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B ody P a r t  T erm inology in H ebrew : A  S tu d y  in  Lexical Sem antics 

Miriam Rachel Leah Petruck

ABSTRACT

The present work applies a FRAME SEMANTICS approach to the description of 

body part terminology in Modern Hebrew. In this approach the description of the mean

ing of a word relies on knowledge of what speakers know or believe about the entity, rela

tion or process designated by the word. Adopting this approach allows word meaning to 

be characterized in terms of experience-based schematizations of the speaker's world. In 

this work, the description of Hebrew body-part terms is based on an experience-based 

schematization of the BODY FRAME, and a number of issues in lexical semantics are dis

cussed in its terms, such as polysemy, metaphor, derivation, and the nature of lexical 

semantic structure.

The theoretical and descriptive frameworks of the present work are given in Chapter 

1 along with a brief review of previous studies of body part terminology. Background 

information about Modern Hebrew needed for reading the present work is given in 

Chapter 2. The methodology employed for this study is described in Chapter 3.

An experience-based schematization of the BODY FRAME is offered in Chapters 4 

and 5. The three categories into which the words in the body part domain can be divided 

are those of (1) the lay observer of the human figure as a visually perceived object: (2) the 

expert observer; and (3) the experiencer of body sensations. The words in each category 

are described and analyzed in terms of their morphology, etymology, and semantic struc

ture. Comparisons with languages other than Hebrew are provided where appropriate. In 

Chapter 6 extended meanings of body part terms are discussed; metaphorical and morpho

logically derived nouns, adjectives, and verbs based on body part terms are also part of 

the BODY FRAME.
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In Chapter 7 a summary of the findings is provided along with a discussion of the 

theoretical implications of this work. A FRAME-based organization of the lexicon is sug

gested and a number of topics for future research based on this suggestion are given.

. W ~ U ’
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A bbreviations

The following abbreviations are used for references to the Bible, the Mishna, and the Tal
mud.

Bekh. Bekhorot
Eccl. Ecclesiastes
Exod. Exodus
Ezek. Ezekiel
Gen. Genesis
Hos. Hosea
Hull. Hullin
Jer. Jeremiah
Job Job
Judg. Judges
Ket. Ketubot
2 Kings 2 Kings
Lev. Leviticus
Men. Menahot
Mikv. Mikvaot
Neg. Nega’im
Nid. Nida
Num. Numbers
Ohal. Ohalot
Prov. Proverbs
Ps. Psalms
1 Sam. 1 Samuel
2 Sam. 2 Samuel
San. Sanhedrin
Song of Sol. Song of Solomon
Yer. Yerushalmi (Jerusalem Talmud)
Yev. Yevamot
Yom. Yoma

The following abbreviations are also found in the text.

AHD American Heritage Dictionary
OED Oxford English Dictionary
W3 Webster’s Third International Dictionary
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Chapter One: Introduction

In this chapter, I provide (I) the theoretical and descriptive frameworks for the 

present study and (2) a brief review of some of the previous studies of body part terminol

ogy and mention research on other domains which are relevant to this work.

1.1 Fram ework

Most descriptions and analyses of body p art terminology done by linguists and/or 

anthropologists (Stark 1969, Liston 1972, McClure 1975 ) focus on the partonomic struc

ture of the domain. In these studies most of the terms in the domain are seen as hierarchi

cally arranged and related to each other by a network of partonomic (‘part-of’) relation

ships, with some few related to each other by taxonomic (‘kind-of’) relationships. For the 

most part these studies deal with names of external parts of the body, a  subset of term s in 

the body part domain which lends itself to this sort of characterization. Other terms in 

the body part domain including names for internal parts (e.g. heart, pancreas), body fluids 

(e.g. blood, sweat), general terms (e.g. skin, organ) and configurations of the body (e.g. 

lap, fist) usually are not dealt with in an interesting way probably because they cannot be 

accounted for with this type of characterization.

This sort of approach fails to capture the semantic structure of the domain and arbi

trarily delimits the terms to be studied. While linguists and anthropologists studying this 

domain have pointed out that there are many term s which belong in it but do not fit its 

partonomic structuring, none have proposed a way of dealing with these facts either in 

terms of characterizing the semantic structure of the domain or ensuring th a t all the 

relevant terms are included in such a structuring. The present study employs the con

cepts of ‘frame’ and ‘prototype' (Fillmore 1975, 1978, etc.) to characterize the lexical 

semantic domain of body part terminology in Modern Hebrew. After specifying what is 

meant by the terms ‘frame’ and ‘prototype’, I will discuss the range of phenomena that
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can be handled with this approach and will provide the motivation for adopting such an 

approach.

"The Frame idea is this. There are certain schemata or frameworks of concepts 

which link together as a system, which impose structure on some aspect of human experi

ence, and which may contain elements which are simultaneously parts of other such 

frameworks" (Fillmore 1975:123). With the prototype idea, "...it is held tha t the under

standing of meaning requires, a t least in a great many cases, an appeal to  an exemplar or 

prototype...." (Fillmore 1975:123). Using the Frame idea in the context of a discussion 

about the ways in which semantic information is organized in the lexicon of a language, 

Fillmore characterizes the ‘frame’ as "the most central and powerful" kind of semantic 

domain structure. "A ‘frame’ is a lexical set whose members index portions or aspects of 

the conceptual or actional whole. The items in a frame...are only understandable to some

one who has (conceptual) access to the underlying schema onto which parts of the frame 

fit...Within the set of words linked together in a ‘frame’ can be found many that form 

paradigms, contrast sets, taxonomies, and the rest...."(1978:165). We note tha t Fillmore 

moves from using the term ‘frame’ as a type of conceptual structure to using it to refer to 

a section of the lexicon which ‘indexes’ such a conceptual structure.

