meaning is less than a

“real” meaning somehow.

An adequate definition of a figurative meaning is quoted by Wendland and Nida in
Lexicography and translation (Louw 1985:9). They state:

The figurative meaning of lexical units, whether words or idioms, involves a shift in expectancy....
The use of a word in a figurative sense involves designating something which belongs to quite a
different semantic domain from what would be designated by the literal, nonfigurative use.

For example, the literal meaning of the word “fox” is different from its figurative extension,
ie., “evil persdh”, as applied to Herod (cf. LN 4.10 with 88.120).

Or take another example, when Jesus says, Ymaye 6miow pov, Zatavd “get thee behind me,
Satan” (Mt. 16:23). Here the event and the referent is figurative. “Get thee behind me” is
not a literal spatial event of standing in an anterior position to another object (LN 83.40);
rather it is stating antagonistic rejection of Peter’s prior statement, so Jesus says to Peter, “T
reject what you say, Satan”, or translate, “get out of my sight” (implying rejection) cf. LN
33.417-422.4' And Peter is figuratively referred to as “Satan” or possibly a minuscule “s”,

“satan” so figurative extension of the person of Satan, or as a Semitic title of opposition.42

41 Compare and contrast the Hebrew idiom shalak et achari gavka (he sends behind your back) 1Ki 14:9; Ne
9:26; Eze 23:35.

42 As in OT usage in which Satan is a being with access to Adonai, with the designative meaning of
‘Adversary,’ (Job 1:6); and other denotations of any human one who is an adversary or opposer (1Ki 11:14,
23, 25).
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~ The principle that a figurative extension is different than its base, is further clarified in the
LN introduction (Louw & Nida 1988:xviii), which says:

The more a figurative expression is'employed, the less impact it carries, so that the figurative
expressions lose their impact almost entirely, and they become ‘dead figures of speech.’

A dead figure of speech is problematic for a lexicon editor, because one is not certain if this
is an established figurative meaning; or is it unconventional, innovative and so a figurative

usage of a base meaning?

We chose an OT lexeme example because we felt the issues were stark and clearer in this

example than in the NT.

For example, the base meaning of 28 ab is “male progenitor of an offspring” as a term of

kinship, (Ge 2:24, cf. LN 10.14). With hundreds of occurrences in the OT, ab also displays
several figurative meanings noted in the Dictionary of biblical languages with semantic

* domains: Hebrew and Aramaic (Swanson: 1997). One of the figurative meanings is the
following, “founder, originator, lit. father, i.e., one who causes something to begin, as a
figurative extension (Ge 4:20,21; 1Ch 2:24,42); note: this can be used of fou‘ndihg cities or
professions.” The above is a clear example of a figurative meaning different from a base

meaning.

Yet, “I was father of the needy” (Job 29:16) is more difficult for the lexicographér. Here, the
question is if this is a figurative meaning or a figurative use. As a ﬂgurativekmeyaning,
“caregiver, need provider, lit. father, i.e., one who cares for persons in need, as a figurative
extension of male progenitor of offspring with a focus of a father caring for a child’s needs”,

(Job 29:16; Isa 9:5, LN 35.36-46).43

43 Dictionary of biblical languages with semantic domains: Hebrew and Aramaic (Swanson:1997) is a book
developed from its inception as a software book, i.e., all the information of a normal paper bound book, but

_ inan electronic data format so that the information can be referenced and read on a computer screen; with

* more abilitics 1o retrieve the information in various forms, much as any computer database file,
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But the lexicographer can also categorize this as an uncommon innovation, and so place as a
figurative use of a father as a caregiver, but not give it its own domain of meaning. In thlS
verse, we believe the former as a meaning is the correct category; but it is open to debate.
We appraise this as a crucial distinction to be made. T raditional lexicons have confused the
iissu'e by mixing a literal and figurative as somehow one entity. Yet, fuzzy boundaries in any
‘individual context do rémain. Possibly further formulation of rules and guidelines will clarify

this principle.

3.10.5 Meanings Tend to Cluster Irregularly, Not in Neat Taxonomical System
Meanings of an individual lexeme, and meanings in a domain of meaning tend to be irregular

not mathematically or structurally systematic (cf. Louw 1988:xwiii).

Certain domains are in fact rather symmetrical. For example, LN 10.14-48 Kinship

Relations are patterned somewhat taxonomically: “father”, “without father”, “mother”,

LF I 1Y 3«

“‘without mother”, “parents”, “grandmother”, “ancestor”, “parentage”. Domain 4 Animals
as well as domain 8 Body, Body Parts, and Body Products is more or less neatly
patterned. But since ancient corpora of literature are often rather limited bodies, it is not
possible to have every domain filled with every animal, every color, or every possible family |

re]ati‘onship found in the external world.

Virtually every other category exhibits the characteristics of not being neat and patterned.
Domain 6.215-225 simply headed as Miscellaneous [Amfacts] “Miscellaneous” is not a

neat or pattemed category.

We think it is worth exploring to see that if many of these semantic domain dictionaries were
inductively done, then some day they could be collated into a universal set of categories of
domains for Greek language studies. Then each new analysis of the language of some culture
(or a multi-volume collation of all Greek studies) could be simply plugged in to those more

uniform categories. For Greek language studies (especially related to biblical studies), the
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following lexicons could be done in Greek (in this order), based on my judgment that these
bodies of literature have a descending order of influence on NT studieéz GNT (LN done),
then LXX, then Papyri, then Josephus, then Ante-Nicene Fathers, then Philo, then
Hellenistic literature bodies, then classical Greek literature bodies. We acknowledge this is a

sﬁggestion some debate, if it should even be done at all.

Finally, the introduction to LN (Louw & Nida 1988:xx) gives a disclaimer in the last
paragraph of the introduction that this lexicon is not the ﬁnal word in the analysis of the
GNT: |
For those preparing a lexicon in any language, and especially for those dealing with a form of
language used some 2 000 years ago, there are a host of problems . . . the editors sincerely trust that

translators and others will find significant help and insights leading to further analyses in the
critical areas of lexical semantics.

3.11 Introduction of Possible Improvements to LN

~ We will conclude this chapter with an evaluation of the stfucture and categories of the LN
volume one and give comments and suggestions for possibly improving it. We emphasize,
even at the risk of redundﬁncy, that these criticisms are given only in the spirit of the high

regard due a historical, new kind of lexicon.

3.11.1 Problems With Regard to Distinguishjng Meaning and Reference in LN

Louw in Sémantics of New Testament Greek (Louw 1982:50) comments on the difference
between meaning and reference. He quotes Nida in Exploring semantic structures (Nida
1975a:15): | |

One of the reasons for confusion as to the nature of meaning is the tendency to confuse meaning
(Bedeutung) and reference (Bezeich-mung). The meaning of a word consists of the set of distinctive
features which makes possible certain types of reference, while reference itself is the process of
designating some entity, event, etc. by a particular symbol.
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One of his examples in Semantics of New Testament Greek (Louw 1982:51) is the Greek

word Bonfera. Louw states:

In Acts 27:17 the term Borifera occurs, which is sometimes translated as ‘rope’ or ‘cable.” It can
certainly be translated this way in Acts 27:17 and in similar contexts, but it must be remembered
that ‘rope’ or ‘cable’ is not the meaning of BorifeLa. The term means ‘help,” and in Acts 27:17 it
refers to the kind of help(s) with which a ship was reinforced in those times, probably ropes or ca-
bles.

As a clear example of the difference in meaning and reference, the senior editor of LN
(Louw & Nida 1988:459) placed Borifera in 35.10 in the domain Help, Care For, which

23

gives the definition, “an object which provides help or support — ‘support.

BonbeLa is also commented on in one other place in the main body of LN (LN 90.13)
(incidentally, not found in the Greek-English Index):

In Acts 27:17 PoriBera is best regarded as a technical nautical term for supports (ropes, cables)
used *4 in aiding a ship in danger.

This particular, single lexeme, Borifera, was placed in LN consistently with the principle of
assigning a lexeme to a proper domain.

However, we will offer another view of where to place it (Bor{fera) in the body of the LN
lexicon, not because it has another other meaning, but because LN used a different
organizational principle of organizing artifact entries in some domains by their uses and
referents, and not according to their meaning, i.e., domain 6 Artifacts. Below are some

selected sub-domains of domain 6.

B Instruments Used %° in Agriculture and Husbandry (6.4-6.9)
C Instruments Used in Fishing (6.10-6.13)

D Instruments Used in Binding and Fastening (6.14-6.22)

F Instruments Used in Punishment and Execution (6.26-6.28)
J Instruments Used in Marking and Writing (6.54-6.67)

44 Italics added for emphasis.
45 talics added for emphasis.
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In each of the above sub-domains, the header has the word “used”. “Used” points to the fact
that the artifacts named (of course, named with Greek words) in domain 6 are usage and

referent organizations, and not meanings.

The introduction to this domain 6 (Louw 1988:53) states that concessions in theory were
made for purposes of organization in the lexicon, to better meet the needs of the end user:

The meanings of the terms Tpfiua, Tpimnua, and Tpupaid ‘hole’ (6.216) should theoretically be
treated in a larger domain of openings and apertures, but in the NT these terms are only used to
refer to a hole in a needle, and hence for the convenience of translators these terms are treated
together with the term for needle, since they refer specifically to a particular kind of hole,

To try to discover if there was consistency in LN concernihg the meaning and usage/referent
issue, we made a study in the electronic LN, searching on the key word “object”. There
were 253 occurrences. We then went through each of the occurrehces that were nouris,
which are above domain 12, generally the domains of ;‘events”. We did not go through verbs
or adverbs, since they would ipso facto by class and kind not be artifacts or objects.

After having done the above search, only three entries were found: LN 15.208 (a load), that
 might be considered an artifact under LN 6.215-225 Miscellaneous; also LN 53.55 (an
object which is worshipped), better as 6.96-6.101 Images and Idols. The other possible entry,
LN 33.48, was cross referenced to LN 6.63 as an instrument used in writing; LN 79.121 is
under “rolled up” as pertaining to a package, when it could be under LN 6.215-225

Miscellaneous. All other of the 253 occurrences were in domain 6.

If one accepts that Borifeva is properly under the domain 35 and not domain 6.14-6.22 D
Instruments Used in Binding and Fastening, then each artifact in domain 6 should be
yanalyzed by their meaning. We find that to do this would be to have to do a complete

reorganization of realia categories in LN.
For example, one could argue that 6.215 padis refers to a needle, but means “stitching” and

place it under domain 48. Or 6.4 dpoTpov refers to a plow but has the meaning of “furrow

maker” which would then be under domain 43. Or 6.22 fAos refers to a nail, but actually
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means “sharpened fastener”, which would then be domain 18. We are not suggesting to take
and completely rearrange the entries in domain 6 to conform to the above examples. The
functionality of having a domain 6 is preferable to the examples given in the above

paragraph.

Rather, conform Bori@eta LN 35.10 (and the other possible examples mentioned above) to
the principle that all artifact objects shall be organized according to their denotation, and
then at each entry in domain 6 make a see reference to other domains that relate to that
object or artifact. So, Borifeira, see LN 35 domain Helps; fjAos, see also LN 18 domain

Fasten.

Thus Bonfeta would be moved to just before 6.18 with virtually all the same material, and

adding a see reference, “see also 35.1-35.18.” Louw states:

It would be wrong to pretend that dictionaries de not treat the meanings of words. They do, but
since meanings and usage are not distinguished, only the trained linguist might find the meanings
among the usages.

If our observations are correct about the anomaly of Bori@eta and its category placement,
then it would be suggested as profitable for the editors of future editions of LN to identify in
the preface and introduction which categories are referents and uses, and

which are meanings and definitions.

3.11.2 Problems With Regard to Not Formulating Proper or Consistent Headers in LN
According to the LN Lexicon, meaning is communicated by the method of contrasting and
comparing both similar and antithetical elements, with headers such as Sleep, Waking; Tire,

Rest; Live, Die (LN 23.66-128).

Yet other times the sub-domains are separated at Health, Vigor, Strength (23.129-141)
and a separate sub-domain Sickness, Disease, Weakness (23.142-184). And still other
times the header does not reflect the antithetical entries which may occur in a sub-domain.

For example, 24.52-70, the sub-domain header is Hear, yet within the sub-domain is an
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entry 24.68 “deaf”. The header entry here should be changed tb reflect that opposite lexemes
occur as in “live, die” in the above examples. This in,consistency' is prevalent in LN. We

| suggest that every sub-domain header would contain the thesis and antithesis heading such
as “Live, Die; Tire, Rest; Sleep, Wake”, and then if no antithetical lexemes occur, have a
note entry at the end of a sub-domain that no opposites occur in this pa.rtiéular body of

literature.

3.11.3 Problems With Regard to Verbal Description in the Definitions of LN

The following paragraph is not so much a criticism as it is an observation and feeling of
some dissatisfaction in some subdomains. For example in the subdomain, Believe To Be
True (31.35-49), the definitions or verbal descriptions are felt to be unsatisfactory. The first
entry begins with the definition “to believe something to be true, andy, hence, worthy to be
trusted.” Many of the entries that follow then begiri with the word “believe” or “belief” in
each of the entries. We suggest this is unsatisfactory. The verbal description is redundant. It
is understood that the editor of LN does not wish to clutter an entry or domain with
unnecessary verbal description. In some domains there is not enough verbal description.
Still, the definition method is superior to the gloss method. If meaning is best conimunicated
in a set of relationships, then we suggest to strengthen it by not simply relating the same |
verbal gloss over and over. The end user may not use this lexicon because the redundancy of
definitions will be considered trite, which would be unfortunate for them since this is a

valuable tool.

3.11.4 Problems With Regard to “See References” Between the Domains in LN
LN has demonstrated that having a see reference to another domain is acceptable. For
example, LN 33.48 was cross-referenced to LN 6.63 and vice versa. This is a good thing to

relate alternate understandings of a particular verse.

- Lexicography and translation (Louw 1985:157) says a lexeme is not a point of meaniyng, but

‘an area of experience which can overlap with other areas of meaning. So it seems reasonable
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that one domain of meaning may overlap with other 'domains of meaning. This is often
diagrammed as circles Which intersect to various degrees and amounts. Therefore, there
shduld be more see references to other domains. There are not enough cross references to
other domains which are similar. For example, Anger, Be Indignant With (LN 88.171-
191) could also be found under Attitudes and Emotions (LN domain 25). And just as well,
certain emotions and attitudes could be moral failures (domain 88).

Thefefore, it seems appropriate to have many “see also” references so as to direct the user to
the appropriate domain and s’ub-doméin. See also the section in the Addendum I [6.1ff] of

this dissertation for more examples. -

3.11.5 Problems With Regard to Not Consisiently Distinguishing Things From Events in

LN ; ‘
In the introduction the domains 1-12 are prifnarily object referents (Louw 1988:vi), yet
occasionally events are placed in these domains, and so here are suggested domain changes
to the event designation categories. Definitely a “see reference” to the place it is in currently
~ would also be warranted, since there is a relationship, either similar, different, or associative.
One can sympathize with LN’s tendency to place each entry where it currently is, but it is
inconsistent with the principles of the domains. It is observed that the event word is placed

in close proximity to a derivative Greek entry.

For example, LN 6.83-95 is Musical Instruments. Yet here are also four events: play a lyre
(LN 6.84); play a flute (6.87); play a trumpet (6.90); sound a trumpet (6.92). But since each
of these events are a non-verbal communication, then this could be under Sound (LN 14.74-
- 86) or Non-Verbal Communication (33.476-489); or better, insert a new domain around
domains 50-53, “Musical Activities”. Then possibly place Sing, Lament (33.109-116) under
that newly inserted domain. It seems the way it currently is, places an undue etymological

weight to the choice of placement. See also Addendum 1 [6.1f.] for more specific changes.
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3.11.6 Problems With Regard to LN Numbering System

Of minor importance is one more observation about the semantic domain numbering system. The
numbering system does not sort in computers in ascending order, and has led to problems,
especially for electronic data retrieval systems. The first two digits (1 to 93) are acceptable. The
problem is the numbering system after the decimal point. Specifically, data retrieval systems index
the digits “.1” to “.9” as if they were “.10” to “.90” (as 1/10ths values). This puts all numbers out
of sequence. We propose to change these, by filling a zero in a three-place decimal. Hence, 1.1 is
mathematically “01.001”. This would then put all the entries in proper sorting order. This critique
is for electronic LN lexicons only. Possibly other programming changes could change this

problem.

3.12 Conclusion of LN’s Strengths and Weaknesses
We think that the LN Lexicon is a step forward in determining meanings of lexemes. It must
have been satisfying to see the musings of James Barr in his Semantics of Biblical language

(Barr 1961:235), more than three decades earlier actually come to pass. Barr states:

1t might be possible to suggest a better procedure for a dictionary intended to lead to the best
possible way from the linguistic detail to the theological thought. This procedure would be to group
the words in groups each representing a related semantic field.

Louw, Nida, and their team created a “better procedure”. They deserve praise for such
innovation. While it is true that criticisms abound, our purpose is to better a book which

deserves to endure. And in its present form, this book still has a place for lexicon users.

But the new standard lexicon has not yet been created. In chapter five, we give the New
Lexicon proposal in great hope. We expect that the exploration of new formats, while
keeping the sound linguistic basis will be profitable to future lexicon configurations. But first

we will assess volume two of LN, the indices and their innovations.
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Chapter Four
Evaluation of LN Vo]Ume Two

41 Introduction

Volume Two of the Louw-Nida Lexicon (LN) consists of a preface, three indices to the
domains, and maps of the Levant. The three indices are: Greek-English Index, English
Index, and Passage Index. Each of the parts/indices will be described and compared and
contrasted to traditional lexicons, pointing out innovations, and commenting on the

productivity of these innovations in the area of NT lexicography.

42  Preface to Volume Two in LN
This preface states the contents of the volume, and identifies that the sCope of the lexical
forms of the Greek-English Index will be confined to the UBS3 text and variants in

footnotes.

The preface of volume two (Louw & Nida 1988:preface) states the index resembles the
listing in most dictionaries, and so is traditional arrangement*¢ with what looks like English
definitions. Such “definitions” are not meanings but glosses functioning as word substitutes
or lexical pointers. This index also “sumrnarizes the range of meanings for which a

particular term occurs in the Greek New Testament” (Louw 1988:preface vol.2).

We find that this index format is methodically sound and functional. It would be helpful as a
stand alone book for a Greek student, as a quick guide to the various meanings from a
linguistic viewpoint. Later in the chapter we will see the specific changes, which are
‘considerable and important to categorization of Greek lexical forms. We now move on to

evaluations of the other indices in volume two.

46 The Greek-English Index could be withdrawn from the database and become a stand alone quick-
reference lexicon as a handbook for Greek readers and class students, adding scripture references, and some
other parsing information. All that would need to be added is a several-page index in the back to explain the
relationship of the domain numbers in the index to the overall structure in volume one.
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The English Index is “in no way complete” (Louw & Nida,l988:preface), and has the
purpose to merely help the user find an area of meaning. Again the writer of the preface
stresses that the English glosses in this index are intrinsically inadequate and are in no way to

be considered the meaning, rather a mere help to point to a domain for the lexical meaning. '

We found the English Index to be functional as a pointer to the main body entries of volume
one. However, we found this index to be limited, and would like to see it expanded; later in

this chapter we will evaluate in more detail.

- The Passage (Scripture) Index (Louw 1988:preface vol. 2) “lists the references from the
New Testament quoted as illustrative examples to explain the meanings discussed in the

domains.”

In future editions of LN, we would like to expand the Passage Index with more references.
Translators as well as a broader audience of user would like comment and confirmation that
a context displays a specific meaning. In our opinion, even a lexicon is a specialized

commentary on biblical texts. Expanding this index would accommodate a wider audience.
The preface gives no comment about the map section of the volume.

43 - Analysis of the Greek-English Index

We found many more positive innovations to the Greek lexical forms that were accounted

for in the preface of volume two. But before putting forth the analysis of the lexical forms,

we will survey the look of the Greek-English Index.
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43.1 Sample Entries of Greek-English Index 7
Below one will find a sample entry of various kinds of entries in the Greek-English Index.
‘A sample entry of names of persons and places: ‘

Bepvikn, ns f
Bemice ............ 93.71

The above entry shows the main lexical form, followed by a first declension genitive ending
-ns, followed by an “#” for “feminine” referring to the grammatical gender, which refers here
to a woman, “Bernice”. Finally, domain 93 of Names of Persons and Places entry number
71. '

A sample entry of common nouns:

BaotAevs, éws m

- The above entry shows a common noun, with a third declension genitive ending (Moulton
1908: 142 vol. 2), masculine gender. The gloss is “king”, a pointer to domain 37 Control,
Rule and the entry number 67. |

A sample entry of an adjective:

Baaiieros, ov

The above entry shows this lexical form, followed by “two or one alternate forms” (Louw

1988:xi), also called “terminations” (Moulton 1908:155ff. vol. 2). The gloss is “royal” as a

pointer to domain 37 Control, Rule and entry number 69.
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A sample entry of an adverb:
ayvas
sincerely ............ 88.29

The above entry ends -@s, though the lexical form of the adverb can take many different
shapes (see also 2.4.3). The gloss is “sincerely” as a pointer to domain 88 Moral and

Ethical Qualities and Related Behavior, entry number 29.

A sample entry of a deponent verb:

PePatdopal

~increase in inner strength ............ 74.17

The above entry (divided from Bepaiéw in BAGD) shows this is a deponent?’ verb, with a

different meaning from the active/transitive form Befatdw.

The gloss is the semantic event of “increase in inner strength” found in the domain 74 Able,

Capable at entry number 17.

An sample entry of a verb with multiple glosses:

BeBarbw
a cause to believe ............ 31.91
bverify ......................28.44

47 A deponent is usually a middle of engagement or intrinsic active (e.g., “l am angry”), usually intransitive,
and deep in the psychological faculties of the subject or entity involved in the event. This is in contrast to a
relatively infrequent reflexive middle (I kicked myself).

“Deponent” is a term some grammarians are not comfortable with, since it implies that active voice
has been dropped from use (Robertson 1934:332ff). We prefer the term "engaged middle" to show that the
action is active and engaged, not reflexive, and focuses on the internalized active elements of a verb.
“Engaged” is thus a convenient memory tool or “hook” to help one remember the kind of action this middle
represents. “To think” is an action, yet conceived as deep in the self or psyche. We would call the corollary
in Greek an “engaged middle”, contrasted to a “deponent” designation.
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Here is a typical marker for an active verb, -w, now with two glosses. The “a” through “z” is
given to make these two glosses distinct. The glosses are then given as well as normal

domain and number markers. In Louw’s words (Louw & Nida 1988:vii):

One of the very noteworthy advantages of this lexicon is the fact that each distinct meaning of a
term is clearly marked by a superscript letter of the alphabet....For the most part the most common
or ‘unmarked’ meaning is listed first, . . . .

The above presentations are clear and concise. They generally follow traditional formats for
the different elements, such as the markers for the parts of speech, ef cetera. Unlike
confusing traditional lexicons, they also have the advantages clarity, keeping the glosses

(pointing to the meanings) distinct and clear.

4.3.2 Inflected Forms Parsed in Greek-English Index

Difficult or irregular Greek inflected forms are noted in the Greek-English Index and listed
in alphabetical order as a see reference to the lexical form. For example, oiow is found in the
listing under omicrons, with a see reference to dpépw. At dépw there is header information of

various inflectional forms: future, aorist, non-finite forms, and participial forms, et cefera.

These parsings have two purposes: 1) to trace difficult, irregular forms to the proper lexical
entry in the LN Greek-English Index; 2) to distinguish differences in meaning as related to

irregular forms.

We appraise that this feature helps point the user to the right lexical form. We would like to
see this feature expanded to include, at least, every parsed form which is a see reference in
Gingrich’s Shorter Lexicon. In electronic form, this could be expanded to include every
inflected form with its see reference to LN Greek lexical form. Databases are currently

available to do such a thing.
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4.3.3 Additional Assessment of the Greek-English Index

The LN Greek-English Index is the central index of volume two of the LN Lexicon. Again,
it is a positive innovation to lexical formations for NT Greek lexicography. It dispels the
confusion present in BAGD and other traditional lexicons, for the LN is a more precise entry
system. The LN system has separated lexical forms that were combined in the BAGD
system. LN is strictly a NT lexicon, while BAGD deals with a broader body of Greek

literature. This fact may account for some of the differences listed below.

Yet we feel these comparisons and contrasts in lexical innovations have value because the
two lexicons do intersect to a great degree with one another in the NT material covered.
Simply put they are not equals, but neither are they incomparables. And all of LN’s lexical
form innovations cannot be explained away as simply different because of the more
restricted body of literature. LN seems to be functional and semantically oriented in its
classifications, and BAGD is more diachronic and etymological in its approach to forming
the lexical entries. Finally, a careful reading showing the direction LN goes in innovating a
lexical form will shed light on whether many of my suggestions in Addendum 1 [6.1ff.] have

any bearing on making a second edition of the LN.

43.4 Lexical Forms BAGD Combined, LN Separated

Below is a list of LN lexical forms which are listed only under the adjective form in BAGD,
but in LN the lexical forms are divided properly into an adjective lexical form (with alternate
forms [terminates]) and one or more noun (substantival) lexical forms (with genitive and

article).

Not included in these listings of combined and separated things are verbs which LN
separated into both an active and deponent forms, while BAGD had usually only one entry
lexical form. There are about 124 such verb separations in LN not present in BAGD. For
example, BAGD has only one main entry header of avdyw while LN has two lexical entries

dvdyw and dvdyopat.
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43.5 Adjectives Divided into Adjectives and Nouns
BAGD dvytos, a, ov became in LN dyios, a, ov & dyiov, ov n & dyia, wv n; BAGD
&81kos, ov became in LN dBikos, ov & ddikos, ou m; BAGD ’ A8nvalos, a, ov became in
LN 'A8nvaios, a, ov & 'Afnvaios, ov m; BAGD AiyunTios, a, ov became in LN
AiyurTios, a, ov & AiyimTios, ov m; BAGD; aiTo0s, ia, ov became in LN altiov, ovn &
aiTios, ov m; BAGD apapTwids, 6v became in LN dpapTwAés, ov & apapTwiés, ob m;
BAGD dvopos, ov became in LN &vouog, ov & dvoyos, ou m, BAGD dmaTos, ov became
in LN dmoTos, ov & dmaTos, ou m; BAGD dpLoTepés, d, 6v became in LN dpLoTepds,
d, ov & dptoTepd, ds f, BAGD dpmak, ayos became in LN dapmaf, ayos & dpmat, ayos
‘n; BAGD BaaiAetos, ov became in LN Baoi)elos, 6v & Baciielov, ov n;, BAGD
Baoiikds, 1), ov became in LN Baociikds, 1, 6v & Baoiikés, ob m; BAGD Brdodnos,
ov became in LN BAdodnpos, ov & Brdodnpos, ou m; BAGD Béxd‘rog, 1), ov became in
LN &6éxaTos, 1), 6v & dekdTn, ns f & 6ékaTov, ov n; BAGD 8ef16s, d, 6v became in LN
8eki6s, d, 6v & 8ekid, ds f; BAGD 'Edéotos, ia, Lov became in LN E¢éotios, a, ov &
"Edéaros, ou m; BAGD ikavds, 1, 6v became in LN ikavés, 1, ov & ikavév, ov n; BAGD
"Toubaios, aia, atov became in LN 'lovdalos, a, ov & "Toudaia, ns f & 'loudalos, ov m;
BAGD «kdkkivos, n, ov became in LN kékkLvos, 1, ov & kékkivov, ou n; BAGD perds,
pérawva, péxar became in LN pelds, awa, av & pélav, avos m; 110LLk6s, 1, OV became in
LN vopikos, 1, 6v & vopikés, ob m, BAGD Eévos, 1, ov became in LN Eévqg, nov&
Eévos, ou m; BAGD mioTés, 1, 6v became in LN woTés, 1, 6v & moTy, fis f; BAGD
TVEVLATLKOS, 1, 6v became in LN TvevpaTikés, 1, 6v & mrevpaTikés, ov m’; BAGD
mopdupois, d, otv became in LN mopdupois, d, odv & mopdupoiv, ov n, BAGD }
TpeaPuTepos, a, ov became in LN mpeaBiTepos, a, ov & mpeafiTepos, ov m; BAGD
'aeBatrrég, 1, ov bécame in LN oeBaoTds, 1, 6v & o EEBGOTég; BAGD X\éwwos, ta, tov
became in LN Ziduwos, a, ov & Zudunnos, ou m; BAGD 00dds, 1), 6v became in LN
oo¢és, 1, ov & codds, ob m; TéTapTos, 1, ov became in LN ‘féTapTog, 1, ov & TéTapTov,
ouv n, BAGD TpiTos, 1, ov became in LN TpiTog, n, ov & TpiTov, ouv n; BAGD ¢iXos, 0, oV
became in LN ¢idos, ov m & ¢iin, ns, f, BAGD xAwpds, d, 6v became in LN xAwpds, d,

ov & xAwpdv, ol .
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We agree these separations of single BAGD forms into two or more lexical forms are a
positive innovations. In these instances, the problematic sub-category of “substantival
adjective” in BAGD are from my view now corrected. This feature alone is a positive step
‘forward in the study of Greek lexical forms. May this feature in future editions be furthered
or completed? See also the Addendum 1 [6.1ff] for possible forms that can also be

separated.

4.3.6 Nouns Divided into Nouns and Adjectives
In one known instance a noun in BAGD is separated into a noun and an adjective in the LN
Greek-English Index: BAGD pouxalis, idos, 1) became in LN poivxalis, (dos f &

poixais, v. This was proper to do in this case.

4.3.7 Nouns Divided by Grammatical Gender

The Greek-English Index also separated adjective lexical forms in BAGD to become noun
entries different in gender: BAGD aiTios, (a, ov became in LN aiTiwov, ouv n & aiTLog, ov
m; BAGD aTtdbdiov, ov, T6 became in LN oTdbiov, ov n & oTddlos, ou m. We evaluate

these again as proper and right to separate: they are best treated as separate entries.

4.3.8 Singulars Divided into Singulars and Plurals

The Greek-English Index also separated certain lexical forms found in BAGD which had, or

were thought to have had, a different meaning in the plural: BAGD vypdppa, atos, 16

became in LN ypdppa, Tos n & ypdppata, [Tav] n, BAGD ypad, fis, 1 became in LN

ypadn, Ns f & ypadai, v £, BAGD éavrod, fis, ol became in LN €avtov, fis, ob &
€avtwv; BAGD movnpla, as, 1) became in LN movnpia, as f & movnpiat, wv £4¢ We find

48 Future editions of LN should consider removing wovnpiat, wv fas a separate lexical form. Its formulation
in the singular is the same as movnpta, as fa conceptual meaning (the latter form) and a deed/action
meaning is not a sufficient basis for establishing a new lexical form based merely on the plural inflection; if
it has a unique meaning, then place it as-a unit entry under the traditional singular lexical form. For
example, kpdTos, ous n distinguishes between a conceptual meaning and deed/action meaning, 76.6 and
76.7 in LN. Therefore this form is apparently inconsistent to the LN lexical form inethod and should be
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that this category of splitting up the above forms to be more questionable; we recommend
making the plural a sub-entry of the singular form. In a revision of LN volume two, we
would recommend that these be evaluated on a case by case basis. For example, [Tovnpia in
the plural in Ac 3:26 means “instances of acts of evil” as contrasted with the singular of a
state of evil. But Bupds in the singular can mean a quality of anger (Eph 4:3 1), and the plural
as instances or acts of anger (2Co 12:20). Yet here the singular/plural distinction was not

made.

439 Adjectives Divided into Adjectives and Adverbs

The Greek-English Index also separated adjective lexical forms in BAGD to become
adjective, adverb, and comparative adverb: BAGD mukvds, 1y, 6v became in LN mukves, 1,
év & mukvd & mukvéTepor; BAGD molUs, ToANT, ToAU became in LN nokﬂé, TOAAT], TTOAD

& moA\d (adv.); BAGD mpdTepos, a, ov became in LN mpéTepos, a, ov & mpodTepov.

The changes in this category are fine. However, the comparative and superlative adjective
forms should all be looked at again in the next addition, to make sure all are delineated. Also

see Addendum I {6.1ff.] for other possible separations for future editions of LN.

43,10 Adverbs and Adjectives Further Delineated

The Greek-English Index also separated adverbs into adverbs and adverbs-comparative and
adverbs-superlatives: BAGD n8éws became in LN ndéws & nbLoTa; BAGD'Ka)\G)g became
in LN ka\ds & kd\tov; BAGD mo)is, oA\r, oAU became in LN mo\vs, ToA\r, ToAv &
mAelwr, TAELOY, of mAéov; BAGD méppw became in LN moppw & moppwrepor; BAGD
Tax€éws became in LN Taxéws & Tdyxlov; BAGD ‘i‘axl')s', €la, U became in LN 'raxﬁgr, €la,
v & Tayy; or have adjectives separated also into comparatives: BAGD wmAds, 1, 6v

became in LN Wim\és, 1, 6v & WmAéTepos, a, ov; or adjectives further separated into

considered for removal. Also compare that mpéyovos, ov, m or fare found only in the plural in its text-
inflected forms, yet LN makes formulation of the noun lexical form in the singular.
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adverbs as well: BAGD kawvés, 1}, 6v became in LN kawés, 1, 6v & kawdédTtepov, BAGD
Aoimds, 1, v became in LN Aowvmés, 14, 6v & (T0) Aowmdv.,

Once again, we laud these changes. Though the occurrence of (T0) Aowmév entry is curious.
Perhaps treat it like the entry Téos, ous, n was treated. Place a similar articulated entry 76

TéXoS as a unit entry; cf. also ématiov; éow; TAeiwy, ef cetera.

4.3.11 Miscellaneous Changes

The Greek-English Index also separated miscellaneous lexical forms in BAGD,; a relative
pronoun also into an adverb: BAGD 6oTis, 1jTiS, 6 Tt became in LN 6oTis, 1jTLs, 0 TL &
oTov; verbs in BAGD also into adjectives and adverbs: BAGD €éxw became in LN éxw

& éxoépevos, 1, ov; BAGD Tuyxduw became in LN Tuyxdvw & Tuxoév. Lastly, LN Greek-
English Index even separated a lexical form minor spelling difference with the same

meaning: BAGD dxpt became in LN dxpt. & dxpts.

We appraise the above as generally good distinctions. Though dxpt & dxpts could be one
lexical form entry with no loss or confusion of meaning (as in BAGD), I personally like even
this distinction, since future study might show a difference in meaning. But I think in a
second edition the editors should look over the whole of the forms to make sure all

distinctions are accounted for.

4.3.12 Exchanges With BAGD and LN Lexical Forms
The Greek-English Index made many innovations in BAGD lexical forms to more carefully

represent the meanings in the NT literature.

Verbs in BAGD which were listed only or primarily in the active/transitive lexical forms -
or -ut, were changed when appropriate to a deponent lexical form in the Greek-English

Index, generally -pat. In Louw’s (Louw 1988:vii) own words:

Also when a term only occurs in the New Testament as a deponent in the middle form, it is listed
under the middle and not under the active.
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4.3.12(a) Exchanges of Verbs

The following is a list of verbs in BAGD which are active in form (usually -w), and LN has
changed to more accurately represent the meaning and so give it a middle/deponent [usually
-pat] or impersonal [usually —€1 or -Tat] form: aipéw, aloxivw, dvatpéw, dvadaivw,
avepilw, arkw (dviikel), dvTilappdrw, duTiTdoow, dTdyXw, ATAANOTPLOW, ATELTTOV
(dmoréyopal), dmopdoow, dmoTdoow, dmoTifnut, dToTpémw, dmoxwpilw, appélw,
axpeLow, Brdlw, Pourelw, yevearoyéw, Siatpiw, SLaoTéNw, SlaTapdoow, BLaTilnpt,
SraxeLpilw, draxwpilw, ditomt, SoypaTilw, €kdidwit, ékBallBéw, ékkalw,
€xKpePAVIUIL (€kkpépapat), €k, EKTAO0W, KO TPéDw, EAKOW, ELTIAEKW, EVBELKVU)LL,
€vbéxopat (€vdéxeTal), éVioTnL, EvTéNw, €EaLTéw, éEamopéw, €Enxéw, émadpoilw,
€TavioTnL, €pnLdw, €VodSw, eUmopéw, éhioTnuL, {NuLdw, Beppaivw, Bopufdlw, Bpoéw,
Bupdw, kabrkw (kabrikel), kaTaBapivw, kKaTakaA\UTTw, KATAPLOPEW, KATATIONHL, KATLOW,
kaTomTpi{w, Kavoow, kKavoTNpLdlw, KVibw, KoLLdw, KOAAdW, KpaTaldw, KVAiw, Avpaive,
AvoLTeENéw, (AuoLTEXED), AuTpow, pHapaivw, paTaldw, Lediokw, LeTaBdAw, LeTakaréw,
HETAPOPpdOW, LETATERTW, UNKIVW, HLOB6W, potXdw, Lovdw, puéw, voodilw, 6durdw,
ovivm, omiiw, dpéyw, Tapaiiw, mapofivw, Taxivw, Telpdw, TepLBAETW, TEPLWIVULLL,
TEPLTTOLéW, TEPLOTIAW, TILTPNLL, TLOTOW, TpoaLpéw, Tpoatpéopat, TPoBAETW,
TPOETAYYENW, TPOEXW, TPOLTTNLL, TpooavaTiOnLL, TpooaTeL éw, TPOOKALVW,
TPOOKOAAdW, TpooAapPdyw, Tpocoppilw, TPooToLéw, TpooTOLEOLAL, TPOTIONL,
TPOTPETW, TTOEW, TTUPpW, PLLow, pLTilw, puTaivw, pUYIURL, oalvw, O€lw, OTILELOW,
okoTi{w, okoTOW, OKUAAW, OTdW, OTEAW, OTEVOXWPEW, OUYKATATIONUL, CUAAUTEW,
ovppopdilw, oupmapakaréw, oupdiw, ovvaiilw, ouvamdyw, CUVATOAAUL,
ouvappoloyéw, ovvavkdvw, ourdéw, owdofd{w, ouvemTiOnt, ovvedloTnpL,
ouvotkodopéw, owTidnuL, ovoxpnraTtidw, TpaxnAilw, Tudow, TUdGw, UTEpeky VW,

Umodéw, UToeiTw, davtdlw, Xetpdlw, Xpuodw, Yuxw.
We find that these changes are proper, and do much to help clarify that deponent forms must

be dealt with separately from their active forms. Note that these exchanges are in addition to

the separation in LN of active and deponent verb, when BAGD only had active forms.
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We recommend that anytime a lexical form holds a different place in the alphabetical listing,
add a see reference to the new LN lexical form as in dmelmov see dmoAéyopat . LN does
have the inflected form “dmeimduny see dmoAéyopar”, for commonality with the UBS3 text
and LN; my suggestion is in the spirit of commonality with traditional lexicons such as

BAGD and LN.

4.3.12(b) Exchanges of Adjectives to Nouns

Some adjectives in BAGD were ascribed a noun (substantival) lexical form in the Greek-
English Index, apparently on the basis of component analysis that these are actually nouns:
BAGD Beporaias, a, ov LN changed to Bepoiatas, ov, m; BAGD fioowos, 1, ov LN
changed to fUoowos, ov, n; BAGD &.dfo)os, ov LN changed to 6tdfolos, ov m; BAGD
dlomeTTs, és LN changed to SiomeTés, ob, n; BAGD €idwhdbutos, ov LN changed to
€idwAdBuTtov, ov, n, BAGD €ékyovos, ov LN changed to ékyovov, ov, r; BAGD évdlios, ov
LN changed to évdAiov, ov, n; BAGD elmdpedpos, ov LN changed to elmdpedpov, ov, #;
BAGD 68avdopos, ov LN changed to 8avdotpov, ov, n; BAGD immikés, 1, 6 LN
changed to imrmkdv, ov, n; BAGD kékkivos, 11, ov LN changed to kékkivov, ov, n, BAGD
AemTds, 1, 6v LN changed to AemTév, ov, n; BAGD AB6oTpwTos, ov LN changed to
AMbB6oTpwTOV, OV, N, BAGD peyalelos, a, ov LN changed to peyaietov, ov, n;, BAGD
pélas, pélawva, pérav LN changed to pélav, avos, n, BAGD &npds, d, 6v LN changed to
Enpd, ds, f, BAGD mapdonpos, ov LN changed to Tapdonpov, ov, n; BAGD meTpwdns,
€S LN changed to meTp®bes, ovs, n; BAGD mtnvds, (1)), v LN changed to mtnvév, ob, #;
BAGD otpikés, 1, 6v LN changed to oipikév, od, n; BAGD oipdopos, ov LN changed to
ovpdopov, ov, n, BAGD oupdwvros, ov LN changed to aVpdwpov, ov, n, BAGD
TeTpdmous, ouv, gen. modos LN changed to TeTpdmouwy, modos, #n; BAGD Tpipnvos, ov

LN changed to Tpipnvov, ov, n.
This is similar to the category above (see 4.3.5), “Adjectives Divided into Adjectives and

Nouns”. See the brief comments there, as well as Addendum 1 [6.1fF] for other possible

lexemes which are additions or exchanges from traditional lexical forms.
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4.3.12(c) Exchanges of Adjectives to Adverbs

Adjectival lexical forms in BAGD were changed in the Greek-English Index to adverbs:
BAGD dvuTepos, épa, ov LN changed to dvwTepor; BAGD BeiTiwy, ov LN changed to
BéxTiov; BAGD évvuyos, ov LN changed to évvuya.

4.3.12(d) Miscellaneous Exchanges

LN Greek-English Index made other miscellaneous exchanges of BAGD’s lexical forms: an
adjective to a comparative form: BAGD d\vtogs, ov LN changed to dAvmdéTepos, a, ov;
other minor changes in spelling or capitalization of a lexical form: BAGD 'Anmiov ¢6pov
LN changed to ' Ammiov ®épov; BAGD BeeleBoUA, 0 LN changed to BeeA{epoul, m;
BAGD ya{oduvraketov, ov, T6 LN changed to yalodurdkiov, ov, n; BAGD €lxiw LN
changed to éxkw; BAGD evpakiAwy, wros, 6 LN changed to EbpakOiwy, wvos, m;, BAGD
"Twakip, 6 LN changed to 'lwakeip, m; BAGD (amé) Kapudtou LN changed to KapuaTos;
BAGD Xeywwv, avos, 1) LN changed to Aeywiv, Gvos, m; BAGD ovvavapeiyvupt LN
changed to owavapiyvupt; BAGD TeTpapxéw LN changed to TeTpaapxéw; BAGD
TETPAPXNS, ov, 0 LN changed to TeTpadpxns, ov, m; minor terminate spelling changes;
BAGD mepiogdTepos, Tépa, ov LN changed to mepioodTepos, a, ov; uncontracted to

contracted lexical form of the verb BAGD oiopat LN changed to otpat.

Many of these lexical forms above are due to the difference in the GNT text which LN used,
instead of whatever text BAGD used for their lexical forms. Each of these changes would
have to be evaluated as proper or not according to the latest Greek texts; or possibly some
other principles which would be codified for this purpose. Rarely did I disagree with LN’s
lexical analysis, and nearly always a more thoughtful Greek lexical form was produced by

the editors of LN.
4.3.12(e) Exchange of Singulars and Plurals

The Greek-English Index changed BAGD singular lexical forms to plurals, when found only
in the plural: BAGD Aéywov, ov, T6 LN changed to Aéyia, wv, n; BAGD mpaypaTeia, as, 1
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LN changed to mpaypaTteiat, ov, f; BAGD oki)ov, ov, 76 LN changed to okia, wv, n;
BAGD om\dyxvov, ov, 76 LN changed to omAdyyxra, wv, ny; BAGD omoépipos, ov LN

changed to omépipa, wy, n; BAGD gTorxeloy, ov, T6 LN changed to aToxela, wy, .

Yet the Greek-English Index changed certain BAGD plural {exical forms into singulars,
which seems anomalous to the above examples in the prior paragraph: BAGD IdpBot, wv,

oi LN changed to I'd pBos, ov, m; BAGD TaBépvar, @v, at LN changed to TaBépvn, ns, f.

We assess, once again, that the editors of LN, for the next edition, should look at every
plural lexical form in BAGD and LN and reconsider a consistent principle for determining

- whether the entry should be singular or plural.

4.3.13 Greek-English Index Lexical Forms Not Found in BAGD

The Greek-English Index has dozens of lexical forms not in BAGD, but which are found in |
the apparatus of the UBS3 as a vanant reading, usually as a proper person or place name,
such as:’ A\pet m (Lk 3:33 v.r.);’ Appdv m (Mt. 1:10 v.r.); Bndoaidd(v) f (Lk 9:10; Jn 5:2
v.r.); Bn{a8d (Jn 5:2 v.r.); Bnooaidd £ (Jn 5:2 v.r.); BiBapd f (Jn 1:28 v.r.); Boaip (2Pe
2:15 v.r.); Talapnvés (Mt. 8:28 v.r.); Tepowvés (Mt. 8:28 v.r.); TOMLov (Ac 20:15 v.r);
Aadbaios (Mk 3:18 v.r.); Aovel m (Lk 3:33 v.r.);"Eyvmros (Ac 7:18 v.r.); Twavvds (Jn
1:42 v.r.); K\dSw (Ac 27:16 v.r.); K)\m')&’ou {Ac27:16 v.r); AeBBeSatog, ov m (Mt. 10:3
v.f.); Aevel (Mk 2:14 v.r); Aevii(s) (Mk 3:18 v.r.); Mayadd (Mk 8:10 v.r.); MaySadv f
(Mt. 15:39vr); Mdye&d (Mk 8:10 v.r.); Mayeddv (Mt. 15:39 v.r.); MeAeyadad (Mk 8:10
v.r.); MuTidivn (Ac 28:1 v.r.); Nalopnyés (Mk 10:47 v.r.); Nalwpnvés (Mk 10:47 V.I.),
Nalwpwés (Mk 10:47 v.r.); Napatos (Mk 10:47 v.r.); Nrida (Col. 4:15 v.r.); Zakpdv (Lk
3:32 v.r.); Zetkeds (Ac 15:34 v.r); ZkaproTa (Jn 13:26 v.r.);*¥ ZToyoaov (Ac 20:15 v.r),
ZTpoyyUiiov (Ac 20:15vr); Tassaiov (Mk 3:18 v.r.); The Greek-English Index also

42 This lexical form is apparently a variant found in Syriac manuscripts. The Greek-English Index did not
normally add Hellenized variants from ancient translations.
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added other variants in verbs and a noun: dmomAnpéw (Gal 6:2 v.f.); émokometw (1Pe 5:2

v.r.); kataBanTi{w (Mk 7:4 v.r.); mpooBifdlw (Ac 19:33 v.r.); owpd, 4s f (2Pe 2:4 v.1.).

We find that it is better to include analysis of variant lexical forms, so that the user of GNT ,
footnotes can decode the variant forms. However, we only wish that this principle could be
extended in future editions of LN to include all the variant forms found in other manuscripts,

and include BAGD variant lexical forms, see below.