In terms of the description of individual lexical items, frames allow and necessitate 

the incorporation of background information about the world and presume certain human 

cognitive processes and abilities, all of which contribute to  the capacity to determine 

exactly w hat counts as a prototype. In terms of the characterization of semantic domain 

structures, frames permit a variety of semantic structures. The prototype idea fits here as 

well. While frames necessarily allow a variety of semantic domain structures, for some 

domains there may be a prototypical structure used for the domain’s characterization or 

for the characterization of a subset of the domain.
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The strength of the Frame and the usefulness of prototypes can be demonstrated 

with body part terminology. The set of lexical items included in the domain constitute the 

‘Body Frame’. Within the Body Frame there are elements tha t are simultaneously part of 

other frames; within the Body Frame there are words linked together to form different 

kinds of semantic structures. W hat are the other frames? Which lexical items are simul

taneously part of more than one frame? What are the different semantic structures mani

fest in the ‘Body Frame’? Which are the best examples of each of these? In order to 

answer these questions, it is necessary to discuss the way in which the data included in the 

current study are organized and presented.

Biology and anatomy textbooks and reference works typically discuss the parts of 

the human body in terms of the body’s various functional systems (circulatory, respira

tory, nervous, etc.) This sort of organization is certainly appropriate to works whose pur

pose is to describe and discuss the functions and functioning of these parts and systems. 

Such an organization might also be appropriate for a  presentation of the scientific term i

nology for human anatomy given the motivations for using tha t terminology. It is not 

suitable, however, for a presentation of the folk terminology of the human body.

A study of the folk system of body part terminology is a  study of a particular termi

nological system—i.e. a certain group of words, their forms, meanings, connotations, and 

usages, as well as their morphological and semantic inter-relationships. It must not be 

seen as a study of the anatomical systems themselves, though there is an obvious 

relevance of knowledge about such systems to systems of terminology that deal with 

them. A presentation of the folk system of body part terminology ought to reflect the 

fact that the data constitute a set of words used by people in the normal course of their 

everyday lives when referring to a familiar entity in their world.

The referential domain for the words in the lexical semantic domain of body part
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terminology is the human body with all of its many interconnecting parts. Any discussion 

of this domain needs to be anchored in the human body itself. One way of anchoring the 

data in the human body is to consider the different ways in which the human body may be 

experienced. Each different mode of experiencing the body allows or necessitates the use 

of a somewhat different subset of terms in the domain. Presentation of the data with 

reference to these modes pays tribute to the idea th a t frames "impose structure on some 

aspect of human experience" and places the discussion of the data in the speaker’s world.

The words in the lexical semantic domain of body part terminology can be divided 

into three categories, each corresponding to a  mode of experiencing the body. The three 

categories are those of: (1) the lay observer of the human figure as a visually perceived 

object; (2) the expert observer; and (3) the experiencer of body sensations. The three per

spectives within which human understanding of the body is organized (and within which 

terminologies expressing these understandings are anchored) may be called "external", 

"internal", and "personal". The "external" and "internal" perspectives are a function of 

observation; the "personal" perspective is a function of sensation.

Lay observers of the human figure include people who under normal circumstances 

view the external body, their own or someone else’s. Experiencers of body sensations 

include people who in a variety of circumstances (e.g. pain, excitement) experience their 

own bodies by way of feeling the body’s actions and activity. Lay observers of the human 

figure are also experiencers of body sensations and vice versa. In short, lay observers of 

the human figure and experiencers of body sensations are average people. Expert 

observers include those people with technical expertise of the body. Thus, sports 

enthusiasts, (high school) biology students, (butchers, cooks), anatomists, physiologists, 

(veterinarians ) and physicians are all expert observers because they have the specialist’s 

knowledge of what they see and are trained to  observe the body in ways unfamiliar to the
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lay person. And of course much of the information possessed by expert observers has 

become a part of everyday knowledge.

The distinctions being made here can be exemplified. The teacher of an exercise 

class has technical expertise about the muscles in the body and might say Tighten your 

gluteals in reference to  a particular set of muscles in the hip and thigh region. On some 

other occasion the same teacher might say Squeeze your cheeks avoiding the technical 

term. An orthopedic surgeon might report tha t a patient had a fractured tibia, but is 

equally capable of telling a friend that they can’t go skiing because of a broken leg. Lay 

observers of human figure and experiencers of body sensations need not be audiologists in 

order to say My ears are plugged and I  can’t hear. Nor do they have to  be cardiologists in 

order to say Her heart beat faster and faster in describing someone’s excitement.*

Now it is possible to return to the questions posed above regarding the different 

frames within the ‘Body Frame’. The different modes in which the body may be experi

enced can be thought of as frames contained in the Body Frame. Some words in the 

domain occur in more than one of these "experiential frames". For example, belly might 

best be characterized as a term used by the lay observer of the human figure as apparent 

from Fred ha3 a beer belly in which belly refers to an external area of the body. It is also 

used by the experiencer of body sensations as in /  have a belly ache in which belly refers to 

an internal organ. Similarly, throat might best be characterized as a term used by the 

experiencer of body sensations as apparent from I  know I ’m  getting a cold because I  have a 

sore throat in which throat refers to an internal part or area. It is also used by the lay 

observer of the human figure as in During the fight she grabbed him by the throat in which 

throat refers to an external area of the body. The intuition we have tha t the words throat 

and belly have different senses in these contexts is the intuition th a t the same words fit 

distinct ‘framings’ of the same object, the human hody.
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Within each of the experiential frames, there are frames that correspond to  the 

different sections and subsections of the body as well as those that correspond to  the 

different systems and subsystems of the body. Thus, for example, in the lay observer 

frame it is possible to distinguish among others, a  "trunk frame" and an "arm frame". 

Again, there are words tha t occur in more than  one of these frames, as for example, 

shoulder. Whether shoulder names a part of the trunk or a part of the arm depends on 

the observer’s frame. If the observer’s frame is the trunk, shoulder names a p a rt of the 

trunk; if the observer’s frame is the arm, shoulder names a part of the arm. The situation 

can be compared to  a woman standing on the northeast corner of Fifth Avenue and 

Fifty-Seventh Street in Manhattan. When facing north she would say she was on Fifth 

Avenue and when facing east she would say she was on Fifty-Seventh Street. In fact she’s 

on both.

Similarly, in the expert observer’s frame, it would be possible to distinguish, among 

others, a "genital frame" and a "urinary frame". Whether the term urethra names a  part 

of the genital system or a part of the urinary system depends on the expert observer’s 

frame and his/her knowledge of the function of the part. If the expert observer’s frame is 

the genital frame, urethra names a part of the genital system; if the expert observer’s 

frame is the urinary frame, urethra names a  part of the urinary system. (Of course, each 

of these frames may contain elements tha t are part of other frames but not part of the 

‘Body Frame’.)

Having provided a means of answering the questions posed regarding the different 

frames within the ‘Body Frame’, it is possible to address the question regarding the 

variety of semantic structures within the ‘Body Frame’. Within this set of words there 

are partonomies and taxonomies, as well as words connected by other semantic relation

ships, particularly ‘in’ and ‘on’. For example, the words toenail, toe, foot, and leg are
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semantically linked by the ‘part-of’ relationship and figure into a partonomic structure 

within the ‘lay observer frame’. The words skull, jaw, and vertebra are semantically 

linked by the ‘kind-oP relationship to bone (since they each name a kind of bone) and to 

each other via this relationship as co-hyponyms. They figure into a taxonomic structure 

within the ‘expert observer frame’. Among the terms linked together by the relationship 

‘in’ are tooth, tongue, and gums, all of which name parts ‘in’ the mouth as well as vein, 

artery, and capillary, all of which name blood vessels in the body. Terms such as skin, 

freckle, and beauty mark show that some of the words within the ‘Body Frame’ are linked 

semantically by the relationship ‘on’. (The skin is ‘on’ the body. Freckles and beauty 

marks are ‘on’ the skin.)

Notice that the different kinds of structures can be found in the different "experien

tial frames" and that some terms fit into more than one type of semantic structure. The 

expert observer might have occasion to talk about the parts of the brain as well as the 

different kinds of tissue found in the body. The iay observer might talk about the 

different kinds of teeth using terms such as baby teeth and wisdom teeth as well as talk 

about the teeth being ‘in’ the mouth.

As Matisoff correctly points out, "Body parts are subject to multiple simultaneous 

classifications" (1978:151). This is so because of anatomical and physiological facts. Not 

surprisingly, body part terms are also subject to multiple simultaneous classifications. 

Frames and prototypes provide a means of demonstrating and accounting for this in 

linguistic and cognitive terms. The Frame idea re-enforces the notion th a t the meaning of 

a word is determined by the context in which it is used. Speakers understand the mean

ing of a word in part because they can access the frame to which it belongs, in part 

because they have ideas about the best instance of an application of a word—i.e. they 

know what the prototype is, and in part because they know what to do when something is
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not a  prototype. Terms which clearly belong to the domain but considered peripheral in 

part because they don’t  fit into the partonomic structure of the domain are now included 

without any problem. In addition, given the idea of prototypes it is possible to ack

nowledge their so-called peripheral status. A prototypical body part is going to be some

thing that is a  part as opposed to something th a t is a fluid or a configuration. A proto

typical body part is going to be a part which is salient because of its physical properties 

and/or because of its functional importance. Such parts are named with lexical items 

which for a  variety of reasons can be considered central to the domain in contrast to the 

"peripheral" ones.

Now it is possible to return to the idea tha t for some domains there may be a proto

typical structure used for the domain’s characterization or for a characterization of a sub

set of the domain. It might be suggested tha t the partonomy is the prototypical structure 

used to characterize the domain of body part terminology. Most of the terms in the ‘lay 

observer frame’ are linked together by the ‘part-of’ relationship. Indeed the terms used by 

the lay observer of the human figure account for a major portion of the terms in the 

domain. In other frames in the body part domain, other structures might be the proto

typical ones. For example, consider the perspective of the expert observer. In the ‘expert 

observer frame’, a structure organized according to  a principle of systemic relationship 

might be the prototypical one, even if the semantic nature of th a t relationship is not 

immediately obvious to the linguist. Among other things, the expert observer is con

cerned with the functions and functioning of the parts that (s)he names within the sys

tems and sub-system*3 of the body. The suggestion being made here offers a way of view

ing and understanding the structural organization of the domain which coincides with the 

way people view and understand other concepts and objects.

Thus in terms of the characterization of the structure of the domain, the specific lex
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ical items in the domain, as well as an intuitively appealing manner of presenting the 

data, frames and prototypes are very helpful. Given the complexity of the human body, 

the domain of body part terminology provides an especially rich testing ground for frames 

and prototypes. A terminological system which has a structurally simple referential 

domain would not permit the power and flexibility of the frame idea or the usefulness of 

the prototype idea to be demonstrated.

Sources of interest in the domain of body part terminology discussed so far have had 

to do with the domain, its contents, structure, and organization. T hat discussion pro

vided some of the theoretical framework for the present study. Various aspects of the 

individual words in the domain are also of interest.

An examination of the lexical structure of the words in the domain provides a means 

of discussing a more general issue relevant to the study of SEMANTIC fields. In particu

lar, it allows the linguist to address the question of patterns of polysemy found in the 

domain. Are there isolated instances of polysemy or are there recurring kinds of polysemy? 

W hat are the recurring kinds of polysemy? Andersen (1978) argues tha t there are a lim

ited set of recurring patterns of polysemy in the domain of body part terminology which

"derive from the ability of the human perceptual apparatus to deal with attributes like

o
shape, size, and spatial orientation" (1978:364).