4.3.14 BAGD Lexical Forms Not Found in the Greek-English Index

There are at least 332 lexical entries which are in BAGD that are not in LN. These are
vanant readings from any of the various manuscripts, but quite often reflect editions of the
TR, Westcott-Hort, and manuscript D; often We verified in the latest editions of NA26 or
NA27. Here is a short sample of the entries in BAGD, but not in LN: dvaykaoTtds (1Pe 5:2
v.r.);, davdmnpos, ov (Lk 14:13,21 v.r.); AmoAditos, ov, 6 (Ac 18:24 v.r.); BapoaBds (Ac
1:23 v.r.); BeBaiws tHeb 3:6 v.r.); Pprpdopar (Jn 11:33 v.r.); évdidopar (Ac 19:16 v.f.);
emp(p)dmTTw (Mk 2:21 v.r); katayndifopar (Ac 1:26 v.r.); kpemdAn (Lk 21:34 v.r);
pudopat (Lk 1:27 v.r); 6pwi€ (Lk 13:34 v.r.); mapaBovketopar (Php 2:30 v.r.);
mapaxpdopar (1Co 7:31 v.r.); mpootda (Ac 2:31 v.r.); graivopal (1Th3:3 v.r.);
guvaligkopal (Ac 1:4 v.r.); ovwavaoTpédopar (Ac 10:41 v.r.);,od)vpig, {8os, 1 (Mt.
15:37, 16:10; Mk 8:8,20; Ac 9:25 v.r.); Taptetov, ov, T6 (Mt. 24:26 v.r.).

For LN to not have these variant lexical forms hinders its bid to become a standard. There
are Greek exegetes of all theological persuasions that choose majority text readings. LN
should make the semantic analysis available to them. On the other hand the first edition was
a lexicon for fransl’ators and so may have limited its scope properly, and this fact is
acknowledged. This comment is in the context of making a second edition with a larger

mission statement or scope.
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We have also found about another 50 entries above the 332 BAGD entries in traditional
lexicons such as Thayer and the Gingrich/Danker edition of the BAGD shorter lexicon, GK
Index, Strong’s Index which are not in LN. No sample of those will be given. A total of
about 400 variant lexical forms could potentially be added to the LN Greek-English Index,

~should it decide to expand the scope of who might use the lexicon.

We appraise that the Greek-English Index stayed true to its principle that this work
represents the UBS3 text and apparatus. Again, there is no criticism about this matter. But
we also think that in order to become a standard lexicon for the next generation, there

should be a complete collation of alternate lexical forms from all the standard sources.

We think it inconsistent to add variant readings as lexical éntries, some of which are
relatively obscure from the GNT3, and not have TR headings which are so widely accepted
in some theological circles, at least as see references. Again, as a translator’s lexicon, this
may have been the right decision for the first edition. For the next edition of LN, editors

should target a larger audience.

Make “see only” references of these proposed added Jexical forms to the UBS3 lexical form
that it represents, if there is no change in meaning. If LN adds a lexical form variant from
BAGD or traditional sources that has a new meaning, then an entry should be added in the

main body of volume one to accommodate the new meaning.

Adding traditional variant entries with a different meaning will allow the user to see how the
variant affects the meaning in a passage. Also, no matter how ill-informed are some textual
theories (such as strict TR advocates), it is vital that a lexicon make the variant meanings
available to that type of user. The next edition of the LN Greek-English Lexicon should be
expanded to incorporate hundreds of new see references and dozens of new entries added to

- the main body of domains.
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4.3.15 Miscellaneous Suggested Changes and Additions to the Greek-English Index

We suggest the following incomplete list be added to the Greek-English Index, as see
references to other entries in the index: dmeimov see dmoréyopal; apov see aipw; SevTepov
see BelTepos; BLappricow see Stappriyvupt; €l uijv see el and prjv; eiTev see '

€iTe; émeikia, as fsee émelkera, as £, pévov see L6vos; TPOYOVOL, WV M see

mpdyovos, ov m or f, [Iépyapov, ov n see 93.550; MUpos, ov m see [TOppos, ouv m (Ac 20:4
v.rf.);y'Pwuaﬁkég, 1, 6v see Puwpdikds, 1, 6v (Lk 23:38 v.r.); andpfsee Xvxdp f(In4:5
v.r.);, Zikeas, d m see ZIAGs, @ m (Ac 15:34 v.r.); ZTpwyyiliov see ZToyvkov (Ac 20:15
Vv.I.), owoToLX€w see oTolXéw (Php 3:16 v.r.), ougoToLXéw see oToLxéw (Php 3:16 v.r);
Teaoe- see also Tegoa-; Teooa- see also Teooe-; TeTpa- see also TeTpaa-; TLOéw see
Ti0np; TpwyOAiov, ov 1 see TpwyUAALov, ou 1 (Ac 20:15 v.r.); UoTepov see DaTepos, a,
ov; bappakia, as fsee dappakeia, as £ dthovikia, as f see f,bl)\ovemim as f(Lk 22:24
v.r.); dilog, 1, ov see didos, ov m; d6BnBpov, ou 1 see déBnTpov, ou # (Lk 21:11 v.r.);
doiviooa, kns‘f see Tupodowvikiooa, 15, f (Mk 7:26 v.r.), ®UyeAkos, ouv m see PUyeros,
ou m (2Ti 1:15 v.r.); Yuxikés, ol 1 see PuxLkds, 1), 6V; Xarkeiov, ov n see XaAkiov, ou i
(Mk 7:4 v.r.); xaAkoAiBavos, ov m, f see xalkoAifavos, ou nn (Rev 1:15; 2:18 v.r.); Xép see
Zuxép (Ac 7:16 v.r). |

We suggest the following entries be added or changed in the Greek-English Index (see also
Addendum 1 [6.11T]).

"Aguos, ou m;, AvdBo)os, ov m; €l Tws (add as a unit under €i); "EAala, as f; €pypos, ov
13 Muwioets, éws m;3! viimios, ov m; TapaluTLkes, ob m; Tovnpds, o m, i,

IMpoBaTiki, 1is £, Tws.3?

50 BAGD also seems to acknowledge such a meaning in many contexts (q.v.).

31 Note one should see also Mwiofis, éws m; this is a better parsing based on inflected text forms at lcast in
Mt 17:4; Mk 9:4,5; Lk 9:33; 16:29; Jn 5:406; 9:29; Ro 9:15; 2Ti 3:8.

52 This entry should be added after ndg, and the “see also u1) mws” there placed under the new enclitic
entry; also add a "see also €l Tws”,
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~ Finally, here are a few miscellaneous, mundane errors which might make a more accurate
Greek-English Index of the current material found there: épdarns, és change to épdavis,
€s; kal . . . kat is not an independent lexical entry, but better as a unit under kai; Taleip n
is a better entry heading for ZaAip n, based on the text form of the UBS3 in Jn 3:23;

Zalpdv should change the transliteration of this name from “Shelah” to “Salman”.

In this chapter we have documented hundreds of changes and innovations to Greek lexical -
forms. The greater portion is beneficial. Below, we will now make some observations about

how to possibly iinprove the Greek-English Index (see also Addendum I [6.11f]).

4.3.16 Miscellaneous Observations of the Greek-English Index

As we have seen above, the Greek-English Index was careful to keep distinct, correct
parsings and lexical form entries separate; it seems inconsistent to have parenthesis spellings
of Greek lexical forms, such as: épmi(p)miapar; Iokap()dtns, ov m; Aevri(s). This
combining of lexical forms by putting alternate spellings in parenthesis is potentially
damaging in that it may blur important distinctions. A single letter can make a difference in
the meaning ofa reading. Take for example the inflected forms in 2Pe 2:4; oeipais and
oetpots. The single vowel letter makes the difference between “chains” and “pit, cave”.
Admittedly, this example is not a lexical form, per se, but the principle of a single letter
changing meaning is the same. In lexicography it is better to be a “splitter” than a “clumper”,

both in distinguishing meanings and lexical forms.

As a general observation, careful lexicography should not assume that other Greek letters
added or omitted from a word do not also change-the meaning of the text. Furthermore, LN
itself separated some lexemes carefully into two lexical forms, as found in the next

paragraph.

The Greek-English Index separated dxpt & dypis which could have been combined, since

they have the same meaning, and since the difference is final sigma. In this case the Greek-
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English Index was correct, and would be proper to conform entries with letters in braces to

the principle of separating into two separate forms.

4317 Observatiohs About Glosses in Greek-English Index

The selection of a word sometimes causes ambiguity in the gloss. This is not commor, but does
occasionally occur. The ambiguity is usually erased when one then refers to the semantickdomain.
For example, aiTios has the word “reason” as the gloss. This is under the domain of 89
Relations. But the word “reason” also has the meaning of a mental capacity. Another example is
Bavdotpov, ov, n, with “deadly” as the gloss. It implies that it is an adverb or possibly adjective,
when the lexical form is a noun, “liquid deadly poison”. Hence the overview feature of the index

does not always achieve an adequate gloss.

Strict adherence to the principle of only one gloss per domain may lead to ambiguity. We think
having more than one gloss for a domain (in some entries) is preferable to ambiguity. The entries
in the so-called proper prepositions are noticeably deﬁcieht, They very often use English
prepbsitions as the gloss. And English prepositions often have many relational nuances. A single
gloss in those cases do not adequately function as even a pointer to the meaning, in our judgment.
Therefore, it is recommended for the editors of future editions to go through each gloss and if
necessary, add or change the gloss to a more understandable gloss, or add a gloss to help relate

the first gloSs’s meaning.

'4.3.18 Other Differences

Another small difference between traditional lexicons and the Greek-English Index is that
traditional lexical sources have the Greek article &, 7, T6 as the marker for the gender of the
noun as a masculine, feminine, and neuter. The LN system of marker is to use the single

italic English letter: m, £, n.

This is not wrong, but it seems inconsistent. This is a book at a high level which requires the

user to be able to parse the text, determine the common lexical form, and then read the index
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in alphabetical Greek order. Therefore the user should be familiar with adjectival terminates,
deponent verbal forms, ef cetera, that using m, f, & n, serve this level of user no better and is
unnecessary, and changes a conformity and commonality to traditional lexicons which could

be kept.

4.3.19 Conclusion of the Greek-English Index

The Greek-English Index is a completely fresh and comprehensive analysis of the lexical
entries of NT Greek. It is no less a historic accomplishment than Ludwig Koehler’s fresh,
ground-level analysis of an OT lexical work built on the basis of Gesenius and BDB, but as a
fresh look at all the material in Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti libros (Koehler &

Baumgartner 1958:xii). Koehler states about creation of the lexicon:

It takes nothing for granted, but always enquires as to the basis of a rendering. It rejects no tradition
as such out of hand, but at the same time recognizes no tradition as correct before it has, so far as
possible, verified it.

The index is worthy of praise, and will hopefully be the new template for future lexical
works, especially on the two core innovations which are so positive (based of course on
meaning [component] analysis): separating and exchanging adjectives to nouns, and
separating and exchanging active and deponent forms. Also the Greek-English Index

generally met its goals of being clear, precise, and complete in the framework of the GNT3.

We recommend the expansion of historical/grammatical, LXX, and parsing information, as
well as any other notation that is under the category of “helps”. The index would be the
good place to expand introductory material, such as expanding difficult parsings and forms
of an entry. Also a good place for extra-biblical information such as LXX citation, Semitic
influence material, selected citation of other Hellenistic literature, encyclopedic material,
interesting high-level etymological information, ef cetera. A second volume of equal size to

volume one with all this material would not be inappropriate.
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Placing encyclopedic material information here would not compromise the principles of the
main body of the lexicon. After all, the gloss of the Greek-English Index is not the meaning.
Would adding introductory materials to the index confuse the meaning? In our judgment, it
would not do so; though the user should be encouraged to not be satisfied with the gloss and
introductory material, but go to volume one of the domains. But adding such introductory
material would make the lexicon more usable to a much broader audience. Placing the
introductory materials here would not confuse the meaning. Addition of this material might
go a long way to making this the new standard lexicon. Below are the following

recommendations for the next generation of Greek-English Index of LN.

1). We find the LN will be a stronger work if hundreds of “see references” are
collated from traditional lexicons and indices, such as BAGD, Gingrich-Danker, Liddell-
Scott, Thayer’s, Goodrick-Kohlenberger Index numbers and Strong’s Index numbers, and

then added to the Greek-English Index.

2). We conclude that LN will be a stronger work if hundreds of variant readings are
collated from traditional lexicons, indices, and the apparatus of NA27, and then added to the
Greek-English Index. If the variant has the same meaning as the GNT3 entry then make a
“see only”, reference. If the variant has a different meaning than the GNT3 then it would be

added to the domains of volume one, as well as in the index itself.
3). We assess that LN will be a stronger work if the Greek-English Index is
expanded with introductory (encyclopedic) material which is not part of the meaning, but

helpful or illustrative to the entry.

The key of volume two is the Greek-English Index. Now we will explore the other ancillary

indices. The next index to review is the English Index.
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4.4  Analysis of the English Index ,

The English Index is an alphabetical arrangement of words in modern English. The user
looks up an English word, which points him or her to the domains and entry numbers. This
feature is not found in traditional lexicons. To the credit of the editors of the index, every

attempt was made to make clear distinctions between words that are English homonyms.

Below is a sample “bear”:

bear (animal)
4.12

bear (be)
13.2

bear (carry)
15.187-211

bear (expenence)
90.64,84

bear (give birth to)

23.53 ‘

bear/able (endure)
22.34;25.172, 175-177
bear fruit

23.199, 202-204

The advantage to the user is clear. One may readily choose any of the various entries under
“bear” without having to look over a multitude of LN domains and numbers of the same

spelling but different meaning.

Having noted that this index is an innovation to traditional lexicons, still the English Index
could be much more complete; a fact acknowledged readily in volume two (Louw 1988:
preface), “the second index (English) is in no way complete”. Two steps could be taken to
make this a more complete index. Keep all headers that currently occur. Then add a// the
glosses, including multi-worded glosses, that occur in every entry in volume one of LN. For
example, in volume one, 33.178, the glosses for the “pray” subdomain is “to pray, to speak
to God, to ask God for, prayer”. Yet in the English Index under “ask” LN 33.178 is not

listed in the index. “Pray” has a proper listing as does “speak”, but nothing under “ask”.
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Therefore, we would add below “speak” entry another entry “speak to God...see prayer”.
Another entry below “ask” would be added “ask God for...see prayer”. These would |
virtually all be see references, but would double or triple the number of entries, and give

more connective options for the user to find the domains for study.

A second step to make the English Index even more functional, is to add thesaurus entries
which are similar glosses in the éame domaih, loosely called synonyms. To the “prayer”
header, for example, one could add the following see entries (under their alphabetical
heading of course) to the English Index. Any of several electronic and hardcopy thesauri
could be used.

appeal to God...see prayer

beseech. .. see prayer

beg God...see prayer

entreaty, make...see prayer

holy habit...see prayer

intercession, make to God...see prayer
petition to God...see prayer

plea, make to God...see prayer

plead with God. .. see prayer

request of God...see prayer
supplication, make to God...see prayer

Those who are students of the body of NT literature often have a tradition of vocabulary
choices that are different from the mainstream of vocabulary in a culture, often based in an
English version of the Bible they were weaned on in their study. “Flesh”; “holy”;
“supplication”; are but three specialized vocabulary. Flesh in the English Index has only the
- domain 8 Body, Body Parts, and Body Products. Yet the English Index should have at

least many if not all of the domains found under adp€, oapkds f.

To place the gloss “flesh” in the English Index (under non-body part domains) is in no way a
concession that it is an appropriate gloss for the meaning. It is merely the word-bridge, or
pointer to ﬁn’d the domain of meaning. Commonali'ty and conformity in this matter is |
important in the communication process with the end-user. The above entries could be

added without creating misunderstanding. Yet these additions may well gd a long way
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toward making LN the new standard lexicon for NT studies. Conformity to the needs of the

end-user makes a product which will be better and more often used.

4.5  Analysis of the Passage Index

This is another innovative feature to be added to traditional lexicons. This is a first passage
index actually made part of the lexicon per se. After-market books have been added to
traditional lexicons in both the OT (BDB) and NT (BAGD). However, this incorporated

feature has set a new standard for future lexicons to meet.

The arrangement is the normal canonical order which has been common sometime after 200
A.D. of Matthew to Revelation (Ackroyd & Evans 1970:1:286). The book, chapter, and
verses (BCV) are based on the UBS3. One innovation would be to add versification
differences fromk some of the common English Bible versions and create a see reference to
the UBS3 BCV system. For example, the NIV versification system has an Acfs 19:41, but
not the UBS3. The NIV has no Mt 23:14, In 5:4, Ac 28:29 yet it is included in the passage
iridcx. Finally, 2Co 13:12-13 are re-separated in verses 12-14 in the NIV. The differences
are négligible in the NIV NT, and Virtually non-existent in the NRSV NT. But the KJV

would have many differences in its BCV system.
The versification of the GNT has a lot of commonality to English Bible versification. But

should a semantic domain lexicon of the OT be produced, Masoretic Text, BHS text, and

English Bible versification varies much. The feature of verse commonality will make an OT

924



semantic domain lexicon much more usable, 33

In this Passage Index evaluation, we point out the only known mundane error is at Lk 11:37

in exchange for Lk 7:37 add 17.23, which is the proper entry for avaminTw.

Finally, there is a map portion of volume two. It needs little comment, but consider the

paragraph below.

46  Analysis of Maps

The maps found in volume two are duplicates of the maps in the back of volume one. Two
maps are of Palestine in the Old Testament and New Testament times; also two more maps
of the ancient world in the OT and NT times, roughly centering in Jerusalem and extending
about 1,200k in all directions. These maps relate to domain 93 places in identifying their
locations. In the second edition of volume two, we recommend that the map coordinate
system of the Student ’map manual historical geography of the Bible lands (Monsoni 1979).
This system has more precise maps with horizontal and vertical coordinate numbers. The
editors of the second edition would edit domain 93.3 89-615 (Proper Places), adding exact
geographical address to the entries. For example, “Bethlehem” would add the coordinates

(169-123) to the entry. Then the new map system would be the more precise

53 Noting the differences in English Bible BCV and Hebrew BCV will be much more important to document
in a passage index in the future LN Hebrew/Aramaic-English Lexicon of the Old Testament, noting that in
our study we found 2,053 versification differences between most Protestant English Bible versions and the
Hebrew BCV system. The writer even found differences between BHS and the MT as a separate BCV
system, as in Dt 5:21[MT 18], and the odd NIV BCV changes in Nehemiah 7:68-72 to become 7:69-73 in
the NIV BCV system. Hebrew students like the comfort of having their English study version beside them.
They exhibit great frustration when verse numbers are off by one verse, or off up to 15 verses! Note that
Catholic study Bibles NJB and NAB and sometimes NEB have different versification systems than the
standard Protestant versions such as KJV, NIV, ASV, RSV, NRSV, NASB, ef cefera. and would warrant a
separate collation. ~ :
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- Student map manual either sold as a separate volume or incorporated into volume two of
LN. Incidentally, such data formation could then be placed into an electronic retrieval

system for quite precise electronic cartography.

47  Conclusion bf Chapter Four

Again, volume two of the LN lexicon is a positive innovation over traditional lexicography.
Though changes are suggested, the Greek-English Index is the shining star of volume two. It
has hundreds of needed innovations to stop the unclear categorizations of traditional
lexicons, specifically, lumping lexemes of differing parts of speech together. Possibly even
more can be done in this area, see the Addendum I [6.11f.] of this dissertation for more
particular recommended changes. The glosses as a whole are acceptable as pointers to the
meaning in the main body, as well as an adequate survey of the potential meanings of an
individual lexeme. In order to become a new standard for a new generation, the Greek-
English Index should add vanants from all sources, and not limit itself to the UBS3

apparatus.

One major thrust of this dissertation is to examine and improve LN semantic domains format
and create a better second edition. In the next chapter, a new proposal of a different format
will be considered for purposes of exploring future configurations of lexicons. We find that
there will always be a place for the LN as it currently exists. But there may also be a place
for a new format of lexicon, keeping the sound semantic principles found in LN and not

traditional lexicons, This brings us to chapter five of the dissertation.
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Chapter Five

A New Lexicon Proposal

5.1 Proposal For a New Lexicon Format

We propose to devise and construct samples of a lexicon (hence forth referred to as “a New
Lexicon” [NewL]) which is a synthésis of traditional lexicons and the Greek-English
Lexicon by Louw & Nida.

The LN lexicon has established a place in history and will be of invaluable aid to translators
and sp,ecia]ists'for possibly generations to come. NewL will not replace this fine work, but
will be constructed to aid pastors and Bible students and theologians who are familiar with
and prefer the traditional format, yet will gain the fruit of the groundbreaking theories of
sémantics proposed by Nida & Louw, et al. This is proposed as an alternative to LN, with
the ability to reference LN domains whenever further study and discussion is desired by the

USser.

The major need for NewL is to make it accessible to users who are not proficient in Greek.
Translators are the major group targeted in LN. And they are proficient or efficient enough
in Greek that they can parse and access the Greek-English Index lexeme entries, and so be

able to access the domains of the main body of LN.

But many potential users of a lexicon such as Bible college and Seminary students (and some
of their teachers?) do not have skills to access LN Greek-English Index, not to mention
pastors rusty in their Greek skills, as well as lay people and teachers based in Sunday
morning Bible classes. Access for these is difficult for two reasons. First, they have
inadequate training to access Greek lexical forms. Second, even if they have somé training,

LN lexical systems have hundreds of lexical form differences®* contrasted to traditional

34 Compared in detail in the section evaluating the Greek-English Index (4.3.1 ff. [-.19]) the previous
chapters. :
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lexicons. Though necessary changes for accuracy in meaning were made, the LN system in “
some cases has further isolated the commonality of traditional lexical form systems. This
level of user is compelled to purchase the time honored, but theoretically inadequate Vine’s

Expository Dictionary and works reflecting the traditional lexicography.**

- NewL proposes to observe the range of meanings a lexeme can display. LN has a main body
focus to study the relationship of multiple lexemes; NewL has a main body focus to show
the multiple meanings a single word can exhibit (just as the LN volume two Greek-English
Index). Louw states such an arrangement has some benefits (Louw 1985:161):

The traditional layout of regular dictionaries is very useful since it provides one with the total range
of meanings . . .. '

- Note that Louw states such an arrangement is “\}ery useful ” If this alphabetical arrangement
was all that was offered in NewL, then the old notions of a “core meaning” and confusion
over words “having” meaning might be implied. This might also imply the resurrection of all
the dead and buried notions LN has done away with. If this alphabetical arrangemént with a
range of meanings was a// that was offered, then critics would be right that this is a step
backward. But NewL does not have an exclusive focus on the range of meanings. Every
entry and sub-entry in the main body (see Addendum III [8.1]) of NewL also points the
user to an index of Louw—Nfda Domain Index of NewL (see Addendum IV [9. 1]). Once
the user has gone to that Domain Index he can further resource other entries in NewL, in
effect chaining together a domain of information. Just as the LN Greek-English Index is a
pointer to the main body of domains, so also NewL from the main body points to the Index
of Domains. We assert that it is a different format arrangement of the material only, not a

change in the underlying principles of LN.

Therefore, we propose to create a lexicon with traditional indexing based on alphabetization

33 Sales on Vines in the USA is still consistently a top seller. Interestingly, this English Expository is
apparently based on the obscure ERV 1881, not known to be in print in the USA.
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in the Greek/Hebrew/Aramaic (with the commodus of the GK numbering system) and other
conventions to make the lexicon as accessible as possible to the beginning and intermediate
user. Be it also proposed to substantially keep the philosophy and theory of meaning found

in semantic domains, yet change the main-body format to a more traditional look.