In the current study, the different kinds of polysemy within the domain are charac

terized according to the following types: whole/part including volume/surface; 

upper/lower; and genus/species. An example of whole/part polysemy is the term 

yad - ‘arm, hand’ which names a  whole as well as a salient part of tha t whole. In this 

case, the part is salient because of its im portant function—hands do many things that 

arms without hands could not do. In other cases of this kind of polysemy, a part may be 

considered salient for a variety of other reasons including its physical characteristics (as
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suggested by Andersen (1978)) and its social and cultural associations.

Volume/surface polysemy is a special kind of whole/part polysemy. Since the 

human body is a three-dimensional object, many of the terms in the body part domain 

designate three-dimensional parts. Sometimes only a part or area of the 

three-dimensional part is visible on the surface of the body. The lay observer may use the 

same term  to designate the three-dimensional part as (s)he uses to designate the area or 

part which is visible on the surface. This seems to be the natural consequence of an 

"external" perspective. For instance, the word ’ozen - ‘ear, outer ear’ designates a 

three-dimensional part and the part of that three-dimensional part which is visible on the 

body’s surface. Curiously enough, the most common uses of the word refer to  either the 

inner part of the ear (not visible to this observer) or the outer part of the ear, rather than 

to the whole thing. However, it might be suggested th a t this is a situation in which the 

lay observer has acquired some of the knowledge of the expert observer. The lay observer 

knows th a t the outer surface and the inner volume constitute the whole volume. (S)he is 

not surprised to open up an anatomy textbook and find the word ’ozen labeling a picture 

of the whole ear—i.e. the outer surface and the inner volume. Other instances of 

w hole/part polysemy may involve three-dimensional parts, or volumes, and surfaces as 

well. For instance, kaf yad - ‘hand, palm’ designates a  volume and one of the surfaces of 

tha t volume. In this case, both the volume and the surface are completely visible to the 

lay observer of the human figure.

In the present work, words are designated as ‘volume terms’, ‘volume and surface 

term s’, or ‘surface terms’. The word ros - ‘head’ is a  volume term since it names a 

volume; kaf yad - ‘hand, palm’ is a volume and surface term since it names both a 

volume and a surface; mecaz - ‘forehead’ is a surface term since it names a surface. 

Given the referential domain for the words in the lexical semantic domain of body part
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terminology, it is not surprising tha t there are only a  few surface terms.

The other types of polysemy are upper/lower polysemy and genus/species polysemy. 

An example of upper/lower polysemy is ciporeti - ‘fingernail, toenail’ where the polysemy 

obtains between comparable parts of the upper and lower body. An example of 

genus/species polysemy is ’ecba - ‘finger, index finger’ where the polysemy obtains 

between a type and a variety of that type. The physical properties of the body parts in 

question play an important role in both upper/lower polysemy and genus/species 

polysemy. Aside from the existence of upper/lower polysemy, note tha t the patterns of 

polysemy in the domain are symmetrical between the upper part and the lower part of the 

body. Words which designate corresponding parts on the upper and lower body are often 

polysemous in corresponding ways. For example, the polysemy of regel - ‘leg, foot’ paral

lels tha t of yad - ‘arm, hand’ and the polysemy of kaf regel - ‘foot, sole’ parallels th a t of 

kaf yad - ‘hand, palm’.

In addition to the polysemy of terms within the body part domain, the present study 

considers polysemy by extension. A number of body part terms also serve as names for 

entities outside the body part domain. Thus, for example, the body part word 

pe - ‘mouth’ also means ‘opening’, as in pi ha-m9  ’ara - ‘mouth of the cave’ and the 

metaphorical extension is based on the similarity of shape between an open mouth and a 

cave opening. Some metaphorical extensions of body part terms are based on position, as 

in gav - ‘back’ and gav ha-sefer (back (of) the-book) - ‘spine of the book’, and size, as in 

’ama - ‘lower arm, cubit’. There are also metonymical extensions based on function, as in 

lason - ‘tongue, language’. As was the case with polysemous terms within the body part 

domain, visually perceptible properties also play an im portant role in patterns of nomen

clature from the body part domain outwaras—i.e. in metaphorical and metonymical uses 

of body part terms. As Andersen’s (1978) work shows, the kinds of polysemy found in
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Hebrew are found in the body part domain of other genetically unrelated languages as 

well. The present study provides an in-depth examination of this phenomenon in Hebrew 

and includes those terms in the domain th a t are polysemous by extension.

Frames and prototypes are useful in the discussion of polysemy. The prototypical 

use of a  term is in part a function of the frame in which it occurs. Recall tha t frames 

"...may contain elements which are simultaneously parts of other such frameworks" 

(Fillmore 1975:123) and that each element will have a prototypical frame associated with 

it. The prototypical frame will be the one which for a variety of reasons is the most 

salient. Every polysemous term has an unmarked sense-i.e. the sense of the term in the 

absence of a context which "forces" another of its senses. For example, ’ecba - ‘finger, 

index finger’ is simultaneously part of the ‘hand frame’ and the ‘set of fingers frame’ 

where each frame gives a different sense of the term. The unmarked sense of the term is 

‘finger’ which is taken from the more salient of these frames—the ‘hand frame’. It seems 

likely th a t any polysemous term will take its unmarked sense from its prototypical frame. 

If so, frames and prototypes provide a perspicuous way of talking about the semantic 

structure of words.

The investigation of the patterns of polysemy in the domain necessitates the exami

nation of the internal semantic structure of the words. The morphological structure of 

the words in the domain is also of interest. A number of researchers interested in different 

lexical semantic domains have used morphological simplicity/complexity as a criterion for 

determining a word’s status as a "basic" term within a domain.

In Berlin and Kay’s (1969) study of color terms, among other factors, a term is basic 

if "It is monolexemic; that is, its meaning is not predictable from the sum of its parts...." 

(1969:5). Berlin Breedlove, and Raven (1973) found th a t there is a tendency to label gen

eric level categories with primary lexemes, oftentimes unanalyzabie forms, in folk biologi

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



13

cal taxonomies. Berlin, Breedlove, and Raven’s (1973) generic level categories are compar

able to Rosch’s (1977) basic level categories. Thus, in some respects words for these 

categories are basic to the domain. Brown (1976) examined the domain of body part ter

minology and among other things determined th a t there are some categories for which all 

languages have labels which are usually unanalyzable primary lexemes. Once again, there 

is a correlation between morphological simplicity and the idea of a term being basic to a 

domain.

For the most part, the morphological structure of the native vocabulary of Hebrew 

content words can be characterized in terms of a consonantal root and a morphological 

pattern. Usually the root is tri-consonantal and related to a verbal notion. The morpho

logical pattern consists of a discontinuous sequence of vowels and may include one or 

more prefixes and/or suffixes. All nouns are inherently masculine or feminine in gender 

and form the plural by adding the appropriate masculine or feminine suffix. Some nouns 

also have a dual form; others can only form a plural with the dual suffix. (Further details 

are given in section 2.2.)

In the present study, words are characterized as simple, complex, or compound. For 

example, ros - ‘head’ is a simple term as is bohen - ‘big toe, toe’. The word

panim - ‘face’ is a complex form due to the presence of the plural suffix -im; similarly 

xanixayim - ‘gums’ is a complex form due to the presence of the dual suffix -ayim. Nei

ther of these nouns has a corresponding singular form which is a body part term .^ Simple 

and complex words are monolexemic.

Examples of compound terms in the Hebrew body part domain are gav

ka-yad ((the-hand back) - ‘back of the hand’ and bet ka-zaze ((the) chest house) - ‘(the) 

rib cage’. In the former both nouns in the compound are body part terms; in the latter

only the modifying noun of the compound is a body part term. The word bet (the con
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struct form of bayit - ‘house’) has been borrowed into the body part domain from another 

area of the vocabulary. A number of compound forms in the Hebrew body part domain 

include a  noun which does not occur anywhere else in the language. An example of this is 

the word sexi in the compound bet ha-sexi - ‘(the) underarm’. The term ‘morphan’ (mor

pheme +  orphan), coined by Matisoff (1973d), is used here to characterize words such as 

sexi. Compound nouns are obviously bi-lexemic forms of a special kind. There are also 

bi-Iexemic forms in the Hebrew body part domain which are not compounds such as leset 

taxtona - ‘lower jaw ' and sen toxenet (milling tooth) - ‘molar’. For the most part, sim

ple words are unmotivated: complex and compound terms are motivated, as are the few 

bi-lexemic terms.

The morphological structure of the words in the Hebrew body part domain are 

noteworthy for a number of reasons. Many are morphologically simple term s. Many are 

also "primitive" nouns, not derived from a  consonantal root related to a  verbal notion, 

and are the source of derived (i.e. morphologically complex) words in the language. Furth

ermore, many of the terms form the plural with the dual suffix -ayim. Thus, for example, 

the plural of yad - ‘arm, hand’ is yadayim  - ‘(two) arms, (two) hands'. For the most 

part, the "dual plural" suffix is used with terms which name paired body parts—eyes, ears, 

knees, ankles, etc. However, there are also paired parts named with terms which take a 

regular plural suffix. Other times the "dual plural" is used with terms which name parts 

which might be seen as pairs since they come in sets of two. For example, the plural of 

Sen - ‘too th ’ is sinayim  - ‘teeth’ where there is an upper set and a lower set. Of some 

additional interest is the fact tha t many of the terms which use the "dual plural" suffix 

are also feminine gender nouns. The rather extensive use of the dual in the body part 

domain is noteworthy since Hebrew is unlike Modern Standard Arabic in which every 

noun has a singular, a dual, and a plural form.
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While there are a  number of other factors th a t must be considered, morphologically 

simple terms tend to be "basic" to the domain. O ther factors include the term ’s status as 

native or borrowed (to the domain and to the language), ease of elicitation, and extent of 

its use as a  source of derivation and metaphor. The high number of morphologically sim

ple native terms in the Hebrew body part domain lends support to MatisofFs (1978) claim 

tha t the body part domain is a core part of the vocabulary.

Aside from the internal semantic structure and the morphological structure of the 

terms in the domain, the nature of a term ’s referent is of interest. McClure (1975) distin

guishes areas of the body having discrete parts, "those endowed by nature with visible 

demarcations" (1975:81) such as lips and ears, and those th a t consist of focal areas and 

their extensions, lacking precisely defined boundaries such as cheek and belly. Some of 

the terms in the body part domain are well-defined whereas others are vague. The referent 

of a well-defined term has clear physical demarcations. The referent of a vague term does 

not have well-defined boundaries. Thus, in some cases different observers will always 

agree about the exact referent of a particular term , while in other cases they will only 

agree on the general area which a particular term  covers. The picture-based elicitation 

task used in the present study provides a means of documenting this for Hebrew. (See 

Appendix II.)

Many of the terms tha t name parts of the human body are actually general names 

for animal body parts—they name non-human animal body parts as well. For instance, 

the terms head, back, and leg are appropriately used for humans and other animals. 

There are also terms tha t name specifically non-human body parts which when used of 

humans have special connotations. For instance, when used of a dog the term paw has no 

special connotation. When used of human hands, as in Keep your paws off!, they are 

degraded in some way and as a result so is the person whose hands are called paws.
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Sometimes there is a single term for both humans and other mammals which does not 

refer to anatomically corresponding parts. An example of this is the term forearm. When 

used of a human forearm  refers to the lower part of the arm, where for some speakers the 

hand is included and for others it is not. When used of a  horse or a cow, forearm  refers to 

the upper part of any leg (s.v. horse, Webster’s Third). Thus the term forearm  does not 

name corresponding parts on humans ond other animals. Terms which are unusual in 

either of these ways are noted throughout.

Terms in the body part domain may be well-defined, vague, or general a t any point 

in time in the history of the language. They may also change over time and such changes 

will affect the system as a whole. For example, based on the existence of the finger name 

’ama - ‘middle finger’ as well as the ancient measure term  ’ama - ‘cubit’, it is clear tha t 

in earlier periods of Hebrew ’ama must have meant ‘lower arm ’. However, today the term  

’ama is used for ‘forearm’. Thus, while ’ama once named the part of the arm from the 

elbow to the fingertips, it now names the part of the arm from the elbow to the wrist. 