52  Overview of New Lexicon (NewL)

In overview, the main body (for samplé, see Addendum III [8.1]) 6f the lexicon will be an
expansion of the Greek-English Index of the LN lexicon (volume two), and the current body
- of domain and meaning information will be a condenéed index pointing back to NewL’s
main body. The expansion will also include the aids of traditional lexicons which are
included (as in BAGD) so as to help a person translate and exegete the text, which include
background information, grammatical helps, other information, but using fonts, boxes, and
header separators to keep encyclopedic, grammatical, and historical information separate
from the meanihg proffered by the definition or gloss. The GK Numbering system will be

used, which coincides with an alphabetical arrangement.

Several indices will support the main body of NewL: 1) a condensed Semantic Domain
Index keyed to the main body (for sample, see Addendum IV [9.1]); 2) an expanded
English Index keyed to the main bbdy (for sample, see Addendum VI [11.1]);3) an
expanded Passage Index keyed to the main body (for sample, see Addendum V [10.1]); 4) a
Strong’s Index number keyed to the main body (for sample, see Addendum VII '[12. 1.

The following paragraph explains why Strong’s Index will be included.

NewL is proposed to make the Greek New Testament language more accessible. That is
why numbering systems (GK and Strong’s) are also introduced into NewL. However, some
academic scholars (Catholic and Protestant) do not think it is right to make such information
available to theologically untrained. They say the untrained will only misuse the Scripture.
This debate has gone on from before the Protestant Reformation to today. Priests

complained that the lay people were not trained to read the Bible. As documented in The ,
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new international dictionary of the Christian church (Douglas:1974) Wycliffe and Tyndale

lost the argument ad bacalum 56

Yet their ideals won the test of history, and the Bible is read and studied by the plowboys of
this world, though they are not formally ordained by the church. LN has been a part of such
an endeavor by bringing this lexicon to translators, that they in turn bring the word of God
to the common peoples of the world. Though differing in target groups, NewL is proposed

in a similar spirit of making the Word of God available to a larger audience.

Now in the information age, we have the further mission to bring the study of the meanings
of the NT to even the novice. LN is better in philosophy and method than traditional
lexicons. Bible study books based in LN, with popular access, should be made. Otherwise,
popular level books with less sound principles and methods will de facto be used, as with An
Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words (Vine:1940). LN uses a more academically
mature approach than traditional lexicons. Why not use it as widely as possible? We can

have regard for a broader audience of God’s people by making available resource books like
LN.

Yet, to the freshman user of NewL also comes the warning of the Popean couplet, Pope
said:

A little learning is a dangerous thing. Drink deep, or taste not the Pierian spring 57

NewL’s GK/Strong’s Index numbering system will allow the attentive novice to be able to
see and be introduced to the careful semantic theory of LN. NewL will also guide the user to

the LN domains for further study, instead of the unwise course of further etymological

36 Ad bacalum is the informal logical fallacy “of the stick”, the fallacy of force, as they were beaten, tortured.
and executed.

37 Do It Yourself Hebrew and Greek (Goodrick 1980:4).
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study.® There will also be enough advanced information that the book will be a useful

reference work in which to grow.

Above, we have seen an overview of the NewL project, with its main body and indices. We
have also shown our desire to make available the sound LN lexicographic information in a
more accessible format. We have also asserted that it is better to make LN accessible by -
formatting changes than to keep it hard to access. Through the rest of chapter five, we will
establish (as a reiteration for emphasis in the dissertation) that the format of NewL will not
necessarily compromise the sound linguistic philosophy of LN. We will then state that NewL
accepts the principles of LN Introduction, and the lexical forms evolving in vo‘lume two of
LN. In Addendum II [7.11f.] of the dissertation, additional discussion of the principles of LN

will be made; as well as pbssible corrections to LN in future editions (Addendum 1 [6.11T ]).

5.3  Underlying Philosophy of NewL
We essentially accept all the principles and philosophy of LN as valid and wish to implement

them in NewL. We reiterate for emphasis a few of those principles below.

We accept Louw’s principle of meaning as it occurs in the context of a linguistic utterance,

as found in Semantics of New Testament Greek (Louw 1982:47) that: ,

“Meaning is a set of relations for which a verbal symbol is a sign,” seems to be a workable principle
if “verbal symbol”. is extended to include not only single words, but also discourses,

5.3.1 Words Are Instruments of Meaning
We also accept Louw’s principle that words are the instrument of meaning, and do not have

an inner meaning,.

5% See also Exegetical fallacies (Carson 1996:29). It is a terse but clear analysis on the /ucus a non lucendo
[absurd etymology] for UmmpéTns which transforms from “servant” to “under rower”, even “a rower on the
lower bank of a trireme”. This etymology then guides the word into a new meaning “a particularly low class
of servant”. Note that Carson also gives credit to others for pointing out this particular example.
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This meaning can be truly communicated to others, though in a limited way. See also

Addendum I [7.14f].

5.3.2 Two Classes of Objects Which Can Be Apprehended

In method LN accepts that there are two classes of objects which can be apprehended,
sensible and intelligible. Sensible objects are perceived by sight, sound, touch, hearing, smell,
et cetera. The second class or group are purely intelligiblé objects not having a prior
sensibility, such as mathematical thought, concepts, or spiritual, non-material beings believed
or conceived to exist, such as God, or the Holy Spirit. NewL accepts the principle that the
meaning of a word is a general area of human experience in both the sensible and intelligible

mode.

5.3.3 Meaning Resides in the Author’s Mind, Not Reader’s Response

In NewL as in LN, meaning is not determined by a reader’s response, but rather by the
endeavor to discover the meaning of the author and communicate it meaningfully to the
recipient. Response by a listener or reader is not binding or governing in any way for
determining the meaning of the lexeme. We emphasize that there is an important place for

reader response, but not as a governance of the meaning in the mind of the author.

5.3.4 Conclusion orf Underlying Principles of NewL _
We believe the NewL proposal will not hinder the philosophy of “meaning” manifest in LN.
NT Greek devotees like and are more familiar with traditional formats of a lexicon. But
NewL will keep LN principles and make a more accessible and usable format. NewL will
stress whatever elements of commonality can be put into the lexicon, without diminishing
any of LN proper principles. Below are the specifics of the proposal, and we can give a

“feel” of what NewL will look like.

Here are samples of NewL features from the main body of the work. The main body is that

portion of the book which is not an index, in a contiguous ascending (alphabetical) format.
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5.4  The NewL Main Body Sample Entry
42G dyomg, nyros, 1 nf3?

holiness, unique purity, divine quality: dy6Tg, i.e., moral purity as an expression of the divine
in contrast with the human Heb 12:10%; 2Co 1:12v.r. LN 88.25

43G aywwoivm, 1y nf.

holiness, purity: dywwosivn, i.e., the quality of moral purity as an expression of the divine in
contrast with the human (Ro 1:4; 2Co 7:1¥) LN 88.25

dedication, consecration: aywwotvn, ie., the state resulting from being dedicated to God for
service, ofien as a religions activity similar to offerings, cleansings, and expressions of worship (1Th
.3:13%) LN 53.45

54.1 The NewL Goodrick/Kohlenberger (GK) Numbers

Just as the Semantic Domains in LN are the main body of that work, so in NewL the main
body is the alphabetical listing of every Greek lexeme. Due to the careful planning of those
who constructed the GK Index, the GK numbers mostly coincide with the alphabetical
arrangement.®® One innovation to the GK system i‘s the adding of a “G” (for “Greek”) on the
end of a GK NT index number and an “H” (for “Hebrew”) on the end of a GK OT index
number. This replaces the normal typeface for OT Hebrew numbers and, italic typeface for
NT Greek Numbers. Aramaic GK numbers are numbered above 10,000, hence numbers
10001 to 1077§ are in Aramaic. Every GK number fills exactly five digits. This innovation to
the GK system is warranted, since the senior editor of the GK Numbering System reports
that every letter that has ever been received about the GK index system has been the
complainant misreading the normal and italic typeface, thus confusing the Greek and Hebrew
entry numbers. The GK numbering system will also have numbers added to it out of
necessity, since LN lexical form system in the NT is based on the traditional lexical forms of

Shorter BAGD by Gingrich and Danker, and secondarily on BAGD itself. Corrections and

5% The abbreviation “n.f.” is “noun feminine” and is given as an indicator for the entry level user of NewL

that does not know the more advanced Greek article markers. -

60 The sole known instance where the alphabetical system does not exactly coincide with the GK NT system

is GK number 3989G. The associate editor failed to see lexeme as misspelled, which should now be found at
- 3997.5#. In the OT GK Index, 4552H is misspelled, and should now be found at 4689.5#. Also, 9569H is a

dead entry as a misspelling of 9475H.
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exchanges to the GK system will conform to the more proper LN-NewL lexical form
system, and’ additions to the GK system in its proper alphabetical order and so an additional
number to the GK system. So for example, the GK system does not have a lexical form for
dywov, ov, m; so a number will be added in its proper spelling place at 40G.5 and a see
reference (both ways) to the GK number 41G which serves this NewL form. The above
sample has “42G”. Therefore, just as LN used domain and number systems to make access
to the domains, so NewL will make access to the exact Greek lexical entries possible to
those who use study books in English with the NIV / GK sYstem as well as Strong’s

system.®!

5.42 The NewL Lexeme in Original Language

After the GK entry number comes the lexical form in Greek. The lexical form will generally
conform to the formulations of the LN system, with the exceptions noted in this dissertation
(see 4.3 ff. and Addendum I [6.1f ]). These formulations include but are not limited to:
genitive forms and grammatical genders for nouns, terminates for adjectives, deponent fdrms

for verbs. The sample above has ayLém™g, nros, 1.

5.43 The NewlL Traditional Part of Speech

NewL will also have a field right after the lexeme with the traditional part of speech given in
abbreviations. It is true that Greek lexical forms give markers for some of the parts of
speech: nouns, adjectives, most adverbs, ahd deponent and active verb forms. Yet the user
of NewL will have the added confirmation that a particular Greek formulation is in fact that
part of speech: n. for noun; adj. for adjective; adv. for adverb; p. for pronoun; pt. for
particle; c. for conjunction; prep. for preposition. The above sample has ».f. above with the

- meaning “noun, feminine [grammatical] gender”.

61 The licensed publisher of the NIV, Zondervan, actively promotes the GK Index system for Bible study
books. The NIV Nave’s topical Bible (Kohlenberger {ed] 1992); The Hebrew-Greek key study Bible
(Zodhiates 1996) are two examples.
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5.4.4 The NewL Definition

After the part of speech is the central feature of the entry, the definition which is the
instrument to declare the meaning. Again all the theory of semantics is generally followed as
in LN. NewL will héve some minor changes in format to enhance the alphabetical

arrangement and help the user.

5.4.4(a) Gloss

First the gloss begins this section of the entry. One main gloss will be givén n bold, often
but not always having similar glosses in the same domain of meaning (so-called synonyms) in
non-bold type. This is in contrast to the LN method (in its main body) in which a verbally
descriptive sentence is given, followed by a hyphen or dash and then the gloss is given.
Again, the gloss there is given afier a definition. This was done purposely to reflect the
philosophy that meaning does not begin with a gloss, but a gloss flows from a meaning. We
believe Louw used that exact format in the main body to make that point. But as a practiéal
matter, starﬁng in the Greek-English Index (Louw 1988: preface 901.2) LN begins with a
gloss (in the Greek-English Index) as merely a pointer to the meaning. To do otherwise

would have been “too extensive and cumbersome for ready reference”.

NewlL also begins with merely a gloss as a pointer to the following: 1) the verbal description
or definition; 2) to the LN Domain Index (see Addendum IV [9.1]). Since LN begins with a
gloss as a pointer (in the Greek-English Index), and NewL follows the principles of LN, then
it is acceptable to have a gloss as a pointer the first part of the entry. If the gloss was the
only information given, then NewL would be deficient. But there is enough information to
follow the gloss (i.e., the definition and domain index) that communicating the meaning is -

still possible.
Again, NewL begins with a word gloss, and refines it with a descriptive sentence; LN begins

in the Greek-English Index (vol. 2) with words as a gloss and then guides the user to the

entry in the main body. Then in the main body the entry begins with a descriptive sentence,
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concluding again with a gloss: gloss, description, gloss. Obviously, LN does not (purely
speaking, cannot) define each word of the descriptive sentence it begins with. It makes
certain assumptions that at least some meaning will occur in the descriptive sentence. Such a
circular nature of a dictionary is discussed by Language in thought and action (Hayakawa
1964:54fY) and Ten philosophical rﬁistakes (Adler 1985:54ff). NewL’s method is as sound
as LN’s in this regard.

Back to our example (5.4) “Holiness” is the primary gloss in bold above, and the so-called
synonyms are “unique purity” and “divine quality”. The synonyms are added to meyrely help

further refine the gloss as a pointer to the definition/verbal description part of the entry.

5.4.4(b) Formal Translation

NewL has a formal gloss translation for idioms. In traditional lexicons and even in LN this is
the equivalent of a literal translation. The term “formally” instead of “literally” was chosen
for NewL because the term “literal” to many people denotes or connotes the real or actual
meaning. “Formally” was chosen to mimic some of Nida’s terminology in his writings on

~ translation. “Formally” in NewL means, “if one were using the concordant method of
translation, then this word or group of words is ordinarily translated word-for-word this

way.” For example note “bosom”, in the entry below:

11G  ’APpady, 6
| n.pr.m.
Abraham,ie. . ..
unit: ké\mros Tod "APpadp
 heaven, formally, bosom of Abraham, i.¢., a name for a region above the earth
far away from Hades, favorable for dwelling, with a special focus of close

interpersonal relationships, Lk 16:22" 62 See also LN 1.16 and 1.5 footnote 2.

62The asterisk indicates every reference is cited for this idiom.
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The unit is glossed “heaven” in bold, followed by the formal translation “bosom of Abraham”;
both as pointers to the definition. The translation and the gloss in NewL are not the meaning, but
act as pointers to the definition. For those who criticize this feature of a formal translation in
NewL, we wish to point out that LN also has a similar feature. In the above case of “bosom
of Abraham”, LN states (1.16) “k6Awos " ABpady: (an idiom, literally, ‘Abraham’s
bosom’)”. Note that this information in LN was put in parenthesis (and before the
definition/verbal description) appafent]y to mark the fact that the literal translation is not the
meahing, but still another pointer to the definition. IfLN has a “literal” translation of a
Greek phrase as a feature of an entry, and NewL follows LN principles, then it is acceptabie

for NewL to have a similar feature of a “formal” translation,

- 5.4.4(c) Use of “i.e.” |

After the gloss or gloss synonyms, or in the case of a unit, the formal translation gloss,
comes the marker “i.e.”. This is the common abbreviation i.e. for the Lati’nk id est, “that is”.
This marker was used to notify the user that what is to follow the mere gloss and literal
tréns]aﬁon is a verbal description and declaration of the meaning of the Greek lexeme. Some
criticize this feature as pointing and focusing now back to the gloss, instead of the Greek
lexeme itself. We agree that this may cause confusion, as in the example given in 5.4.4(b).
See below the example now includes a second notation of the Greek lexeme, then followed
by “i.e.” and then the definition/verbal description. By analogy, LN begins with a Greek
lexeme (GL) in volume 2 (the Greek-English Index), followed by a gloss (G) [and its domain
and entry number], and then turning to the main entry the Greek lexeme (GL) is found first
again, usually with an immediately following verbal description or definition (D): GL=> G = N
GL - D. Though of a different format, NewL is of a similar process, but all occurring the
‘main entry: GL> G=> GL 2 D.

The repetition of the Greek lexeme may be too extensive and cumbersome as a practical
concern, but the point for clarity (that the gloss is not the meaning), it may be well worth the

extra space.
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11G  "Appady, 6
n.pr.m.
Abraham, 'ABpady, ie. . ..
 unit: k6ATTos Tob * ABpady

heaven, formally, bosom of Abraham; k6ATos Tob "APpady, i.e., a name for a
region above the earth far away from Hades, favorable for dwelling, with a
special focus of close interpersonal relationships, Lk 16:22". See also LN 1.16
and 1.5 footnote 2.

5.4.4(d) - Verbal Description of the Greek Lexeme
This area of the main entry is the central feature of NewL. The definition will be formed as
the unmarked meaning. Its formulation is to be as genen'c as possible, encompassing as

much as possible in that area of meaning.

Is this a sufficient method to communicate meaning and the tmdersténding that flows from
the meaning? Yes, because it is adhering to the first principles of “meaning” as it “occurs” in
the context of a linguistic utterance, again as stated in Semantics of New Testament Greek
(Louw 1982:47): |

“Meaning is a set of relations for which a verbal symbol is a sign,” seems to be a workable principle
if “verbal symbol” is extended to include not only single words, but also discourses. Meaning has 1o
do with the multiplicity of relations by which people communicate.

In the two sentences quoted abové, Dr. Louw shifts the discussion from “meaning is” as first
principles of what meaning actually is, to a functional working of meaning, “Meaning has to
do...”. This dissertation wishes to focus on the second element of what meaning has to do
with the multiplicity of relationships for communication of the meaning, while accepting the

first principles of what is meaning,

Does NewlL hinder that set of relations (“meaning is”’} so that meaning does not occur, nor is
it communicated (what “meaning has to do”)? We evaluate that it does not. We assert other
formatting structures may be used to set forth that meaning. We think it is adequate for two

reasons. First, a method of verbal description of one or more sentences does further the
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understanding of the meaning. And second, the method of showing relationships in the
Semantic Domain Index (an abbreviated form of the main body of LN, see Addendum IV

[9.1]) also furthers the understanding of the meaning.

We point out the obvious as an illustration, that the preface and introduction of LN clearly
communicates the principles and method of the LN lexicon, and does so without having
been placed in a domain. Meaning can be communicated using other organizing methods,

such as NewL’s proposal of verbal description within an alphabetical listing.

5.4.4(e) Passages Cited

A feature of LN entries is to usually have only one Scripture passage reference per entry..
This was not likely due to laziness or lack of information. It was possible to have many,
mény references per entry. John Lubbe in Lexicography and translation (Louw 1985:125)
explains:

It is not the purpose of a dictionary to decide precisely and finally which occurrences are to be
ascribed with a particular meaning. It is only necessary for a dictionary to substantiate that at least
one occurrence of a word is to be defined . . . .

We agree that one occurrence of a particular meaning is necessary in order to be in the LN
~or NewL. But we also believe that it is preférable for the editor of a lexicon to make as many
informed, expert decisions or opinions as possible about the meanings of a word in each of
their contexts, and list as many Bible references as possible (emulating BAGD in this
matter). When a context is unclear about a meaning then the NewL editor should comment
on the possibilities.

As a practical matter, the user of a lexicon looks for a specific meaning in a particular’
context he or she is studying. It would therefore be very helpful to a user to have, if possible,
every reference cited with the meaning ascribed to a domain, with comment about

uncertainty by the editor when appropriate.
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So then, the editor(s) of NewL should decide and record the meaning (from their analysis) in
every context of a lexeme whenever practically possible. Of the 5,000 lexical forms that
make up the New Testament Greek (Louw 1988: vi), approximately 1,066 lexical forms
occur nine times or less (Trenchard 1992: preface), nearly eighty percent of the lexical form
entries! The other approximately twenty percent of the occurrences could then be examples
only, as in LN. And as electronic mediums become common and printing and paper costs
diminish, we could work toward a goal of a having every reference cited at a rate of hundred

percent.

The only caveat is to warn the user in the introduction of the lexicon, that the nature of a
lexicon is descriptive and not prescriptive. Again, the purpose of a lexicon is to describe
what are the meanings of a body of literature, from the informed opinion of the editor. LN
usually cited one example to best illustrate the meaning in a particular entry. NewL citing
every occurrence will open it up to criticism, since there are “fuzzy boundaries” (Louw
1988:xix) in some contexts. In these cases of uncertainty, alternate understandings could be
offered (as is done in LN). Even in component analysis, as D.A. Carson says, “different
scholars sometimes achieve quite different results— ” (Carson 1996:50). A lexicon should

reflect such diversity of scholarly opinions.

5.4.4(f) Notations and Denotations // Other Information
Following the verbal definition and passages are notes. Here the editor will make comments

about the denotative (referential) meaning and usage of the lexeme.

NewL will have grammatical, historical, analytical, and even possibly responsible
etymological or derivative information in this part of the entry. This information will be
added to the entry in NewL after the definition part of the entry, and separated by boxes or
dividing lines to mark that it is not part (or determinative) of the meaning or definition. LN
has translator notes with some of this kind of information (cf. “salt losing savor” in LN

5.25). However, NewL will expand this feature by incorporating materials from traditional
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lexicons such as BAGD, and expand the principle of keeping such information distinct from

the meaning and definition portion of the entry by use of boxes or divider lines.

As discussed generally in chapter three, encyclopedic information (as in traditional lexicons)
is acceptable for NewL. We observe that LN has a separate section of translator notes.
These notes are not part of the meaning of the lexeme. They are there as helps for
translator’s issues. Argued by analogy, NewL will have helps for the less specialized

exegete.

5.4.4(g) LN Number

Finally, at the end of the entry of a lexeme is the LN domain and entry number. This will
allow the user to go to the Domain Index of NewL and see how other lexemes relate in the
same semantic space. And of course, one can also go to LN itself and access more detailed

information not available in the NewL Domain Index.

We have just described and explained the main body of NewL. Now we will continue with

the explanation of the ancillary and supportive indices to the main index.

5.5 Supportive Indices to NewL

There are four indices which will support the Main Index of NewL: LN Domain Index; The
English Index; The Passage Index; Strong’s to GK Index (for sample pages, see Addendums
Il to VII [8.1 to 12.1]). We will explain in more detail each of these four indices.

5.5.1 LN Domain Index

This index is a condensation of ihe LN main body of the lexicon (see Addendum IV [9.1]).
This index is analogous to the Greek-English Index in LN. That is, first there will be a gloss
and possibly brief annotation in parenthesis; then a see reference to the main body of NewL

which is the GK-alphabetical main body.
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The editor of NewL has increased the delineation of categories. See for example, the sample
page of the Domain Index of NewL. LN has two sub-domains: Foods and Condiments. But
the NewL Domain Index has eight further sub-categories for foods and two sub-categories
for condiments. It is recommended that editors of the LN consider making these title
groupings whenever possible in the main body of their lexicon. Though this principle could
be overdone making so many particulars that it becomes atomistic, these refinements

modestly activated will further help guide the user to see distinctions and relationships.

5.5.2 The English Index

The NewL English Index works exactly like the LN index of the same name. The only
difference is that the see reference is to a GK number as the main body entry, instead of the
LN domain and number. Also, the English Index should be expanded, as spelled out in
chapter four of this dissertation, with many more synonyms; as well as theological and
traditional see references to the entries of NewL. Please see the sample page of the English

Index in the back of this dissertation to illustrate the NewL English Index (Addendum V1
[11.1]).

5.5.3 The Passage Index
The Scripture Index is also very similar to the LN Passage Index. Instead of a see reference

to the LN domain and number is a see reference to a GK-alphabetical main body listing.

Some features are added. There is an inflected form (with its parsing particulars) in the main
body of NewL with a scripture reference cited also placed in the Passage Index. Also,
variants found in passages are placed in the Passage Index. If every verse is cited in the main
body of a NewL entry, then a superscript marker indicates this also in the Passage Index.
Please see the sample page of the Passage Index in the back of this dissertation to illustrate

the NewL Passage Index (Addendum V [10.1]).
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5.5.4 Strong’s to GK Index |

The Strong’s Index numbering system is inadequate corknpared,to the GK system. The GK
system added hundreds of new lexical forms in compaﬁson to the Strong’s Index system.
Nevertheless, many, many books use the Strong’s indexing system, and there is a profit to
commonality of a lexicon’s elements (see 1.6.2). Therefore a Strong’s to GK Number Index
will also be added to the indices of NewL. This conversion index will then make lexeme
entries available to those who struggle or do not know the Greek lexical forms, but do know
the Strong’s and GK numbering system. This index also is in keeping with the NewL

principle to make the lexical entries as available as reasonably possible (see Addendum VII

[12.1]).