Furthermore, there does not seem to be any other term now used for ‘lower arm ’. Aside 

from the inherent interest in the history of the words in the domain, their history will 

reveal facts about the (re)organization of the domain over time.

Sometimes there are several different terms for a single body part, each belonging to 

a different register in the language. The term ‘lexical elaboration’ is used here for this 

situation. In such cases it is difficult to decide which term to cite as the "real11 name. The 

so-called official name may have a somewhat technical connotation and hence is hardly 

used in everyday situations. Sometimes the so-called official name is the word th a t speak

ers know they are supposed to use in polite company, in formal contexts, or if speakers 

are purists and want to "speak correctly". Sometimes the official name won’t be used in 

polite company or formal contexts in spite of its sta tus as a technical term. In any event,
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the term is not the one tha t is used in everyday conversations. A t the same time, the 

term used in everyday conversation may have its own special connotation due to its form 

and/or sociolinguistic function which suggests th a t such a term is not the real name for a 

particular part either. It seems tha t for some parts of the body (typically, the covered 

ones) there are technical words, children's words, and vulgar words, but no ordinary 

names. For such cases in the present work, the official name is cited noting if it is con

sidered a  technical term, a polite term, etc. Other terms are given, noting their special 

connotations and the contexts in which they are used.

While some areas of the body part domain exhibit ‘lexical elaboration’, others exhi

bit ‘lexical density’. In other words, there are some areas of the domain in which can be 

found many more terms than in other structurally similar areas. For example, there are 

many more terms for the front of the head than for the back of the head and many more 

terms for fingers than for toes. In the first case, it is in part a result of the physical struc

ture of the human body—there are more parts on the face than on the back of the head. 

In the second case, it is in part a result of the im portant function of the parts—fingers are 

used for many different tasks. In both cases there is evidence for the salience of certain 

kinds of spatial orientation. Front is more salient than back; upper is more salient than 

lower.

To summarize, some terms have more than one meaning a t the present time; some 

words have changed in meaning through history. Some of the terms used by the lay 

observer of the human figure refer to parts or areas of the outer surface of the human 

figure, while others designate three-dimensional parts. Some terms in the domain 

represent both a surface and a volume. Many terms are morphologically simple and 

unmotivated; others are complex or compound and motivated. Some of the terms are 

‘ingressive’—taken from other areas of the vocabulary and used in the body part domain.
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while others are ‘egressive’—used in other areas of the vocabulary.0 Some terms are 

well-defined and ethers are vague; many are general animal body part names as opposed 

to specifically human body part names. For some parts of the body several different terms 

can be used often with different connotations. For some areas of the body there are many 

more terms than for structurally similar areas.

Since the present study, for the most part, deals with a folk terminological system, it 

is especially appropriate to consider folk beliefs about tha t system. People have beliefs 

about the human body, its parts as well as about its appearance and the way it functions. 

People also have beliefs about and explanations for the words that name the parts, their 

appearance, and their functions. These beliefs and explanations are worthy of the 

linguist’s attention in part because they contribute to the description and analysis of a 

system which acknowledges the importance of the speaker’s world. In addition, these 

beliefs and explanations are oftentimes different than the "scientific" ones and hence may 

provide some further insight to human cognitive processes and abilities.

For example, it is possible to distinguish folk etymologies from real etymologies and 

isolate the factors that contribute to the development of the folk etymology. For 

instance, the English body part term ear and the word ear meaning ‘spike of corn’ are 

homonyms. The body part word is related to Old English tare; the corn word is related 

to Old English tar. However, in the minds of speakers who don’t  know the different 

etymologies of the words, the two meanings are linked together (Ullmann 1962:164). It is 

likely tha t this folk etymology developed in part because the words are homophonous and 

in part because of some perceived similarity between the body part and the corn word. 

On the other hand, the English body part term  sole referring to  the bottom surface of the 

foot and the word sole which names a fish actually have a common history. They are 

both related to Latin solea - ‘sandal’. However, because speakers don’t know the real
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etymology and because the two senses are so different, the form is reinterpreted as two 

homonyms with unrelated meanings (Ullmann 1962:177-178). In both of these examples 

speakers’ beliefs contribute to  their understanding of the system.

In addition to folk etymologies, common practices involving the body have led to 

extended uses of body part terms. For example, the practice of measuring distance with 

the length of the foot has led to the use of the body part term foot as a measure term. 

Similarly, the practice of measuring amounts of liquor with the width of the finger has led 

to the use of the body part term finger as a measure term.

Knowledge about the body and how it functions as well as folk beliefs about the 

body serve as the basis for metaphors involving body part terms. For example, speakers 

of English and speakers of Hebrew know tha t in some sense the heart is at the center of 

the body in part because it plays a  central role in the functioning of the body. Evidence 

for this is found in the English phrase the heart o f the matter and the Hebrew expression 

lev ha- ’ir - ‘heart of the city’. They also believe tha t there is a connection between the 

heart and the emotions as apparent from the English phrase heart broken used to describe 

someone whose feelings have been hurt, usually because of a failed romance, and the 

Hebrew word mslabev - ‘hearten’, an active verb based on the root for lev - ‘heart’. 

Thus, folk knowledge and folk beliefs are a source of information for different aspects of 

the words in the domain of body part terminology including their etymology, metaphori

cal extension, and derivational capacity.

As set forth above, the domain of body part terminology offers a wealth of material 

for linguistic analysis providing the opportunity to  address issues of particular relevance 

to lexical semantics. In addition, the structural complexity of the human body and the 

fact tha t the body is an integral part of human experience makes the domain of body part 

terminology a particularly rich area of the vocabulary for demonstrating the strength of
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the frame and the utility of the prototype in lexical semantic description and analysis.