5.6  Conclusion

In conclusion, traditional lexicons have sufficient problems of theory and practice to warrant
the LN Lexicon. The LN theory and practice is superior to traditional lexicons. This
synthesis between the structure of traditional lexicons, combined with the superior theory of
- LN make thé NewL proposal worth considering. This compromise of form, without
compromising the proper theory, will help make meaning-based lexicography the new

standard for Bible language tools.
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Addendum I
6.1  Suggested Changes to LN
6.1.1 Suggested Changes and Additions to LN Indices and Main Body

Some entries were found that may need to be variously changed: added to, deleted from,
moved, or related to the semantic domains and the range of meanings of lexical entries. This
is based on rhany hours of comparing BAGD, the Shorter Lexicon (by Gingrich and
Danker), and, of course, Louw-Nida, and other relevant electronic databases. Considering
the detail of our investigation, the questions and suggested changes are relatively small.
Further, some of those questions and suggestions may be due to my limitations or lack of
understanding, or simply be debatable opinions for which the editors of LN chose another
way of doing. This list, not in any strict order, is presented in the attitude of improving a

good book.

Some lexical forms of nouns do not have an article marker of its gender (m f n), assumedly
because it is debated what is the gender in the NT (cf. " AkeASapay); we recommend giving

the part of speech in English (e.g. verb, noun, adjective, etc.) next to those lexemes.

Consider making all comparative and superlative adjectives and adverbs their own lexical
forms, or at least “unit” entries. LN separated the positive and comparative forms of

noAGs and mAeiwv; and other examples of such separations could be given as innovations in
LN in contrast to BAGD’s organization. Comparative forms usually inflect differently than
the positive forms, and generally their meaning is somewhat different than the pbsitive forms
in degree or intensity (though not the area/domain of meaning itself). For example,
aywTtaTos (Jude 20); akpipéoTaTos (Ac. 26:5 [exchange with LN form?]); dkpipéaTepov
(Ac. 18:26; 23:15,20; 24:22 [comp. adverb]); dva—yKaLéTepog (Php. 1:24); davekTéTeEpOS
(Mt. 10:15; 11:22,24; Lk. 10:12,14 [exchange with LN form?]); dofevéaTepos (1Co.
12:22); dTwpdrepos (1Co. 12:23); BapiTepos (Mt. 23:23); BeBardTepos (2Pe. 1:19);
SerodarpovéoTepos (Ac. 17:22 [exchange with LN form?]); 8iadopuiTepos (Heb. 1:4;
8:6), Siﬂ)\éTepov (Mt. 23:15 [adverb]); éxeewdTepos (1Co. 15:19); évTipdTepos (Lk.
14:8); eUyevéaTepos (Ac. 17:11); elkomuiTepos (Mt. 9:5; 19:24; Mk. 2:9; 10:25; Lk. 5:23;
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16:17; 18:25 [exchange with LN lexical form?]); ioxupdéTepos (Mt. 3:11; Mk. 1:7; Lk, 3:16;
11:22; 1Co. 1:25; 10:22); uaKapLu’rrepog (1Co. 7:40), nikpéTepos (Mt. 11:11; 13:32; Mk.
4.31; Lk. 7:28; 9:48), vewrTepos (e.g. Lk. 15:13); moAuTLpoTepos (1Pe. 1:7); Trovnpé'repog
(Mt. 12:45; Lk. 11:26); coduwTepos (1Co. 1:25); omovdaidTepos (2Co. 8:17,22);
TeXetdTepos (Heb. 9:11); Tiprdtatos (Rev. 18:12; 21:11); Topuwtepos (Heb. 4:12
[exchange with the LN lexical form?]); imAdTepos (Heb. 7:26); dpovipditepos (Lk. 16:8).

Consider giving unaccented and unmarked LN lexical forms (e.g. ehwt, Tis) a breathing

mark and accent, to conform when possible with BAGD, for the sake of commonality.

The principle of separating an adjective into adjective and noun lexical forms (based
apparently on the results of component analysis) is established in LN (see 4.3.5 of
dissertation). Here are a few dozen possible instances of other lexical forms (of varying
degrees of certainty from my view) which are only adjectives in LN, but some may be nouns
separate from adjectives in a future edition of LN. I felt it better to be inclusive rather than
give a sampling, that the editorial team of the next edition of LN may thoroughly investigate
this aspect. ' Aya86s: is this a n.n. (neuter noun) a-ya8év “the good, what is good” (e.g. Ro.
2:10)? [cf. BAGD 2.a.b.]; dyamnTos: is this a m.n. ever (e.g. Ac. 15:25)?; dytos: is thisa
m.n. in 1Jn. 2:20? (place the plural “saints” under that entry)?; ddvvaTos: is this an m.n. in
Ro. 15:1 and n.n. in Ro. 8:3; dCvpos: is this a n.n. (plural) “flat bread, matzoth” in all
contexts but 1Co. 5:7,87?; &8eopos: is this a m.n. “lawless person” in 2Pe. 2:7;,3:17 (cf. also
BAGD)?; d\a)os: is this a m.n. “a mute person” in Mk. 7:37 (cf. also BAGD)?; aAukds: is
this a\ukdv a n.n. “salt spring” in Jas. 3:12? Or does LN parse as accusative to water, “salty
water”?]; apetdBeTos: is this dpueTdOeTov a n.n. “unchangeableness” in Heb. 6:17 (cf.
BAGD)?; dvdmerpos: is this a m.n. “the maimed” in Lk. 14:13,21?; dvBpwndpeokos: is this
a m.n. “people pleaser” in Eph 6:6; Col. 3:22 (cf. BAGD)?; avonTos: is this a m.n. “a fool”
in Ro. 1:14?; avtiTumos is this a n.n. dvTiTumov “a copy” in Heb. 9:247?; dvumdTakTos: is
this a n.n. dvuméTakTov in Tit. 1:6 [note dowTia in the verse is a noun]?; dépaTos and

opaTos: are these n.n. [plural] in Ro. 1:20 and Col. 1:16 “the invisible world”?; apyds and
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dAvapos: are these fn. in 1Ti. 5:13 (note mepiepyos is noun in LN system)?; dppwoTos: is
this a m.n. in all their references?; dponv: is this a m.n. in Ro. 1:27(3xs) and Rev. 12:137;
dpxatos: is this a m.n. in Mt. 5:21,33 n.n. in 2Co. 5:177; doefris: is this a m.n. “godless
person” in all references but Jude 15 and 2Pe. 3:7 (cf. also BAGD)?; dofeviis: is this a m.n.
“sick person” (e.g. Lk. 9:2) and n.n. “weakness” (1Co. 1:25)?; &rakTos: is this a m.n. “idle
person” in 1Th. 5:14?; &oodos: is this a m.n. in Eph. 5:157; doTrpikTos: is this a m.n. in
2Pe. 3:16 (cf. also BAGD)?, &Topos: is this a n.n. &ropov “the act of flashing” in 1Co.
15:527; aiTéxerp: is this a m.n. “the doing or acting with one’s own hand” in Ac. 27:19?
(cf. Mounce 1993: The analytical lexicon to the Greek New Testament), 8$0apTos: is this a
n.n. “imperishable quality” in 1Pe. 3:4 (cf. BAGD)?; &uxos: is this a n.n. in 1Co. 14:77;
BdpBapos: is this a m.n. “foreigner” in all contexts but 1Co. 14:11(2xs)? (cf. BAGD at 2.b.);
Bapvs: is Mt. 23:23 its own entry Td BapUTepa “more important matters”?; BLwTikds: is this
an.n. in 1Co. 6:37; yAukis and mkpds: are these n.n. “fresh water”, “bitter water” in Jas.
3:117; yrmouos: is this a n.n. “genuineness, sincerity” in 2Co. 8:87?; yvwoTds: is this a m.n.
“friend, an intimate” in Lk. 2:44; 23:49; Jn. 18:16; and a n.n. “knowledge, known fact” in
Ro. 1:197; 8eLAbs: is this a m.n. “a coward” in Rev 21:87?; 8ékaTos: is this a n.n. “the tenth
part” in Rev 11:13 (cf. BAGD)?, 8umAots: is this a n.n. “double portion” in Rev. 18:6(2xs)?;
dokipos: is this a m.n. “approved person” in Ro. 16:10; 1Co. 11:197; dwaTés: is this a n.n.
“power” in Ro. 9:227; éBvikds: is this a m.n. in all references “the Gentile”?; ékAekTds: 1S
this ever a m.n. “chosen one(s)” (e.g. Lk. 23:35)?; éelfepos: is this a m.n. in Gal. 3:28 (and
others esp. paired with 800\os)? Cf. also é\eVBepa as a f.n. in Gal. 4:22,23,30,317; £évbeka:
is this a m.n. as a title ot £évdeka in Mk. 16:14; Lk. 24:9,33; Ac. 2:147; émyelros: is this a
n.n. (plural) in Jn. 3:12; Php. 3:197; émeiknis: is this a n.n. “gentleness” in Php. 4:57?;
€mTNdelos: is this a n.n. “necessities” in Jas. 2:167; émoupdwios: are some of these n.n. (cf.
Eph. 1:20)?; €pnpos: is this a common f.n. (e.g. Mk. 1:12) (cf. BAGD 2.)?; ebhoynTés: is
this m.n. in Mk. 14:61 “the Blessed One” (as a title of God) or just a unit entry under the
adjective?; eVoePris: is this a m.n. “godly person” in 2Pe. 2:97; evoxrjpwv: is this a n.n.
“proper orderliness” in 1Co. 7:357; é€x0pds: is this a m.n. in all references but Mt. 13:287;

NéTepos: is this a m.n. “our people” in Tit. 3:147?; 6eopdxos: is this a noun “god-fighter”
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(cf. Thayer 1885)?, 8eooTuyris: is this m.n. in Ro. 1:30 (cf. kaTdAalos a noun in LN system
in Ro. 1:29-30)?; 6fjAvs: is this a f.n. OfjAela “woman” in Ro. 1:26-27?; unT6s: is this a n.n.
“mortality” in 1Co. 15:53-54; 2Co. 5:47; {610s: are some of these m.n. “family” (e.g. 1Ti.
5:8) or n.n. “home” (e.g. Jn. 1:11a)?; iepdBuTos: is this a n.n. “meat offered to idols”? (cf.
BAGD entry); kakds: is this a n.n. “what is evil (pl.) evil deeds, evil things” (e.g. Jn. 18:23;
Mk. 15:14; 1Pe. 3:12)?; kaXds, campds: are these n.n. (e.g. Mt. 13:48)7; katdloLTos: is
this a m.n. “remainder, remnant” in Ac. 15:177; kpumrTés: is this a n.n. “secret(s), what is
hidden” in most references (e.g. Mt. 6:4; Ro. 2:16)?; kuAAds: is this a m.n. “cripple” in Mt.
15:30,317; kwdds: 1s this a m.n. “a mute” (e.g. Mk. 7:37)?; h\apmpds: is this a n.n.

Aapmpoév (unit in plural) “splendor” in Rev. 18:147; \mapés: is this a n.n. Amapov (unit in
plural) “riches” in Rev. 18:14?; Aoumds: is this a m.n. “remainder person, survivor” in Rev.
11:13 and n.n. “remaining thing” in Rev. 3:2?; paiakds: is this a n.n. “soft clothes” in Mt.
11:8 and a m.n. “passive homosexual partner, catamite” in 1Co. 6:9?; pdTatos: is this a n.n,
“worthless things” in Ac. 14:157; péyas: is this ever a n.n. (e.g. Lk. 1:49; 2Co. 11:15; Rev.
13:5) or m.n. “great people” as its own entry in LN (e.g. Mt. 20:25; Mk. 10:42; Ac. 26:22;
Rev. 19:5,18)7; péoos: is this a “the middle” (e.g. Mt. 13:25; Mk. 7:31; 1Co. 6:5)7; pLkpds:
is this ever a m.n. “child, little one” (e.g. Mt. 10:42; 18:6,10); also are any of these adverbs
Hikpov (e.g. Mt. 26:53; Jn 16:17)7; povds: should LN add an adverb entry povév [cf LN’s
analysis of AoLés / (T9) Aowmév (see BAGD povds 2.)?; pwpds: is this a m.n. “a fool” in
Mt. 5:22; 23:17 or n.n. “foolishness, foolish things” in 1Co. 1:25,27?; vekpds: is this ever a
m.n. (e.g. Lk. 7:15; Mt. 8:22?) [cf. BAGD 2.]?; veés: are both positive (e.g. Tit. 2:4) and
comparative forms (masculine e.g. Ac. 5:6) actually nouns?; vijmios: is this a m.n. (e.g. Mt.
21:16)? [cf. BAGD]; véfos: is this a m.n. “illegitimate child” in Heb. 12:87?; Enpds: is this a
f.n. Enpd “dry land” in Mt. 23:157?; 6Aiyos: is this'a n.n. “a small amount” in 2Co. 8:157?,
OALySyuxos: is this a m.n. “timid person” in 1Th. 5:147; opewvds: is this a f.n. dpewwn “hilly
country” in Lk. 1:39,65?, éotos: is this a n.n. “divine decrees” (Ac. 13:34) and m.n. “holy
person” (Ac. 2:27)7; mapddokos: is this a n.n. (plural) “wonderful things” in Lk. 5:267;
Tapa\vTikés: is this a m.n. at most or all of the references (cf. BAGD “only subst.”)?;

mMoTOs: is this ever a m.n. “believer” (e.g. 2Co. 6:15 cf. fem. “believer” in Ac. 16:1 in LN
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sYstem) or n.n. “faithful blessings” (Ac. 13:34)?; mAdvos: is this a m.n. “deceiver, impostor’
in all but 1Ti. 4:1,7, mhovatos: is this a m.n. “rich person, the rich” (e.g. Lk. 16:22; 21:1)?,
mAKTS: is this a n.n. “what is strangled” referring to animals (cf. Thayer 1885:524 column
“A)?;, movnpds: is this a (e.g. 1Co. 5:13; Lk. 6:35) or n.n. “evil things” (e.g. Lk. 6:45¢)?,
mpdBupos: is this a n.n. “eagerness, desire” in Ro. 1:15?; mpwTtdToKoS: is this a m.n. “first-
born child” ever (e.g. Heb 6:1)?; Nmeééz i$ this m.n. “beggar” (e.g. Lk. 16:22) or plural
“the poor” (e.g. Mt. 11:5)?; odpkivos: is this a m.n. “worldly people” in 1Co. 3:1? [note
1Co. 2:13 mrevpaTikos in LN is m.n. (cf. 1Co. 3:1)]; o1TioTés: is this a n.n. “fattened-
cattle” in Mt. 22:47; okoAids: is this a n.n. “crooked thing(s)” referring to a road in Lk.
3:57; ovvek\ekTds: is this a f.n. ouvexhexTn “chosen lady” referring to a church in 1Pe.
5:13?; ouveTds: is this a m.n. “intelligent person” in Mt. 11:25; Lk. 10:21; 1Co. 1:19 [cf.
1Co. 1:20 [197] codés as m.n. (LN 32.35)]?; Tamewds: is this a m.n. “humble person”
(plural) in Lk. 1:52;’ Ro. 12:16; 2Co. 7:6; Jas. 4:6; 1Pe. 5:57; Té\eLos: 1s this a n.n. Té\eLov
(e.g. 1Co. 13:10) “what is perfect, perfection” and m.n. (e.g. 1Co. 2:6) “adult, the mature™?;
TubAds: is this a m.n. “blind person” (e.g. Mt. 15:14,30)?; UmrevavTios: is this a m.n. “the
opponent” in Heb. 10:277; umepridavos: is this a m.n. “arrogant person” (e.g. Ro. 1:30 cf.
where LN parses katd\alos [LN 33.388] as a noun)?; WnA4s: is this a n.n. (plural) Ta
WnAd in Ro. 11:20; 12:16; Heb. 1:3?, WoTos: is this a n.n. (plural) Ta WioTa “highest
region” in Mt. 21:9; Mk. 11:10; Lk. 2:14; 19:387; davepds: is this a n.n. pavepdv “the
open” in Mk. 4:22; Lk. 8:17b; Ro. 2:28ab?; ¢ai)os: is this a n.n. Td dadla “evil things” in
In. 3:20; 5:297; d)QapTég: is this a n.n. ¢apTov “perishable nature” in 1Co. 15:53,547;
‘x€tpwi: is this a n.n. “worse thing” in Mk. 5:26; 2Ti. 3:13?; xpnoTds: is this a n.n. XpnoTov
“kindness” in Ro. 2:47; xw\ds: is this a m.n. (plural) “the lame” (e.g. Mt. 11:5)? and a n.n.
XWAOV “lame leg” in Heb. 12:137?; Pevdnis: is this a m.n. “a liar” in Rev. 21:8 (cf. BAGD);
PuxLKOS: is this ann. “physical element” in 1Co. 15:467 Finally, 1T1. 1:9 has list of [usuélly
parsed] adjectives, yet “father killer” and “mother killer” are nouns. Should these adjectives

be nouns in the LN system?
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dyaAAtdw should a deponent form to the Greek-English Index be added dyaX\idopar? cf.
BAGD (all are deponent but Lk. 1:47 and Rev. 19:7). Note at LN 25.133 Ac. 2:26 is an

aonst middle.

dyevealoynTos, ov (Heb 7:3) add to the index and domain LN 12.1-42. The REB
translates as “without ancestors”. This translation suggests Melchizedek as a supernatural

being, hence domain 12. (note: so also durjTwp, opos and dmdTwp, opos).
dykupa add a unit ws dykvpav Ths Yuxns...secure (hope) LN 21.9-11.

dyples, a, ov (Mt. 3:4;, Mk 1:6)k, add to the index and domain of LN 5.20, “pertaining to
being wild or undomesticated”. This is a kind of undomesticated honey, not a “violent”

honey.

dnp, épos add a unit AaAelv €is dépa, add to the domain and index, “an unintelligible

speech”, LN 32.19-23.

aipoppoéw (cf. also dkpd{w) This lexeme is intransitive, though active in form. Note that
some LN lexical forms have an active parsing in a context, yet have a deponent lexical form.

We do not recommend this action here, but rather wish to merely designate it as intransitive.

aigxpdéms, nros, 1 (Eph 5:4) add another interpretation, to the index and domain LN
33.33-34. The NRSV, N1V, NAB, NJB, NEB, REB all translate as a kind of speech.

dxwv seems to be presented as an adverb (no termiinates) in the Greek-English Index, but is
presented as an adjective with terminates in the main body presentation (LN 25.67). BAGD

seems to have similar ambiguity “to be translated as an adverb”.

aidpaoTpov Mk. 14:3bis a f.n. (Moulton 1908:vol II 122); add f'to current » in Greek-
English Index.
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dpeTapérnTos, ov (Ro 11:29) add to the index and domain “not revocable”, in the domain
Change an Opinion Conberning Truth (LN 31.58-61). The context does not seem to

have any focus on the emotional state of the recipient.

apdrdlw change the lexical form to dpudré{w as a better representation of UBS text form
(cf. Perschbacher 1990).

dapdiéinupt should the lexical forms be deponent in Mt. 11:8 and Lk. 7:25?

duaked)a)\atém (Ro 13:9) add to the index another interpretation of this reference, “to sum

up a verbal argument or reasoning”, LN 33.12.

draliokw possibly move entries to draéw and make dvaliokw the see reference (possibly

a better reflection of parsing of the inflected forms).

avalvw (Ac 16:26 as a v.r.) add to the index and domain “to unattach, come loose (in

reference to chains cuffed on human hands)”, LN 18.18-19.

davadaivopar add a lexical form dvagaivw (Ac.’ 21:3) “sighting”?

avepifopat and purrilopar (Jas. 1:6) are possible true passives (“be caused to be blown by
the wind and be caused to be tossed”), and so the lexical form would be active avep{{w and

pLridw.

dvrikel possibly the lexical form is dviikw in Phm 8., and so add a lexical form to the Greek-

English Index.

dvioTapat some of these forms are active and should be under the lexical form dvioTnut
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dvrikel: is the lexical form di1jkw in Phm. 8?

dvopos, ov, 0 add to the index and domains, 1. (Lk 22:37; Ac 2:23; 1Ti 1:9; Mk 15:28 v.r))
“lawless people, the wicked”, LN 88.139-143. 2. (2Th 2:8) “an antichrist”, LN 53.83.

dmo'ros, ov (1C0'7: 12,13,14; 14:24); pertaining to unbelieVers, i.e., not in the community
of faith. Note this is related to the noun form, “a community in unbelief’, LN 11.19. This

would be under the related form to the noun in the same context, i.e., 1Co 7:15.

amobeots, ews (1Pe 3:21) add to the index and domain “wash or cleanse with liqui'd”, LN

47.8-13.
amoléyopat change incorrect font of “tia kryptia...” to proper Greek font, LN 33.220.
amopéw may be adepohent lexical form (all references but Mk. 6:20).

dpioTepds, d, ov (2Co 6:7) add to the index and domain, “pertaining to a defensive
weapon”, LN 6.30. Note: 8etids, d, 6v (2Co 6:7) would then be “pertaining to an offensive
weapon”. In this context, “right” and “left” pertain specifically to the kind of weapon in use,

not merely its hand-designation (right or left).
- apov make a see reference to aipw.

dpTiw and at dias, aTos add a lexical unit, dpTUelv dhaTt, “to speak in a winsome
? -

manner”, LN 33.294-306.
_aoTelos, a, ov add a unit to the index and domain doTeios TG 8e® (Ac 7:20) a chosen

child for a special mission, LN 30.86-107. Note BAGD definition 2, “acceptable, well-
pleasing” plus a dative with a “personal flavour” (Robertson AT 1934:537). Add notation
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that this idiom may also be a Semitic superlative “very beautiful” (Moulton 1908:vol. II
443).

doTip, épos, & (Mt. 2:2,7,9,10) add to the index and domain, “a supernatural light for
leading a person or persons”, LN 14.46 and LN 15.165-186. In context this celestial body

leads in a way not natural.

aoTnp, épos, 6 (Mt. 24:29; Mk. 13:25; Rev. 6:13; 8:11,12) add to the index and domain as

an alternate interpretation, “a supernatural being”, LN 12.44.

aodaAi{w add a deponent lexical form dodaiidopar at Mt. 27:65,66; Ac. 16:24 (cf. BAGD

(3

mid. ...is used for active”).

&1rBos add a lexical form to LN "Ayubos as per UBS3 as a proper name Rev. 8:11a [cf.

aTédavos and ETédavos for objects and proper names as separate lexical forms}].

Boarmpyés since there is no article marking it as a noun, we suggest identifying it as a

“noun” in parenthesis'at the beginning of the entry; also with I'af}fafa.
Bpaxvs, €la, ¥ : Should LN add an entry of an adverb Bpax¥ (Lk. 22:58; Ac. 5:34; 27:28)?

Bubilw is this better as a deponent form BvBiopar “sink” in Lk. 5.7, rath'er than as a true

passive “be caused to be plunged”?

Yéveais, ews, 1) We suggest changing the wording from “coming into existence by birth”, to
less pejorative “passing from the fetal world to the external world”, The moment of coming
into existence or even having ability to respond, in the mind of the writer of Lk 1:44 was

prior to the passage through the womb to the external world LN 23 .46.
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yivopat is found 669 times in the NT. 67 times (mostly in a second perfect yéyovev) it is an
active parsing. Should LN then make a see entry “yivw see yivopar”? This same question

applies to €pyopat (€pxw?) and the compound verbs related to these two verbs.

Iépoppa this may also be a neuter noun in Mt. 10:15; Ro. 9:29; Jude 7, so recommend

adding a n to the fto conform to the header information at 93.454.

yovevs note that this is found only in the plural in the NT, yet here it is given a singular
lexical form. In the LN system this may be a plural lexical form. If the singular lexical form is
kept, then we recommend the gloss be changed to “parent”; or change lexical form to

yovels, wv, o1?

YpamTds, 1. ov (Ro 2:15) add as a unit to the index and domain ypamTov év Tij kapbdiq,

“know intuitively”, LN 28.1-12.

daveifopar and davei{w change and move the lexical forms to davilopar and

Savi{w which better reflect the UBS3 text parsing. Make them a see reference to the new
lexical forms. |

Beopds consider altering the note “(# in plural)” since at least once the plural is a masculine
parsing (Php. 1:13). Also consider making a separate lexical form for the neuter noun
deopov or deopd (plural) in Lk. 8:29 and Ac. 16:26.

detva recommend the removal of fem. designation £, since only masculine in UBS3 text.

8éw (1Co 7:27) add as a unit to the index and domain 5éBegar ywarki, “be married”, LN

34.66-78.
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dnuooios LN may consider making a separate lexical form entry of the adverb &npociq in
‘Ac. 16:37; 18:28; 20:20 “publicly, in public” (cf BAGD).

SidPoros, ov m consider adding an adjective lexical form 8idBolos, ov (2Ti. 3:3 and
possibly 1Ti. 3:11; Tit. 2:3).

Statnpéw (Lk 2:51) add to the index and domain, “treasure up in the heart, preserve a

memory that is a quandary”, LN 29.2.

Siddopos, ov (Heb 1:4; 8:6) as another interpretation add to the index and domain,

“superior, outstanding, excellent”, LN 87.26-29.

diioTapar all occurrences are parsed as active, and so the lexical form is SutloTnt

[intransitive in Lk. References].

bikalos, a, ov change “...with what God requires” to “with the standard God requires”.
Standard would clarify but still keep the “unmarked” phrasing necessary for a definition, LN

88.12.

At6s Should this be a see reference only in the Greek-English Index and have no entry

number (LN 93.97)?

SimhdTepov (Mt. 23:15) add this as an adverb lexical form “twice as much (made)” '(from

entry 81mAols)?
€k80w possibly add a deponent form éxbvoparat 2Co. 5:4 (cf. deponent émevdiopat)?

éxeivns add an adverb lexical form from Lk. 19:4 (cf. BAGD ékeivos 3.).
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€KkTLvdoow is this a deponent lexical form in Ac. 13:51; 18:6 ékTwdooopar (cf. BAGD

ékTwdoow 2.)?
éxdTTwr: make a see reference to éxdoowv.,
é\aTTov is this an adverb lexical form at 1Ti. 5:9?

eAwt add accents as in BAGD é\wi{?
épdavifw is the lexical form deponent in Mt. 27:53; Heb. 9:24 “appear” épdavidopatr?

€v ( LN 90.30) change “eis (with the dative)” to “eis (with the accusative)”. We assume
this to be a mundane error, since this preposition governs the Greek accusative case

exclusively so in the NT..

évbofdlopar may be better as the active lexical form évdoEd{w, though contra BAGD, is
likely a better formulation (and the form in some analytical parsers) as true passives in

context 2Th. 1:10,12.

€vioTapar LN may consider making the active [intransitive] forms as évioTnjLL.

€vTetBev (In 19:18) add as a unit to the index and domain évTetBev kai évTelBev as a

spatial position, “on each side”, LN 83.42-45.

€Eayopd{w (Eph 5:16; Col 4:5) add as a unit to the index and domain €Eayopdlew Tov

kaitpdv as another interpretation, “speak in a cautious manner”, LN 33.294-298.

€EavioTapar the inflected forms are always active [intransitive Ac. 15:5], so lexical form

may be éEavioTnpL.
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¢Eeyeipw (Mk 6:45 v.1.) add to the index and domain, “awaken from sleep”, LN 23.72-77.

 émdyw (Ac 5:28) add as a unit to the index and domain émayayelv , . . alpa, “make

guilty”, LN 88.289-318,

émovopd(opar: is this better as an active lexicalform “call yourself” as a true middle, so

émovopdlw?
émdvw (Lk 19:17,19) add to the index and domain, “authority over”, LN 37.35-47.
’éTTGLp.L make this a see reference to émotoa.

éméxw (Php 2:16) add to the index and domain as another interpretation, “to give or offer

something”, LN 57.71-124.

émpPapéw (2Co 2:5) add these two to the indices and domains: 1. “speak in a reserved

manner”, LN 33.117-125 or, 2. “speak in a severe manner”, LN 33.417-422.
€pnpow: make this a see reference to €épnpdopat.

6 éoTwv make this a see reference only to eipi.

€oxaTos: is this a neuter noun in Ac. 1:8 or an adverb in Mk. 12:22.7

evayyeli{w: should a deponent lexical form be added evayyehi{opar for all middle

parsings “preach the gospel”?

elOupéw (Jas. 5:13) add to the index and domain, as another interpretation (with a similar

but distinct focus), “be happy, glad”, LN 25.116-134.
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€O aféopal ’(Ac 23:10 v.r.) add to the index and domain, “have a common, visceral, fear in

a life circumstance”, LN 25.251-269.
édigTapar: LN may consider adding an active form édpiatnp [intransitive].

¢firos Should the masculine and neuter nouns be separated into two distinct entries? Cf. also

fixos.
f...7§ LN may consider placing this as a unit entry under .

nuetls (LN 92.4) should this be a see reference in Greek-English index to éyt and then be

sub-entry there?
miimpov: consider changing to nuiwptov (Rev. 8:1 UBS3 text).

BdppPos: this may be a masculine noun at Lk. 4:36; 5:9, so add “or m” to the entry (see
BAGD). ‘

Bavdqtuov: consider changing gloss from "‘deadly” to “deadly pkoison”.

Betov: at “divine punishment” entry add “see also felos”.

B)fiﬁouat (Mt. 7:14) add to the index and domain, “be narrow”, LN 81.15-19.
8pnokeia (Col 2:18) add to the ihdex and domain; “worship”, LN 53.53-64.

| "Tokap(L)umns: consider taking out the parenthesis from the lexical form. The UBS3 text

does not seem to support alternate spelling in the inflected forms.
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kafrikel: consider making the lexical form ka@1kw at Ro. 1:28.
kai...kai: this entry may be more consistently placed under as a unit.

kaUxnua change kavxnpis = to kavxnois, LN 33.371.

kaTamivw (Heb 11:29) add to the index and domain, “kill by drowning, drown, implying the
excessive swallowing of water, or possibly the going down into the water”, LN15.117 or

LN 23.119.

kaTaoknéw (Ac 2:26) add to the index and domain, “dwell, abide, live”, LN 85.67-85.
kaTaoddTTw possibly add this as a see reference to kaTaogddlw.

kaTedioTapar: consider making this the active lexical form kaTedioTnuL (cf. Perschbacher

1990: 230 col. b).

KAnpovopia, as, T change “that which is received from a deceased person” to “that which is
received from a prior generation 10 a successive generation”. Death is not the sine qua non

of invoking the transfer of inheritance, LN 57.140.
koAd{w: is this a deponent lexical form kohd{opar at Ac. 4:21?

koopéw (Mt. 25:7) add to the index and domain, “trim a wick on an ancient lamp”, LN

19.14-26.

kpaTatdopat: in Eph. 3:16 only, is this better parsed as a true passive, “be caused to

become powerful” and so the lexical form kpaTatGw?
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kTdopLat as a unit kTdoBai éavtod oketos(1Th 4:4) as another interpretation, add to the
index and domain, “marriage life” (formally translated, “control your vessel”: “take acquire a

- wife for oneself’, RSV, NAB; LN 34.66-78).

Aeywwv: is this parsed as a masculine noun in Mk. 5:15, so recommend adding “f or m” to

entry; (or as per BAGD “explaihed by the fact that the demon was masculine™)?

Acvei, Aeuiis, Aevis, recommend adding masculine noun marker m.
A€VKOs, 1, 6v (Jn 4:35) add to the index and domain, “golden-yellow color” (implying that
grain is ripened), LN 79.26-38 and LN 23.197-204. Note: context strongly suggests and

historical use allows for “yellow” as the actual color communicated through this word.

A8éoTpwrov: consider making AtB6aTpwTov to reflect the UBS3 Greek text as apparently a

- proper place (so of domain 937).

AuTpoopal: possibly the lexical form in 1Pe. 1:18 is AuTpdw as a true passive, “you were

caused to be redeemed”.

pafdnTevw Mt. 13:52 add to the index and domain “instruct, teach”, LN 33.224-250.

pebvokopal or peBiokw should be added to the Greek Header in the body of this entry. The
first sigma in peBuoBaary is part of the root and not here a marker of the punctiliar aspect

(Aktionsart) in Jn 2:10 (cf. indicative of with manifest sigma in Lk 12:45),63 LN 23.37.

néXer: the lexical form in Ac. 18:17 is possibly péhw (cf. BAGD pélel 5. “a rather clear

example of the personal form”).

63 We parse contra to The Greek New Testament Analyzed (Guillemette 1986); vet this analysis is in concord
with The New Analytical Greek Lexicon (Perschbacher 1990) & Analytical Greek Lexicon NT (Wigram
1908). ‘
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T0 wélov: should the lexical form be (T0) pélov as the model (T6) hoimov? Also, what is

the part of speech?
pév...dA\a; pév...8e; pév...mhrjv: are these better placed as units under pév?
pérTol...0€: is this better placed as unit under pévroL?

; pioéw (Ro 9;13) add to the index and domain, “love less”, formally, hate; a Semitic
comparison referring to divine choice of clans, not emotive disassociation, LN 64.1-19.
potxdopar (Mt. 5:32; 19:9) add to the index and domain as another interpretation, “become
an outcast;’, formally, “become adultered”; note if the prior verses are taken as passives,

then the person becomes a social and moral outcast, LN 88.289-318.

povoyeviis: should LN add an entry of “One and Only” as a messianic/deity (Jn. 1:14,18;
Heb. 11:17) title under domain 12 or 53?

popdwots, ews, 1 (2Ti 3:5) add to the index and domain as another interpretation “form,

appearance as an outward manifestation”, LN 58.14-18.

Muwioets or Mwioéws: add this lexical form as a better parsing in Mt. 17:4; Lk. 16:29,

“etc.?

1rurl 6€: is this a unit under viv?

Vi€, vukTés, 1 (Mk 5:5; Lk 2:37; Ac 20:31; 1Th 2:9; 3:10; 2Th 3:8; 1Ti 5:5; 2Ti 1:3) as a
unit Vo€ kal Mpépa add to the index and domain, “continually, (literally) night and day”, LN

68.11-21; (note: add same unit at Nuépa).

Eevifopar: add an entry “stay as a guest” (LN 34.577) in Ac. 10:6,18,32; 21:16?
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Eevi{w: add an entry “cause surprising things” (LN. 25.2067) in Ac. 17:20?
08¢, i8¢, T60e (Ac 21:11; Rev 2:1,8,12,18; 3:1,7,14) as a unit TdSe Aéyet add to the index

and domain, “a marker for the introduction of a prophetic saying, of adverbial of manner—

thus saying in this manner”, LN 91.1-15.

omiow (Mt. 16:23; Mk 8:33; also Mt 4:10 v.r. [cf. 1Ki 14:9; Ne 9:26; Ezé 23:35]) as a unit,

Umaye émiow pou add to the index and domain, “I reject what you say”, LN 33.417-422.

om67e (Lk. 6:3) I cannot find this form in the Greek text of the third edition of the UBS at
LN 67.30. |

ooTéov and ooTobV: make see references to each other?

ob and oV p1j: make this a unit entry of o0 (ovk, ovy) ?

ovai add fto the entry at the Greek-English Index; f cufrently found in entry at LN 22.9.

mapafdiw (Mk 4:30 v.r)) add to the index and domain, f‘(iompare”, LN 64.1-19.

mapafodn, fis, N (Lk 4:23) add to the index and domain, “proverb”, LN 33.14.
“mapamAnotos: should this become an adverb entry mapamiiaiov (cf. BAGD)?

mapekTos (Mt. 5:32; Ac 26:29; also Mt. 19:9 v.r.) add to the index and domain, “apart

from, except for”, i.e., a marker of contrast involving an exception, LN 89.124-138.

maptokéw (Heb 11:9) as another interpretation add to the index and domain, “migrate to a

new home”, LN 85.65-66.
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mdpowvos and TATikTNS are these LN nouns actually adjectives in 1Ti. 3:3; Tit. 1:7? Note

that LN apparently parses most of the companion descriptions as adjectives in these verses.

melpa, a, 1 (Heb 11:36) as a unit (that is a second domain for the same multi-worded idiom)
Telpa XapPaveiv add to the index and domain, “experience, suffer, ‘face’ in the sense of

experience”, LN 24.77-94.

IMepyapos: add “or -ov, ou n” at the top of the entry, since the parsing can be either

feminine or neuter.

TeptfdMw: is the lexical form deponent mepiBdMopal “be dressed, wear, clothed” in some
middle and passive references with a loss of some or all of the reflexive sense in most of

these contexts (e.g. Mt. 6:29,31; Rev. 10:1)?
mepLoads is this an adverb in Mk. 6:51 and neuter noun “advantage” m Ro. 3:1?7
veploodTépog: is this an adverb mepioodTepov in Mk. 7:36; Heb. 6:17; 7:157

XS, €ws, 0 (Mt. 6:27, Lk. 12:25) as another interpretation add to the index and domain,

“a measurement of time, a cubit of time”, LN 67.151.

mAaviTns: is this an adjective (describing or limiting what kind of star) with the lexical form
mAarnTos, 1, 6v (Liddell 1940:1411 col. B; also note BAGD’s comment “subst. and ad;.”)?
Note that this suggestion seems quite problematic and deserves further consideration,

especially from the citations in Liddell and Scott.

mAoUTos: add to the entry header “m or #” since eight times parsed as a neuter in NT?

moA¥s: in the positive, comparative, and superlative may be noun and adverb lexical forms

(cf. BAGD at I. moAvs, I1. mAeiwv, 111. mAeloTos).
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- movmpds, d, 6v (Ac 25:18) add to the index and domain, “crime, i.e., a civil, legally

chargeable event, judged in civil court”, LN 88.23.

mopela, as, 1 (Jas. 1:11) as another interpretation add to the index and domain, “way of

life”, LN 41.1-24.

ToTamés, 1, 6v (Mk 13:1, 1Jn 3:1) add to the index, and add this Greek lexeme at this exact
LN number, “How Great!, How Massive!” LN 78.13.

mov (Ro 4:19) as another interpretation add to the index and domain, “about,

approximately”, LN 78.42.

ﬂpénélz i1s the lexical form personal mpémw at Heb. 7:26; 1Ti. 2:10; Tit. 2:1?
Tpiv (ﬁ): consider making this a unit under a main entry of Tpiv.

mplw: add this ;15 a see reference to mpilw.

mpoPdAAw (Ac 19:33) add to the index and domain, “push to the forefront of a crowd”, LN
83.33-41.

MpoPaTiky, fis, 1 (Jn 5:2), note: this would replace mpoPaTikds, 1, 6v and now be a fn.

“the Sheep Gate” as a proper place, LN 4.23, (LN 937-loc.?).

mpdyovos, ov m or f: consider removing f (cf. BAGD “only subst. in the pl.

" ot mpoyovors™).

mpoioTapar: the active intransitive lexical form is mpotoTn in 1Ti. 3:5; 5:17.
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npodfiTar: consider placing as a unit under TpodiTns.

Tws: (enclitic particle) add this as an entry in LN dealing with first Tws and then as units

€l Tmws, p1 mes and then make see references to here at €i and primws.

pappi: add “noun” to the entry, since the article marker is not used.

pappouri: add accent and breath mark for lexical form? Alsci, add “noun” to the entry, since

the article marker is not used?

pumTéw: add this as a lexical form (Ac. 22:23 distinct from pimTw), apparently related to LN
15.217.

‘Pupaios: are some of these references adjectives and not nouns as in LN (e.g. Ac. 16:37)?

puw: this is the lexical form in Ro. 15:31; 2Th. 3:2; 2Ti. 4:17, as true passives “be caused to

be rescued/delivered”; all the rest are deponent in middle and passive forms.

okvotroids, ou m reformulate the definition to “leather worker, formally, tent maker”, i.e.,
one who tans and shapes animal skins into products. Note: this may include, even primarily,
tent making. | | |

This gloss “tent maker” is, in fact, the etymological, formal equivalent, yet, “leather
worker” is the unmarked meaning. Bruce (1952:343), and Longenecker (1981‘ 482 vol. 9)

quoting Jeremias; all three concur that “leather worker” is the correct gloss.
oopds, ob, f, (LN 6.109) add “stretcher, plank, or container vessel...”; see also 6.118-6.151.
ovyxaipw: the lexical form is deponent ouyxaipopat in Lk. 15:6,9 (cf. Perschbacher 1990:

383).
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ovykpivw (1Co 2:13) add to the index and domain, “combine, i.e., the connecting or

compounding of two ideas or concepts”, found in the ASV, NASB translations, LN 63.5-8.

ovkodavTéw (Lk 3:14; 19:8) as another interpretation add to the index and domain,

“oppress, implying cheating and extorting”, LN 22.21-28.

ovppéToxos: in Eph. 3:6 (LN 57.8) the usual parsing of cuppétoxa is accusative plural

adjective neuter “sharer-members” [not sharer-persons]. So the noun formulation for the
“lexical form it seems would be cuppéToyov, ov n. The other instance of this lexical form

Eph. 5:7 seems to read as an adjective in the predicative position (following y{vopat), hence

LN may need to add a lexical form here of ouppétoxos, ov “pertaining to sharing”.

ovvatdyopati: deponent in Ro. 12:16; but the lexical form seems to be ovvamdyw in Gal.

2:13; 2Pe. 3:17 as true passives “be (caused) to be led astray, be carried away”.

ouwvalifopar (Ac 1:4) as alternative interpretations “make a covenant, formally, eat salt
with”, cf. 2Ch 13:5 LN 34.42-49. Or, (Ac 1:4) as another interpretation, “come together”,
LN 15.123-134.

ovretdov, ovveidw add as a see reference lexical forms to ovvolda.

ovvedioTapat: should the parsing be ovvedioTnuL since it is active [intransitive] in the

inflected form?

oVoowoS: is this a neuter noun ovoowpov in Eph. 3:6, “co-body-members”? [cf.

discussion above at ouppéToxos].
ovoTéXw: is this deponent cuoTé\lopar in 1Co. 7:29 “draw to a close, shorten™?

Zuxép: add gender markers; 93.351 m; 93.594 f

139



oxilw Change the categories of this Greek lexeme to the following categories (this analysis
1s different than LN): ;

1. (Mt 27:512xs; Mk 15:38; Lk 5:362xs; 23:45; Jn19:24; 21:1 1) split, tear; a physical
tearing, LN 19.27.

2. (Ac 14:4; 23:7) divide, i.e., a social division, implying hostility, LN 39.13-17 and LN
63.26. :

3. (Mk 1:10) separate the heavens, LN 63.28-31. Note: to place this verse under the

| physical tearing of a thing is inadequate. In context the dwelling placé of God (and his Holy
Spirit) is heaven, above the sky, not “sky” itself, hence this is a supernatural event, and the

tearing open is not a physical tearing, so a separating as to create an opening or passageway.

Tapdoouw: is this a deponent lexical form Tapdooopal “be in a state of anxiety, be
disturbed” when there is no particular focus on the cause of the trouble (cf. ¢poféopal) [e.g.

Jn. 12:27; 13:21; 14:1,27]?

deoow: is the lexical form in Mt. 28:16; Ac. 28:23 Tdaogopat (cf. BAGD 2.b. “mid. =

act.”)?

Tdyxtov (Heb 13:19,23; 1Ti 3:14 v.r) add to the index and domain, “soon, a unit of time in

relation to another point of time”, LN 67.56.

Te Kal; T€...kal; Te...Te: are these all better as unit entries under 7€ 7

Tpels TaBéprar “Three Taverns” consider making this the lexical form and make TaBépim a
see reference to it. This should also be an entry in domain 93 as a proper place name. Cf.

“Fair Havens” and “Neapolis” as multi-worded entries.

TeTpdpnvos: is this a masculine noun with an understood 6 xpéros (cf. Thayer 1885:621),

not with an understood 1 &pa (cf. BAGD and his citations)?
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Toumiow: make a see reference to 6 and oTicw.

TpaxwiiTis: is this better parsed as an adjective TpaxwviTi8os xwpas “Traconite

country”?

TpiTov: should LN add an adverbial lexical form (e.g. Mk. 14:41) “third time” (cf. BAGD
2.

Tudpdopar (1Ti 6:4) as another interpretation add to the index and domain, “be foolish,

stupid”, LN 32.42-61.

valos, ov f: is this a masculine noun? (cf. Thayer 1885:633; BAGD “rarely 6” followed by

citation; others also parse as masculine cf. Perschbacher 1990:415).

upets (LN 92.7) should this be a see reference to o) in the Greek-English Index and then be

sub-entry there?
uTrepeidov: make a see reference to Umepopdw?

umoBdAAw (1Ti 6:4) as another interpretation add to the index and domain, “instigate
secretly, persuade in whispers and quiet tones”. Note: this fraudulence has no implication of

an exchange of money, LN 33.299-306.
UTodeLlkiw: make a see reference to umodeikvupL.

umodéopat (Eph 6:15) as another interpretation add to the index and domain, “be ready for

action”, LN 77.1-10.
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oo TéXw: is the lexical form in the middle “hesitate, avoid” UmoagTéA\opar in Ac.

20:20,27; Heb 10:38?

VoTepos, a, ov (Mt. 21:31 v.r.) add to the index and domain, “pertaining to the second one

of two, i.e., the last in a series”, LN 61.16.

VoTepos, a, ov: should LN add a lexical form VoTepov as an adverb for all references but

1Ti. 4:1 (cf. BAGD 2.)?

&AGs: is this an adjective in Ac. 19:31 “friendly” (with the copulative), and so add a lexical
form to LN? .

dAvapéw (3In 10) as another interpretation add to the index and domain, “to talk fong and

idly”, i.e., gossip (NIV), prating (ASV, KJV, NKJV, RSV), LN 33.404-405.

bpovipos, ov (Ro 11:25; 12:16) as a unit, dpdinpos Tap €avty, add to the index and

domain, “conceited, i.e., wise in one’s own unwarranted estimation”, LN 88.207-210.

Xaipw: is this a deponent form xaipopal in the passive “rejoice, be delighted” (e.g. Mt.

2:10); [cf. éxdpnoav “dep.” (Perschbacher 1990:186)]?
x€povP: is the lexical form XepoUp as in BAGD and UBS3 inflected text?
xpdw: add as a see reference to kixpnput.

xpiina, atos, 76 (Ac 24:26) add to the index and domain, “bribe, i.e., a dishonest exchange

of money for a favor or action not warranted”, LN 57.176.
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Parpés, od 6 (Lk 24:44) add to the index and domain, “Kethuvim, i.¢., the third section of
- Hebrew Scripture, headed by the book of Psalms”, LN 33.53-60.

YuxLkov, ov, 76 (1Co 15:46) note: this would be added as a separate entry just above

PuxLKos, 1, 6v “the physical state of being, the natural”, LN 13.1-47.

2. add accents as in text form of UBS3 "7 Is this a neuter noun as with 6 "Alda (Rev.

1:8)?

wpatos: is this a proper noun of a place in Ac. 3:2,10, so assigned to domain 93.389-615, as

multi-word lexical forms (same entry number)? 'Qpailos Oupa and 'Qpaios ITVAR? Note

the inflected text of the UBS3 is majuscule for both Greek words 3:10 and one Greek word

in3:2.