1.2 L iterature Review

There is much scholarship devoted to  the description and analysis of lexical semantic 

domains. Of obvious importance and relevance to  the present work are studies of body 

part terminology through which different theoretical issues in lexical semantics have been 

addressed. For the most part, research in the area of body part terminology can be 

divided inot two areas: studies of the domain (or a  section of the domain) in a specific 

language or group of related languages; studies of language universals with respect to the 

domain. Representative studies are presented here beginning with a few works about 

specific languages.

Stark (1969) examined the lexemes of Quechua external body parts in order to dis

tinguish pattern and structure (1969:1). There are three possible morphological structures 

of words in Quechua: a single root (e.g. uma - ‘head’); a root plus a suffix

(e.g. kukucu - ‘elbow’, kuku + cu - ‘bent over’ +  ‘like something’); two root stems, or

combinations of the two (e.g. maki pampa - ‘palm of the hand’,

makt - ‘hand’ 4- pampa - ‘field’). These are characterized as simple, complex, and com

pound lexemes, respectively. After presenting informants with the frame sentence "A is a 

part of B", Stark determined tha t the body part domain has a  hierarchical structure for 

the most part defined by the part-whole relationship. The semantic dimension of a lexeme 

depends on its position within the hierarchy, both horizontally and vertically. Thus, for 

example, on one level of the hierarchy uma contrasts with caka - ‘leg’ and means ‘head'. 

On another level of the hierarchy, uma contrasts with uya - ‘face’ and means ‘non-face’ 

(1969:2-3).

Stark noticed two dominant patterns for the Quechua data in sections of the 

domain: concavity and convexity are im portant features of nomenclature in both the
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head and the trunk; and there is a symmetrical distribution of constituents for both 

extremities. Thus, for example, when the term  nawi - ‘eye’ is combined with - t ’uqu, a 

bound morpheme referring to a concave surface, the resulting form, nawiht’uqu means ‘eye 

socket’. However, when nawi is combined with the word kapacu, which refers to  a  convex 

surface, the resulting form nawih kapacu means ‘eyelid’. Concerning the symmetrical dis- 

tribution of constituents, both caki - ‘foot’ and maki - ‘hand’ which are on the fifth level 

of the hierarchy have three constituents each on the sixth level of the hierarchy. Likewise, 

two out of three of the terms in each set on the sixth level have constituents on the 

seventh level of the hierarchy. Furthermore, there is an overlap between the body part 

domain and the geographical-topological domain with respect to the features concave and 

convex. For instance, the body part word muqu - ‘knee’ has ‘hill’ as a geographical 

meaning and when the geographical term pampa - ‘field’ is combined with the body part

V tf
term caki - ‘foot’, the body part meaning of the compound caki pampa is ‘sole of the 

foot’. For the most part, simple lexemes are egressive—i.e. the terms are native to  the 

body part domain and are extended to  other domains—and compound terms are 

ingressive—i.e. the terms are native to another domain, in this case the 

geographical-topological domain, and extended to the body part domain (1969: 7-9).

Although Stark alludes to the existence of polysemous terms in the body part 

domain in Quechua, the topic is never explicitly discussed. In addition, aside from listing 

the body p art meanings and the geographical meanings of the terms, Stark does not offer 

evidence to  support the claim about the direction of semantic extension of these terms.

Liston (1972) studied the body part domain in Serbo-Croatian as an interesting 

example of a  culturally relevant lexical domain. He notes the predominance of the 

part-whole relationship in the domain and points out that symmetry is an important 

feature of the domain. Each of the following four terms is polysemous: ruka - ‘arm.
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hand’; noga - ‘leg, foot’; zglob - ‘wrist, ankle’; prst - ‘finger, toe’. With ruka and noga, 

in each case the polysemy obtains between a whole and its most salient part. With 

zglob - ‘wrist, ankle’, the polysemy is based on similarity of position; with prst - ‘finger, 

toe’, the polysemy is based on similarity of position and shape. Of course, the symmetry 

is between the upper part and the lower part of the body (1972:330-331).

In addition to the part-whole relationship in the body part domain in 

Serbo-Croatian, illustrated, for example, by the sentence oko je  dio lica - ‘the eye is a 

part of the face’, Liston notes two other relationships in the domain. Although the distinc

tion between them is not clear, the relationships are tha t of member-class, illustrated by 

the sentence palac je  jedan od prsti - ‘the thumb is one of the digits’, and genus-species. 

illustrated by the sentence brada je  vrsta dlake - ‘the beard is a type of hair’ (1972:324).

Aside from noting the relationships in the domain and presenting a hierarchic 

arrangements of external body part terms in Serbo-Croatian, Liston lists some of the cri

teria for measuring the cultural significance of a term in a lexical domain. Some of these 

are length of word, frequency of usage, and number of subordinate categories. He then 

suggests alternative criteria including the capability of body part terms to be the basis of 

derived words, idioms, and proverbs, and appear with extended meanings outside the 

body part domain.

Using data from Romanian, Saxon, and German, McClure (1975) characterizes the 

structure of the anatomy domain as a partonomy and contrasts it with the structure of 

"taxonomically ordered domains"(1975:78). McClure shows tha t in some respects a par

tonomy is similar to a taxonomy (e.g. both have a unique beginner and a finite number of 

elements) and in other respects the two structures differ (e.g. transitivity does not hold in 

a partonomy and partonomies seem to have overlapping categories). In addition, McClure 

distinguishes areas of the body tha t are discrete parts, "endowed by nature with visible
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demarcations", such as lips or ears and those that consist of focal areas and their exten

sions, lacking precisely defined boundaries, such as belly (1975:81). McClure also discusses 

polysemous body part terms in the three languages noting th a t these often coincide with 

some salient characteristic of the more specific term. For example, Romanian ureche 

means ‘ear’ and ‘external ear’; in Saxon bru*st means ‘chest’ and ‘breast’; and in German 

Fuss means ‘leg’ and ‘foot’. In each case, the more specific sense of the word names a part 

of the body which is considered salient.