6.1.2 Changes by Placing Events Into Domains Above 1-12.

We think if these items are moved, then a see reference would be added in the current

domain and number.

1.25 TapTapdw, “cast or hold in hell” is better as an event placed in LN 37.114-37.118.
2.47 xpuoTalilw, “shine like crystal” is better as a light event in LN 14.36-14.52.

2.61 xaTiéopat, “become rusty” is better as an event of a change of state LN 13.48-13.68.

5.12 {upéw, “to use yeast” is better as an event in baking, LN 46.

5.28 aAifw, “apply salt to” is better as a distinctive in an eating event in LN 23.1-23.39
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6.55 appayilw, kaTaochpayilw, “put on a seal” is better as an event of writing LN 33.35-
33.68. |

6.84 k18apilw, “play harp” is better as an event “sing [play music], lament” LN 33.109-
33.116 or actually better as a sound event LN 14.74-14.86.

6.87 avAéw, “play flute” is better as an event “sing [play music], lJament” LN 33.109-33.116
or even better as a sound event LN 14.74-14.86.

6.90 gaAmilw, “play trumpet” is better as an event “sing [play music], lament” LN 33.109-
33.116 or even better as a sound event LN 14.74-14.86. ‘

6.92 oaAmilw, “sound trumpet” is better as an event “sing [play music], lament” LN 33.109-

33.116 or even better as a sound event LN 14.74-14 .86.

6.129 kepapevs, €éws, m “potter” is better as one who creates the event of constructing

pots, LN 45,
6.147 kaTacknyéw, “build a nest” is an event of construction, LN 45.

6:206 pupilw, “anoint, smear” is an event of application of masses or liquids, LN 47.14-

47.18, see also associative relation of LN 52.
7.42 Beperdw, “lay a foundation” is an event of construction, domain 45.
7.69-7.70 pdos & pviikds “mill” better as artifact of LN 6.4-6.9.

8.12 6piE, TpLxds f “hair” better as Physiological Products of the Body, LN 8.70-8.77.
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8.13 Tpixvos, 1, ov, “hairy” better as Physiological Products of the Body, LN 8.70-8.77.

9.26 evvoutilw, “castrate” is better as an event of physical impact by cutting or severing,

LN 19.14-19.26.

9.27 elwovkilw, “be celibate” as an antithetical event of sexual relations, and so list at the

end of LN 23.61-23.65.

9.44 ymmialw, “be childlike” is an event or state which could go under any of LN domains

13, 25, or even 30.

11.2 éx\omoLéw, “cause crowd to gather” better as event Gather, Cause to Come

Together, LN 15.123-15.134.

11.75 dmadloTpLdopat, “be a stranger” better as a state of Association, LN 34.1-34.21 or

as Dwell. Reside, LN 85.67-85.85.

12.41 darpovifopat, “be demon possessed” better as state as in LN 13.1-13.47 or as event

in “Seize, Take into Custody” LN 37.108-37.110.

6.1.3 Events Which Could Be Better Placed in Another Domain

LN 15.105 émaipw, “to raise” better as non-linear movement LN 16.

53.55 oéPaopa, Tos, TO an object which is worshipped, better as LN 6.96-6.101 Images and
Idols.
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15.118-122 “fall” is a non-linear movement of LN 16, since falling is a vertical motion, not a

horizontal motion.64

6.1.4 Miscellaneous Comments on LN

Abhor, LN 25.186-25.188 is hardly distinguishable from Despise, Scorn, Contempt and
Hate, Hateful, LN 88.192-88.205 and contains elements that relate to Defile, Unclean,
Common, LN 53.33-53.40.

6.1.5 “See also” Cross References to Add to Domains

‘Fruit Part of Plants [Wine]’ LN 3.33-46 see also ‘food’ LN 5.1-21 or ‘Plant Products’ LN
6.197-202.

‘Wood and Wood Products’ LN 3.60-67 see also ‘Building Materials’ LN 7.77-79.

‘Food’ [Wine] LN 5.1-21 see also ‘Plant Products’ LN 6.197-202 or ‘Fruit Parts of Plants’
LN 3.33-46.

‘Honeycomb’ LN 5.21 see also ‘Physiological Products of the Body’ LN 8.70-77.
‘Money and Monetary Units’ LN 6.68-82 see also ‘Talent’ LN 86.5.

‘Plant Products’ [Wine] LN 6.197-202 see also ‘food” LN 5.1-21 or ‘Fruit Parts of Plants’
LN 3.33-46.

‘Miscellaneous Artifacts’ LN 6.215-225 see also ‘Building Materials’ LN 7.77-7.79.

64 The LN editors may protest that linear movement can just be any straight line movement, and so ‘linear’
includes falling as a straight line motion in the most general sense. If this is true, then “shake, quake, toss”,
should be domain 15, since it would be a category of ‘straight line’ motion, t0o0.
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‘Building Materials’ LN 7.77-79 see also ‘Wood and Wood Products’ LN 3.60-67.

‘Building Materials’ LN 7.77-79 see also ‘Miscellaneous’ LN 6.215-225.

‘Physiological Products of the Body’ LN 8.70-77 see also ‘Honeycomb’ LN 5.21.

‘State’ LN 13.1-47 see also ‘New, Old’ LN 58.70-75.

‘State’ LN 13.1-47 see also ‘Cease From State or Function’ LN 68.38.

‘Movement of the Earth’ LN 14.87 see also ‘Non-linear Movement’ LN 16.

‘Move, Come/Go’ LN 15.1-17 see also ‘Movement of Liquids or Masses’ LN 47.1-7.

‘Non-linear movement’ LN 16 see also ‘Movement of the Earth’ LN 14.87.

‘Non-Linear Movement’ LN 16 see also ‘Covered Over’ LN 79.114-117.

‘Cut, Pierce’ LN 19.14-26 see also ‘Cut, Incise, Engrave’ LN 33.67.

‘Eat, Drink’ LN 23.1-39 see also ‘Fasting’ LN 53.65.

‘Eat, Drink’ LN 23.1-39 see also ‘Drunkenness’ LN 88.283-288.

‘Emotions and Attitudes’ LN 25 see also ‘Anger, Be Indignant With’ LN 88.171-191.

‘Learn’ LN 27.1-26 see also ‘Teach’ LN 33.224-250.

‘Hope, Look Forward to’ LN 25.59-64 see also ‘Remain, Stay’ [wait] LN 85.55-64.
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‘Lack of Capacity for Understanding’ LN 32.42-61 see also ‘Foolishness as a moral failure’
LN 88.93-99 see also ‘Lack of Capacity for Understanding’ LN 32.42-61.

‘Cut, Incise, Engrave’ LN 33.67 see also ‘Cut, Pierce’ LN 19.14-26.
‘Teach’ LN 33.224-250 see also ‘Learn’ LN 27.1-26.

‘Foretell, Tell Fortunes’ LN 33.281-285 see also ‘Magic’ LN 53.96-101 and ‘Prophesy’ LN
33.459-462. '

‘Boast’ LN 33.368-373 see also ‘Arrogance, Haughtiness, Pride’ LN 88.206-222.
‘Criticize’ LN 33.412-416 see also ‘Provoke, Irritate’ LN 88.188.
‘Accuse, Blame’ LN 33.426-434 see also ‘Accusation’ LN 56.4-11.

~ ‘Prophesy’ LN 33.459-33.462 see also ‘Foretell, Tell Fonunes” LN 33.281-285 and ‘Magic’
LN 53.96-101,

‘Serve’ LN 35.19-30 ‘sge also ‘Sl‘ave, Free’ LN 87.76-86.

‘Provide Fér, Suppoﬁ’ LN 35.31-35 see also ‘Provide What is Lacking’ LN 57.79.
‘Guard, Watch Over’ LN 37.119-126 see also ‘Soldiers, Officers’ LN 55.14-22.
‘Rule, Leaderf LN 37.48-95 see also ‘Soldiers, Officers’ LN 55.14-22.

‘Household Activities’ LN 46 see also ‘Mix’ LN 63.9-12.
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‘Movement of Liquids or Masses’ LN 47.1-7 see also ‘Move, Come/Go’ LN 15.1-17.
‘Defile, Unclean, Common’ LN 53.33-40 see also ‘Impurity’ LN 88.256-261.
‘Fasting’ LN 53.65 see also ‘Eating/Drinking” LN 23.1-39.

‘Magic’ LN 53.96-53.101 see also ‘Foretell, Tell Fortunes’ LN 33.281-285 and ‘Prophesy’
LN 33.459-462.

‘Soldiers, Officers’ [officer as leader] LN 55.14-22 see also ‘Rule, Leader’ LN 37.48-95.
‘Soldiers, Officers’ LN 55.14-22 see also ‘Guard, Watch Over’ LN 37.119-126.

‘Prisoner’s of War’ LN 55.23-25 see also ‘Steal, Rob’ [related to plunder of war] LN
57.232-248.

‘Prisoner’s of\;;\far’ LN 55.23-25 see also ‘Deport’ LN 85 83. |
‘Accusation’ LN 56.4’-’56.1 1 see also ‘Accuse, Blame’ LN 33.426-434.
‘Hire, Rent Out’ LN 57.172-177 see also ‘Sell, Buy, Price’ LN 57.186-188.
‘Sell, Buy, Price’ LN 57.186-188 see also ‘Hire, Rent Out’ LN 57.172-177.

‘Steal, Rob’ [related to plunder of war] LN 57.232-248 see also ‘Prisoners of War’ LN
55.23-25.

‘Provide What is Lacking’ LN 57.79 see also ‘Provide For, Support’ LN 35.31-35.
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‘New, Old’ LN 58.70-75 see also ‘State’ LN 13.1-47.

‘Full, Empty’ LN 59.35-43 see also ‘Whole’ LN 63.1-4.

‘Whole’ LN 63.1-4 see also ‘Full, Empty’ LN 59.35-43.

‘Mix’ LN 63.9-12 see also ‘Household Activities’ LN 46.

‘Cease From State or Functioh’ LN 68.38 see also ‘State’ LN 13.1-47.
‘Rgal, Unreal’ LN 70 see also ‘True, False’ LN 72. |

‘True, False’ LN 72 see also ‘Real, Unreal’ LN 70.

‘Able, Capable’ LN 74 see also ‘Power, Force’ LN 76 and ‘Strong, Wéak,’ LN 79.62-69.
‘Power, Force’ LN 76 see also ‘Able, Capable’ LN 74 and ‘Strong, Weak,” LN 79.62-69.
‘Strong, Weak’ LN 79.62-69 see also ‘Power, Force’ LN 76 and ‘Able, Capéble’ LN 74.
‘Covered Over’ LN 79.114-117 see alsok ‘Nqn-Linear Movement’ LN 16.

‘Remain, Stay’ [wait] LN 85.55-64 see also ‘Hope, Look Forward to’ LN 25.59-64.
‘Deport’ LN 85.83 see also ‘Prisoner’s of War’ LN 55.23-25.

~ “Talent’ LN 86.5 see also ‘MQney and Monetary Units’ LN 6.68-82.

‘Slave, Free’ LN 87.76-86 see also ‘Serve’ LN 35.19-30.
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‘Foolishness as a moral failure’ LN 88.93-99 see also ‘Lack of Capacity for Understanding’
LN 32.42-61.

‘Anger, Be Indignant With’ LN 88.171-191 see also ‘Emotions and Attitudes’ LN 25.
‘Pfovoke, Irritate’ LN 88.188 see also ‘Criticize’ LN 33.412-416.

‘Arrogance, Haughtiness, Pride’ LN 88.206-222 see also ‘Boast’ LN 33.368-33.373.
‘Impurity’ LN 88.256-261 see also ‘Defile, Unclean, Common’ LN 53.33-40.
‘Drunkenness’ LN 88.283-288 see also ‘Eat, Drink’ LN 23.1-39.

6.1.6 Possible Corrections to Greek-English Index o

EvpaxiAwr (Ac. 27:14) This is capitalized in UBS3 as apparently a proper noun in Greek, yet
given a common noun gloss. It is recommended “Eurocylon” would be the glbss, with the verbal
description that it is a wind in the main entry.

A8éoTpwTov, ov, n. This is capitalized in UBS3 as apparently a proper noun in Greek, and LN
even glosses as a proper name “The Stone Pavement”. Therefore the lexical form is suggested as

ABdéoTpwTov, ov, n.

Zalpdv change “Shelah”, the current gloss, to (Lk 3:32finte). “Sa]man” isa bettef rendering.
Possibly the OT Salmon (1Ch 2:11) was in mind and should be translated as such.

épos, ovs, n. and 6pos, ov, m.: are these out of alphabetical order, strictly speaking?

dprvjTwp change gloss from “without mother” to “without record of mother”.
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amdTwp change gloss from “without father” to “without record of father”.
Of course, there may be other possible changes that can be proposed to make LN a finer

product (see also 3.1-12 and 4.1-7). However, for the purpose of this dissertation and its

length, we will conclude this section.
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Addendum 11

7.1 Discussions of the Underlying Philosophy of Meaning in LN

7.1.1 Underlying Philosophy of NewL

We accept with Louw in Semantics of New Testament Greek (Louw 1982:47) that:

“Meaning is a set of relations for which a verbal symbol is a sign,” seems to be a workable principle
if “verbal symbol” is extended to include not only single words, but also discourses.

We also accept that meaning is prior to the denotatum of a thing and that we cannot attach
meanings to words, but only words to meaning. Therefore, restated, meaning is not so much
something associated with words, but rather words are tokens to be associated with
meaning. The opposite view that words have meaning gives rise to the “extremely
dangerous” fallacy that meaning is found within a word and so has an inner meaning (Louw
1982:19ff). We also affirm that a word cannot convey a concept, but requires a set of word

relationships, i.e., a context (Louw 1982:47ff).

We accept that words are a matter of convention and not nature, agreeing with Aristotle and

Aquinas, and contra Plato.

Below are additional axioms that are not so much in conflict with the above paragraph, but

rather clanfy and provide a more solid basis for our model of lexicography.

7.1.2 Formal Signs Distinguished From Instrumental Signs

We present the following information to answer the questions, “Is meaning only a personal
experience that cannot be communicated? What is the basis for saying that words are
instruments and not formal signs in themselves?” Why are words only instruments of

meaning and not the meaning itself?
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Formal signs, (Aquinas’ called such signs the “intelligible species™) in the Mind®? invoke
objects to come to the mind, we as sensible creatures use these formal signs, but we are not
directly conscious of them. Their only function is to invoke instrumental Signs which are the
objects which the mind thinks with. These instrumental signs include perceiving,
remembeﬁng, imagining, thinking, sensing, feeling, and speaking words/language. This was
the view of Thomas Aquinas. Aquinas states in Summa theologica, treatise of man, of the

mode and order of understanding (Benziger(tr) 1947:85):

Further, the Philosopher [Aristotle] says [in Concerning Interpretations i.] that “words are signs of
the passions in the soul.” But words signify the things understood, for we express by word what we
understand. Therefore these passions of the soul--viz. the intelligible species, are what is actually
understood . . . On the contrary, the intelligible species is to the intellect what the sensible image is
to the sense. But the sensible image is not what is perceived, but rather that by which sense
perceives. Therefore the intelligible species is not what is actually understood, but that by which
the intellect understands. ‘

A distortion of the above proposition exists today. The distorted proposition “the
insfrumental sign is the idea” was propagated, or possibly germinated, by John Locke in hkis
introduction to his Essay Concerning Human Understanding. Locke states through Adler’s
T en‘ philosophical mistakes (Adler 1985:7):

Before 1 proceed on to what I have thought on this subject [human understanding], 1 must here in
the entrance beg pardon of my reader for the frequent use of the word idea, which he will find in
the following treatise. It being the term which, I think, serves best to stand for whatsoever is the
object of the understanding when a man thinks, I have vsed it to express . . . whatever it is which
the mind can be employed about in thinking. . . . 1 presume it will be easily granted me, that there
are such ideas in men’s minds: every one is conscious of them in himself; and men’s words and ac-
tions will satisfy him that they are in others.56 '

For Locke all ideas are that which one apprehends, not that by which one apprehends.

The proper view does acknowledge that our perceptual experiences such as bodily

sensations, feelings, and emotions (such as pain) one does directly apprehend without formal

65 This is the Mind in the philosophical sense, i.e., that which is different from an inanimate object, and that
which is beyond the mere synapses of the brain, so-called ‘thought.” Some have called it the Soul,

~ Sensibilities, or Intelligence. ‘ '
66 Bold and braces added for emphasis and/or clarification.
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signs, and so is a completely private subjective experience. All other ideas are formal signs

which invoke objects to our mind.

Locke’s view has confidence in the ideas only in one’s own mind, and only by blind,
irrational faith does one believe in the real external world, including the thoughts in another
person’s mind. The errant view leads to solipsism, while the correct view is a workable
principle which explains and keeps one in touch with the real world. One cannot directly
experience a formal sign, since its only function is to invokekthe instmmental'sign, which one
does apprehend. The proof of its existence is found in the reasonableness of its p’roposiiion,
as well as the dismal conclusion of the opposite view, which is also contrary to one’s
experiences in communication. This may be also another way of explaining the error of
Kittel’s “inner lexicography”. Did Kittel (Kittel 1964 preface)confuse “that which” (the
‘Concept/Idea) and “that by which” (words as instruments)? Was Kittel’s attémpt to see the
“inner meaning” of words possible without first acknowledging a distinction between formal

and instrumental signs?

Barr (Barr 1961:207) observes:

The construction of the work [TDNT by Kittel]®7 thus brings right to the fore the difficult problem
of the relation of word and concept.

Adler summarizes the proper view. Adler (Adler 1985:27) restates:

We are conscious only of the objects apprehended, not the ideas by which we apprehend them.

The proper view, Adler (Adler 1985:28) states:

. . . find ourselves living together in the world of physical reality, a world with which we have
direct acquaintance in our perceptual experiences. We not only have bodily contact with one an-
other in this world; we also communicate with one another about it when we discuss perceptual
objects we can handle together. . . . also . . . past events or happenings that we remember,
imaginary objects as well as things we imagine that may also exist or be capable of existence, and

~all objects of thought. '

67 Braced words are added for clarity.
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We have added this axiom to the paper so as to bring a point about lexicography. The
external world, including the study and communication of a body of literature in which it
was written is not a mental trick or something taken on blind faith. The body of NT
literature is not a totally separate language “game”.® The NT can be communicated to other
perSons or cultures regardless of the eons of time interval bétween or cultural gap that exists
between ancients and moderns. This does not mean the process will be perfect. Many
troubles exist to discovér and éommunicate the meaning, both in the target and receptor
culture ahd‘language. But the process of Jexicography as it interacts with the real world and
the world of ideas is not a private, completely existential matter, but one truly in which one
can interact, bridging both the external world intra-personally, as well as truly

communicating with others.

We assess that this axiom stated above provides a reasonable basis that words, as
instrumental signs, do not have a meaning, but are assigned a meaning by the formal sign in

the Mind, though we ourselves are not conscious directly of these formal signs.

7.1.3 Two Classes of Objects Which Can Be Apprehended

There are two classes of objects which can be apprehended, sensible and intelligible. Sensible
objects are those which can be perceived though the various perception gates of the body:
sight, sound, touch, hearing, smell. The group also includes sensible particulars we can

remember or imagine, such as a dinner event, or imagining a house one will some day build.

The second class or group are purely intelligible objects, such as mathematical thought or

- spiritual, non-material beings believed or conceived to exist, such as God, or the Holy Spirit.

%8 In this context, a ‘game’ is a linguistic system which is internally consistent and has meaning within that
system, but cannot be communicated to other language systems.
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Not all philosophical systems acknowledge such a distinction of the two classes or groups.
Some systems acknowledge only the sense group, such as Hobbs, Berkeley, and Hume. John
Locke acknowledged intellect, but Locke to a lesser degree of consistency in his treatise.
For example, Hobbs states (Adler 1985:37):

Imagination . . . is nothing but decaying sense.

If one accepts the opposite view that only sensible objects can be apprehended, then
meaningful lexicography can only occur when encountering things that can be touched,
smelled, heard, ef cetera; and events that can be observed and interacted with. |
Also if one accepts the opposite view, thén all so-called abstractions must have a prior
sensibility. This assumption flavors much of even the high levels of lexical study. So, in
Theological dictionary of the New Testament (Kittel 1964:1:232) at the article on “truth”,
dAridera, begins with a discussion of the meaning of the Hebrew Old Testament term emet.
“Truth” 1s most assuredly an abstraction, not per se empirically observable.
Yet Bultmann writes: The word emer, occurs about 126 times. It is used absolutely
to denote a reality which is to be regarded as [Heb.] amen “ﬁrm”, and therefore

“solid”, “valid”, or “binding”.%°

“Firm”, and “solid”, are gloss choices which demonstrate that meaning begins (in

Bultmann’s mind) and by implication is governed with sensible objects in the lexicographer’s

article,

But the thesis, “only empirical objects have meaning” is a self-defeating statement. Nothing
in the above thesis statement is an empirical object. Self-stultifying statements cannot be

true.

Hence, NewL assumes (as must LN in practice) both sensible objects and events, as well as

abstractions and other intelligible objects can be apprehended. This means that not only can

6% Bold added for emphasis.
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b LI 19

artifacts such as “wine”, “foods”, “implements”, “various containers”, ef cefera be
meaningfully communicated; but also abstractions and conceptualizations such as “God”,
» &

“angels”, “structural markers”, “abstract numbers”, ef cefera, can be meaningfully

communicated.

There is one statement that is of concern in the making of the LN lexicon, which can be
cursorily dealt with at this time. In Lexicography and translation (Louw 1985:2) Wendland
and Nida state:

In the first place, people seem to regard the meaning of a word as being a particular point rather
than an area of human experience.

If “human experience” is meant in the broadest terms which include abstractions then the
statement is acceptable. If only sensible objects are meant, then the statement would be
deficient of what LN lexicon actually did do, since domains above 12 deal with many

abstractions.

7.1.4 An Author’s Meaning Does Not Reside in the Receptor ;
The locus of meaning is the Formal sign which resides in the Mind of the author. Formal
signs, Adler (Adler 1985:66) says:

do not have meaning, they do not acquire meaning, they do [sic]’’ change, gain, or “lose”
meaning. Each of our ideas /s a meaning and that is all it is.

We illustrate with one personal story. Sweet gift Natanya Lee Swanson, five year old
daughter, was still learning the meanings of words. In a conversation with her, father spoke
the word “strip”. She was asked if she knew what it meant. She said yes, it means “hurry!”
Puzzled, her father was about to tell her it means, “to take off something”, such as clothing.
She said, “No it means ‘hurry.”” Natanya then went on to explain that her mother uses that
word when she is late for kindergarten in the morning and has wet clothes, and needs to get

ready with time restraints.

70 In context, surely a “not” was intended to be inserted here.
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Now if one were to make a lexicon of meanings of words from the body of “literature”
called “Mother”, then the meaning of “strip” is “take off clothing” with the associative

meaning of hurrying when doing so.

But if one, at the same time, were to make a lexicon of the body of “literature” called
“Daughter” (Natanya, by name), then the meaning of “strip” is “hurry”, with the associative

meaning of taking off the clothes.

A formal sign exists in the mind of the mother (author) and another formal sign now exists in
the mind of the daughter (receptor). The formal sign in the mind of daughter strictly
speaking, is not right, wrong, or otherwise. It is the meaning which the receptor apprehends
through the instrument of the word “strip” as a command “hurry”. The instrument of the
word “strip” has now been converted to a new formal sign in the mind of Daughter. Two
formal signs now exist. One in the Mind of Mother, one in the Mind of “Daughter”. In this
communication event, there are two meanings; one meaning in Mother, another of a

different kind in Daughter.

Each author of this “body of literature” has an Idea, a formal sign which has invoked the
instrumental sign, a verbal sign, “strip”, each with a different meaning. The Formal sign by
the author “Mother” does not change just because the response by the daughter is

incongruous with the idea proffered by Mother.
Though a miscommunication event has occurred, and two ideas now exist, only one is the
actual author’s meaning (Mother). This formal sign governs the communication process to

the receptor (Daughter).

In the communication process, Mother will be more careful to create verbal context which

will communicate a proper denotative and associative meaning in the mind of the responder,
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the Daughter; then making a new formal sign in the mind of the daughter that conforms to

the intended meaning of the mother.

Therefore, NewL endeavors to discover the meanings (formal signs) which were in the NT
writers” minds [including scribes such as Tertius (Rom. 16:22) and redactors such as Luke
(Luke 1:2ff)], through the instrumental signs of the set of relations for which a verbal
symbol is a sign, i.e., words in context. The meaning of a word, phrase, sentence, or passage
must always be the discovery of the author’s meaning. Response by a listener or reader is

not binding or governing in any way for determining the meaning of the lexeme.

This has been stated or emphasized, because some people misunderstand the message of
Nida (and the “dynamic” school) and his translation theory; that the “reader response” is
somehow changing or modifying the meaning of the Bible’s text, the original author’s
meaning communicated through the instruments of the Greek and Semitic words. Dr. Earl
Radmacher, at the time of writing the article below, was president of Western Conservative
Baptist Seminary, my a/lma mater. He wrote for a journal, 7he Preacher (1986:5:1). Earl D.

Radmacher states:

In the light of rather free handling of the words of the text, it may seem rather superficial to give
much attention to “every jot and tittle.” In fact, the seeming subjectivism inherent in the
methodology of dynamic equivalence as a translation approach seems to have more in common with
those theological systems which put their emphasis on personal response to revelation rather than
on the objective revelation itself. Growing out . . . is a drift away from the inherent necessity of one
basic, grammatical sense or single meaning of the text.

But 7he theory and practice of translation (Nida & Taber 1969:7ff) states:

If we assume that the writers of the Bible expected to be understood, we should also assume that
they intended one meaning and not several . . . . The translator must attempt to reproduce the
meaning of a passage as understood by the writer.

The above comparison of quotations shows that the principles of Louw-Nida DO NOT
necessarily lead to, or have an intent to, a rather free handling of God’s Holy Word,

allowing reader response to take over the meaning the writer intended and communicated.
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We emphasize that there is an important place for reader response in dynamics, but not as a

governance of the meaning in the mind of the author.

The other principles of LN delineated in its introduction are heartily adhered to and

embraced.
We believe the NewL proposal will help further the solid philosophy of meaning in LN. NT

Greek devotees like and are used to traditional formats of a lexicon. But NewL will keep LN

principles, but it will have a more accessible and usable format.
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8.1 Addendum III Sample Page, Main Body of NewL
New Lexicon (NewL) Main Body
Sample Pages

1G  a, A no meaning
Letter of Greek Alphabet

Note: First, i.e., that which is the initial or first in a series
involving time, space, or set. It has this meaning in one variant
in Rev 1:11™ . Also found in the titles of epistles with more than
one book in the UBS*as in IQANNOTY A translated as First John (the
epistle). The first letter of the Greek Alphabet which has no

meaning in the text of the UBS* (see BAGD 1 cit.).

Word Formation information (not part of meaning)

An alpha letter on the beginning (pre-formative) of a Greek word as
an inseparable prefix can mark three differing attributes: 1) alpha
privative (as non- or un- 1n English, as in 4G); 2) prefix of
intensity (as in 12G, 867G") 3) a prefix of similarness,

collectiveness, or associativeness (as in 80G, 287G?, 1979G, 2051G,
2887G, 4158G, 5258G, 5788G, 5789G, 5790G, 6012G")

see also LN 60.46; see also 270G

26 Aapuv, 6

n.pr.m.

Aaron; 'Aapwy, 0, i.e., one of the tribe of Levi, Lk 1:5; Ac
7:40; Heb 5:4; 7:11; 9:4".

Other information:

This name functions as a marker to point or refer to the elder
brother of Moses, and the first high priest. The descriptive
meaning of the name Aaron is not currently known, and has no

figurative meanings or etyological associations with Biblical

texts. See Bible Dictionaries and Encyclopedias for biographical

information as well as the priesthood named for him as progenitor.
See LN 93.1; also 195H

3¢ "ABaddwv, 6
n.pr.m.
Abaddon; ' ABadbuv, 0, i.e., a rullng angel in Hell, Rev 9:11"
Other Information:

Note: This name functions as a marker to point or refer to an
angel, inferred by context to be the gate-keeper of Hell. 1It's
name has the descriptive meaning of Destruction, as a
transliteration of abbadon where there it has the same designative
meaning, but refers to the place of destruction, Sheol, the Grave,
the Nether World of death (sometlmes personified), Job 26:6; 28:22;
31:12; Ps 88:12[EB 11]; Pr 15: 11"

See LN 93.2; see also 9H, 10H, 11H; for Greek name, see 661G
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8.1 Addendum III Sample Page, Main Body of NewL
New Lexicon (NewL) Main Body
Sample Pages

4G dPapis, és

adj. |

not financially burdensome; d Bapns, és., i.e., pertaining to a
person not being in a dependent relatlonshlp of financial support,
with a focus that the relationship and motivations are different

than if a financially burdensome relationship did occur, 2Co 11: 9"
‘Other information

Note: The component parts of thlS word 1llustrate the meaning

0of the word, an q alpha privative [not] and Bapng [heavy] (1.1G +
983G) used to describe the event of carrying an object that has
little physical weight', and so have little or no physical or
psychological stress on the one who carries. The NT is a
figurative extension of this formal meaning, and so may have a
connotative or associative meaning of not causing stress to the
potentially burdened supporter. The selection of this word does
not mean that the supporter or potential supporter could not give
some financial support.

See LN 57.225

5G 'ABBd
Semitie tltle [n m.]
Father; 'ABPd, i.e., a progenitor of a child that has

authority and care for a child, Mk 14:36; Ro 8:15; Gal 4:6
Other 1nformatlon

This is a Greek form of the Aramaic N:;y, in the grammatical
case of addressing a person, when making a request. In the NT it
is always found with the Greek word for Father (4252G) as a title,
and always refers to God as the Father, so capitalized in the UBS®.

There is no intrinsic meaning elevating abba as a special
designation of God as more intimate than other NT words. However,
in the mind of the speaker, a special associative meaning of
intimacy and sonship may have developed in this use of abba,
possibly reflecting verbatim the utterance of Jesus, son par
excellent, so used in prayer and communion with God.

see LN 12.12; cf. also GK 3H & 10003

' This information is for illustrative purposes only, and is not
considered the meaning of the word in its NT context.
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8.1 Addendum III Sample Page, Main Body of NewL
New Lexicon (NewL) Main Body
Sample Pages

9G 'APumvil, ng,
n.pr.f.

Abilene; 'ABLAnvi, n§, M. i.e., a territory around the city of
Abila, northwest of Damascus, Lk 3:1".

Note: see 210-139 of the Student map manual

see LN 93.389

11G ’ABpadp, 6
n.pr.m.
Abraham; 'ABpadp, 0, i.e., grandfather of Jacob, patriarch of

Israel, and progenitor of the faithful, Mt 1:1.
Other 1nformation:

This name functions as a marker to point or refer to the person who
was son of Terah, father of Isaac. The descriptive meaning of the
name Abraham is Father of Many with the figurative meaning or
etyological association that the childless Abram would be
progenitor of many nations by the promise of God. His faith is
hailed to be emulated in both 0ld and New Testament. See Bible
Dictionaries and Encyclopedias for biographical information.

See also LN 93.7

unit: kOAmos Tol ' APpadp
heaven, formally, bosom of Abraham; kdAmos ToU

"ABpadj., i.e., a region above the earth far away from
Hades which has favorable conditions for dwelling, with
a special focus of close interpersonal relationships of
persons who dwell there, Lk 16:22

Note: for more information of the formal meaning of
bosom as a part of the body, see 3146G; see LN 1.16; see

also 90H, 92H

dyay€lv  AOR2 INF ACT [Jn 10:16, Ac 23:18] see 72G dyw

aydyeTe 2P PL AOR2 IMV ACT [Mt 21:2 +] see 72G ayw
ayayw NOM SG MAS PAR PRES ACT 72G Ayw
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9.1 Addendum IV, Sample Page of LN Domain Index of NewL
LN Domain Index of NewL

Domain, 5 Foods and Condiments
Sample Page

1. Foods
a. General Food

5.1 food (any kind of nourishment)

see 788G dpToS, OV, O
food, what is eaten

see 1109G Bpdpa, dTos, T6
food, sustenance

see 1418G &Latpodi, fis, 1)
food, something to eat

see 2169G émMOLTIONGS, ob), O
food, nourishment

see 5575G Tpodf, fis, N
5.1 food see 5964G X6pTacuda, aTos, T6

b. Cereal Food
5.2 cereal foods (wheat, barley) see

4989G oLtlov, ov, T6
note: for another interp., see LN 3.42
5.3 food ration, a due, measured
allowance of food, possibly limited to
cereal foods see 4991G OLTORETPLOV, OV, TO
5.4 piece of bread

see 6040G Puwplov, ov, T6

5.5 crumb, bit of food (normally bread)

see 60326 YL, Puxés, 7

5.5 small crumb, a very small piece of
food (normally bread)

see 6033G YPixlov, ov, T6

C. General Drink
5.6 drink (liquid nourishment)

see 4503G mépa, aros, T6

d. General Foods
5.7 solid food, including meat
(contrasted with liquid)
see 1109G Ppdpa, atos, T6
e. Procegsed Cereal Food & Processing
aids
5.8 loaf of bread see 788G dpToOS, OV, O
5.9 flour (of general type, possibly
coarser than LN 5.10)
see 236G d\eupov, ov, T6
5.10 finely ground flour
see 4947G O€pul(baiis, ews, N
5.11 yeast culture, leaven
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see 2434G (0un, 1S, 1

5.12 use yeast culture in dough
see 2435G {upbw
5.13 without yeast, unleavened
see 109G d{vpos, ov
Foods_ From 1ls
.14 meat (animal flesh of any kind)
see 3200G Kpéas, acc. pl. kpéa, T6
5.15 sacrificial meat, food offered to
pagan idols
see 1627.5G €ldwhbBuTov, oV, T6
5.16 small fish see 4066G oydpLov, ov, TO
5.17 small fish
see 4709G TpooddyLov, ov, TO

T Y

g. Creature -Products as Food
.18 egg see 6051G @HY, ol, T6
.19 milk (human or animal)

see 1128G <ydAa, akT6, T6
5.20 undomesticated honey (honey of the
field) see 67G dyplos, a, ov

5.20 honey see 3510G  Wél, LTO, T6
5.21 honeycomb, bee's wax cells

[$ 00}

containing honey see 3053G kmnplov, ov, T6

h. Supernaturally Provided Food
5.22 manna, a food that showed the
provision and care of the Lord

see 3445G pdwa, T6

ondiments

a. General Condiments

5.23 amomum spice (generic term for
spice) see 319G dpwpov, ov, T6

II.

b. Specific Condiments

cinnamon spice, aromatic inner bark
see 3077G KWWAPWLOV, OV, TO

5.24

5.25 mined salt see 265G @As, dAés, 6
note: variant of 5.26

5.26 mined salt see 229G dM\as, aTos, T6

5.26 salty tasting see 266G aiukég, 1), 6v

5.27 without salt, losing salt taste
see 383G dvalos, ov

5.28 make salty, season with salt see

Note: The number to the left of an entry is the LN domain and number. Headers with Roman numerals are headers
from LN. Other sub-headers are added by the editor of the New Lexicon. The “see” number is the GK Greek as

the indexing number from the main body of the New Lexicon.



10.1 Addendum V Sample Page of Passage in NewL
Passage Index of the NewL

sample page
Matthew , o 12:18"Y | 19@ 1:11%..... 20G
1:1.......11G 13:14% . ... 24G First Timothy
1:7% ...... G 16:22"% | 116G 6:18%..... 14G
1:13% ..... 10G John Hebrews
3:17......28G 8:56...... 22G | 1:9%...... 216G
5:12 see dyaludode 10:16 see dyayeiv 12:24%. ... 6G
5:12......22G 12:43..... 26G 11:4%..... 6G
5:41% .. ... 306G 13:34 see dyamite 9:4%...... 26
5:44 see dyamdre 13:34..... 26G 5:4%, ... 2G
13:48™vT 33103 13:35..... 26G 7:11%... .. 2G
19:16..... 19G Acts First Peter
20:15.....19G 2:46%..... 21G 1:6 ...... 226G
20:24% .... 246G 7:40% .. ... 2G 1:6 see dya\wdoe
21:2 Bee dydyete 11:28%.... 13G 1:8 see dayaMudobe
21:15% ... 246 11:28Y" .. 21G - 2:14%. ... 18G
22:10%" ... 23G 14:17%.... 14G 2:14 see dyaBomoliw
23:35 ¥ ... 6G 16:34..... 226G 2:15%..... 166G
25:4% .. ... 311G 21:10%.... 13G 2:20%,.... 16G
26:8% ... .. 24G 23:18 see dyayelv | 3:6%...... 16G
27:32% . ... 30G Romans 3:17%. ..., 16G
Mark o 15:14% . ... 206G 4:13 ..... 22G
2:26% ..... 8G 10:7%..... 112G 4:19%..... 17G
-10:41% .... 24G 13;3%vr 115G First John
10:14% . ... 246 "~ 8:28 see dyamGow 1:5%...... 326G
14:4% ... .. 24G g8:15% . .... 5G 3:17 ..... 26G
14:36% . ... 5G 5:8....... 127G 3:11%. ..., 326G
15:21% . ... 306 First Corinthians Third John
Luke 7:8%...... 231G 1%, ... .. 16G
1:5% ......2G 7:11% ... .. 23G 11 see dyafomoiy
1:5% ... .. 7G 7:32% ... 23G Jude '
1:14% ... .. 21G 7:34% ., ... 23G 12%, ..., 27G
1:44% ... .. 21G Second Corinthians 24%. ... .. 21G
1:47...... 226 7:11% ... .. 25G Revelation
3% ... 9G 11:9%..... 4G 1:11™ .... 1G
6:9% ...... 16G Galatians : 9:1%...... 126
6:32 see dyamdrTe  4:6% ... ... 5G : 9:2%...... 126G
6:32 see dyamGow 4:24% ... .. 296 9:11%..... 3G
6:337% ... 166G 4:25% ... 29G 9:11%..... 126
6:35% .. ... 16G 5:22%..... 206 11:7%..... 12G
8:8.......19G |  Ephesians ' 17:8%..... 12G
g:31% ... .. 12G 5:9%...... 206G 19:7 ..... 226G
10:21..... 22G 6:21...... 28G 20:1%.. ... 126G
11:51% . ... 6G Second Thessalonian 20:3%..... 12G
166

Superscript 2 means a lexeme occurs twice in the verse; superscript T means a variant reading from
UBS®; superscript ¥ means every verse with this lexeme is cited in the main body entry. The number
past the leader dots is the GK index number organizing the main body of the New Lexicon. Verses with
“see” and an inflected lexeme following is a parsed form in the main body of the New Lexicon.



11.1 Addendum VI Sample of English Index in NewL
English Index of the NewL

, Sample Page
RAYON. oot toiin v s sandansss 2G Habel see, Abel
Abaddon ................. Y...36 k Hagabue see, Agabus
Abba, Father..................5G Hagar........... rrrreereen. 29G
J N o L .. 6G heaven..........coviivsans 11G
Abiathar.........veervurnnnn.. 8G herd...... R R 6@
hbllehe ..................... e Holy Place........... e-va... 3B.5#
Abiud...... FR N 106G incensed, be................. 246
RAbraham. . . oo .. 116 indignant, be........... ..., 24G
Abyes, the.........covvuu... ..12G6 indignation............... +er 25G
act as a messenger............ 313G inferior........... e 38G
Agabus............... Veeeenenn 13G 1nform... """""""""""""" 33¢
, insignificant ................ 38G
ancestry, without............ -376 irate, be..... .o 24G
angel.............. Tttt -+ -34G < 31G
anger......... e b eaey 25G JOY, GYEAt ..t eaas 21G
b;se {things) ........... ce....38G joyful, be extremely......... 22G
bagket,” for fish.............. 356G lineage, without............. 37G
beloved......... e 2BG listen! ...ovvrunn.. e 315,54
bosom............. B 3146G B=T=) 3 35 .58
bosom of Abraham.............. 11G love (V) tiiiiineeiiiieaneeens 26G
bottomless pit...... e 12G love, Chrietian.............. 27G
bring news. .........conunen.. 33G love, demonstrate............ 26G
carry, force to............... 30G Love Feast ....... R 27G
Christian lbve...,...‘..h,..;.27G ‘ love, show....... .oy . 286G
common things................. 38G loved ONe ... .o 28G
compel. ... ... i 30G low, inferior................ 3BG
COMEAINET . oo erreerssssnnnnn. 316 . Meal, the Fellowship......... 27G
CONEAINeT . . i i arreninnennnn 35G message (content of) ......... 326
dear friend..........ieiii..ns 28G : MEBEENGeT « (.ot 346
deéds, good. .. . ... 17G ‘ messenger, act as a.......... 33G6
deep place...... S 126 news, bring............... ... 331G
delight, be filled with....... 22G offended, be........ ... 24G
demonstrate love.............. 26G . only dear {loved) ............ 28G
do good. .. it 14g, 16G ‘pay attention!............... 35.54%
doer of good. ...... ...t 15@ ' Place, Most Holy............. 38.5%
. extreme delight see, joy, great Place, Holy .....oooinnvnnnin 38.5#
father........ ... iininnnn. 5G possessions .................. 19G
Feast, Love........coviusnnnnnn 27G press into service........ --- 308
Fellowship Meal, the..........27G rank, without................ 8¢
financially burdensome, not...4G reéofd"WithOUt """"""" 376
first [in a series]....... ...16G Yejoice .. v .ot ittt e e 22G
fish basket .. ............ccun. 315G right actions see, good deeds
flask....ovvwsneannnvans Censee 31G right actioms, doer of see, 15g, 18G
force to carry...........h.. 30G aanc?uary ..... ot 38 5%
’ -service, press into........ .. 30G
friend, dear............. ... .28G
show love .........cviiuinnn.n 26G
‘genealogy, without............ 376 take pieasure £ % < S 26G
generosity...... N 20G transcendent gladness see, joy, great
generous.......... et 195G unmarried [class of person] .. 23G
good deeds........ M 176 vessel ... i b e e 31G
good [deeds], doer of......... 15g, 18G without ancestry............. 37G
good, do....... .. . i l4g, 16G without genealogy ............ 317G
good [meorall.................. 135G without lineage.............. 37G
good [value]l.............0.... 15G without rank........ .....c.x. 38G
goodnesg.............. cessa. .. 206G without record............... 37a@
great JOy....eohiiiii s 21G

167
Note: This is an alphabetical listing of English glosses and phrases; the number afier the leader dots is the
GK index number which is the organizing number in the main body of the New Lexicon. Numbers with
pound signs (#) have been added to the GK index system for purposes of lexical accuracy.



12.1 Addendum VH Sample Page of Strong’s Index in NewL

3

32
33
34
35
36
37
38

39

40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52

Note: The first column number and Greek lexeme i

A

"Aapuwv
dBaptis

"Appd

"ABeA

*ABud

' APLdBap

ARV

' ABLovd
"ABpadu
4dpuooas

"Avyapos
ayaBoepyéw
dyafomoléw
ayaomolia
ayaBomoLds
dyabds
ayabwoivm
dyaXiaois
dyalidw
dyauos
ayavakTéw
dyavdeTnoLs
ayandw
aydmn
ayamwnTos

"Ayap
dyyapelw
ayyelov

dyyeXa
dyyehos
dye
ayéin
dyevealdynTos
ayevis
ayidalw
aylacpos
dyLov
dylos
ay.étng
ayLwaivn
dykdAn
dykioTpov
dyxupa
dyvados
ayveia
dyvifw
aywnouds
dyroéw
dayvonua
dyvoia
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Strong’s Number Index of NewL

- Sample Page
1G & 270G 53 dyvis
a & d\pa 54 ayvéms
G Agpuv 55 dyvis
3G "ABad8uv 56 dyvwola
‘;g ‘?;’ggﬁg 57 dyvwoTos
q 58 dyopd
6G :'ABE%‘ 59 dyopdlw
7G . .ABLG 60 ‘ d'YOpQ’COS
8G ABLabdp 61 dypa
9G "ABLnA 62 dvod
pp ypdupatos
10G ' Aiots ) )
11G ' ABpadp 63 dypaview
126G dPuoaos 64 cypene
H 65 dyptéiar
13G “Ayapos TypLeiatos
14G dyafoepyéw 66 ’a'ypt’og .
166 dyafomoiéw 67 'Ayplmmas
176 dyaformaila 68 dypés
18G  dyaBomouds 69 dypuméa
19G dyados 70 aypumia
20G ayabwodun 7 dyw
21G dyadiaois 72 dywyn
22G  dyaldw 73 dyww
23G dyauos 74 dywuia
24G dyavakTéw 75 dywviopar
25G ayavdkTnoLs 76 ' A8dp
26G gyamdw 77 addmravos
227G dydmn 78 * ASS
28G  dyamnmos 79 dBerdn
29G "Aydp. BO a8eAdos
30G dyyapeiuw 81 a8erdéTns
31G& 3G 82 &5nios
e B wwm
, , asnAws
132G C:Y'YEN‘G 85 aénuovéw
3G dyyelos 85 dbnpovéw
355G  dyw 26 6ns
386G dyéln 8  dbudxpuros
37G ayeue}a)\oy:n'rog 88 asSudAermros
38G ayevis , )
39G ayidlo 89 Cf&a)\em',rms
40G dyiaopds %0 daSiadfopia
40.5G  dytos
411G dylos
412G ayéms ;
43G dywwoiun 91 adikéw
44G dyKdin 92 aSiknpa .
45G dyxioTpov 93 adikia
46G dyxupa 94 ddixos
47G dyvagos 95 d8{kws
418G ayvela 96 da8dkwpos
49G ayvilw 97 dSolos
50G aywnousés 98 AdpapuTTnvis
51G dyvoéw 99 "Abplas
52G dyvénpa 100 adpéms
53G dyvala

54G ayvés
55G ayvéms
56G ayvis

57G dayvwolia
58G dyvwoTos
59G . dyopd

60G ayopdlw
61G ayopalos
62G dypa

63G &'ypriuuaToS‘
64G Aypaviéw

635G aypebuw
66G - aypéraios
67G dypLos
68G 'Avyplwmas
69G aypds

70G ayputiéw

71G aypuvmvia
72G dyw

73G dywyn

74G dyuw

75G dywuia
76G dywilopat
771G - "ABdp

78G addwavos
759G ' ASBL

80G adeidn

81G  dBeAdds
82G  dbeMboTNS

23G ddnias

- 84G 4a8nAdTms
85G adnws
194G akndeuocvéw
86G adnuovéw
87G dsns

88G abidkpLToS
89G . abudieimrTos
90G adiadelmTes

916G-918G

ddbovia

& adbopla

& d8adfopia
92G abikéw

93G adiknua
94G adikia

- 96G dSikos
97G ddlkuws
299G addékLpos
100G dBdolos
101G ASpapvtTvis
102G "Abplas
103G adpodms

s the Strong’s Index number. The second column

number and Greek lexeme is the GK index number, the organizing number for the main body of the New
Lexicon. ‘ :
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