As noted above (section 1.1), Stark (1969), Liston (1972), and McClure (1975) con

centrate on illustrating the partonomic structure of the lexical semantic domain of body 

part terminology and for the most part deal with names for external parts. This interest 

in the structure of the domain is no doubt part of a more general concern about structure 

in language among linguists. These works also deal with some of the morphological pro

perties of terms in the domain and discuss other semantic characteristics of the terms and 

of the domain. These studies examined the domain in one language or group of related 

languages. Two works which deal with language universals of body part terminology are 

those of Brown (1976) and Andersen (1978). Both of these studies deal w ith terms for 

external body parts and discuss principles of classification and nomenclature in the body 

part domain. Brown’s universals refer only to the extremities while Andersen’s universals 

refer to the extremities as well as some other parts. Because of their similarity, the two 

works are discussed together.

Brown (1976) examined body part terminology from forty-one globally distributed 

languages; Andersen (1978) draws heavily on Brown (1976) and includes many other 

languages in her work. Both studies include a principle which relates to the hierarchic 

organization of the domain. This is referred to as the "depth principle" by Brown (1976: 

404) and stated by Andersen as follows: "Body-part partonomies rarely exceed five levels
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and never exceed six" (1978: 348). Both also state th a t if there is a sixth level, it usually 

includes the terms fingernail and toenail.

The rest of the principles concern nomenclature and categorization of body part 

terms. The unique beginner of the partonomy, BODY, is labeled in all human anatomical 

partonomies. All languages have a term for HEAD which is immediately possessed by 

BODY; other levels aiso on the second level of the partonomy are TRUNK, ARM(HAND), 

and LEG(FOOT). Brown adds tha t these categories are always labeled by unanalyzable 

primary lexemes (1976: 405). To continue, all languages label the categories EYE, NOSE, 

MOUTH. Furthermore, all languages have a distinct term for the upper limb, 

ARM(HAND). The categories FINGER and TOE are always labeled in one of four ways. 

All languages label the categories (FINGER)NAIL and (TOE)NAIL in one of two ways.

The final three principles might be called implicational universals. These are: a term 

for LEG implies a separate term for ARM; a  label for FOOT implies a separate term for 

HAND (and unlike other symmetrical parts of the body, HAND and FOOT never share 

the same label); and terms for INDIVIDUAL TOES imply terms for INDIVIDUAL 

FINGERS. These principles basically state tha t no language labels LEG without also 

labeling ARM, no language labels FOOT without also labeling HAND, and no language 

has names for INDIVIDUAL TOES if it doesn’t have names for INDIVIDUAL FINGERS 

(Andersen 1978:352).®

Language universals of the body part domain can only be suggested through 

comprehensive and detailed studies of individual languages such as the present work. The 

works of Brown (1976) and Andersen (1978) are mentioned in part because they provide a 

larger context within which this work can be viewed. In addition, the works of Brown

(1976) and Andersen (1978) themselves belong to a larger area of research on language 

universals of lexical semantic domains (e.g. Berlin and Kay 1969, Kay and McDaniel
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1978) and folk classifications and nomenclature principles (e.g. Berlin, Breedlove, and 

Raven 1973). Berlin and Kay’s (1969) study of color vocabularies in a wide range of 

diverse languages advocated a  universalist approach to  the study of semantic domains. In 

addition to  pointing out the tendency for there to be a  correlation between linguistic form 

and taxonomic status Berlin, Breedlove, and Raven’s (1973) study of the Tzeltal plant 

taxonomy and other ethno-biological domains indicated the significance of the generic 

level in folk classification systems. The present study also belongs to  this larger area of 

research.

The works presented so far are synchronic studies of the domain or examinations of 

the domain for the purpose of determining universals. There are also diachronic studies of 

the domain. Some of the early works of this sort (e.g. Arnoldson 1915, Baskett 1920) are 

essentially long lists of body part terms and their older reflexes. Some of the more recent 

works including Matisoff (1978) and Brown (1976) are much more interesting linguisti

cally.

M atisoffs (1978) imaginative and insightful work is a comprehensive study of the 

domain of body part terminology in the Tibeto-Burman family. He is especially interested 

in using lexical evidence for establishing genetic relationships among languages and notes 

the inadequacies of the lexico-statistic method. Citing Buck’s masterpiece, A Dictionary 

of Selected Synonyms in the Principle Indo-European Languages, as a model, Matisoff 

carefully analyzes the body part terminology of a  number of Tibeto-Burman languages 

using the "organic semantic" approach to  linguistic comparison. He indicates and 

exemplifies the various kinds of inter-relationships among Tibeto-Burman body parts in 

order to classify and account for semantic shifts in the body part domain of these 

languages. Matisoff constructs a "meta-static flowchart" showing the various kinds of 

semantic shifts and associations between the body part words on the chart. There are
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many kinds of associations in the domain including tha t of similar general appearance 

(e.g. marrow/fat), anatomical adjacency (e.g. cheek/jaw), shared physiological functions 

(e.g. brain/spinal cord), and euphemism or taboo (e.g. chest/bust/breast). This work 

can be seen as a model for comparative studies of the domain of body part terminology as 

well as other semantic domains in the languages of Southeast Asia and other language 

areas of the world.

Another study which examined the history of the meanings of words in the domain 

of body part terminology is that of Brown (1977) in which data from thirty Mayan 

languages were examined. Brown reconstructed the referential histories of Mayan words 

for parts of the lower limbs and distinguished four mechanisms of lexical change to 

account for the referential recycling of terms from distal to proximal parts. The four 

mechanisms tha t operate to create these changes are expansion of meaning, restriction of 

meaning, metaphor, and ellipsis. As an example of a  word whose current meaning distri

bution could be accounted for by the process of expansion of meaning, Brown cites the 

Proto-Mayan root *oq. In some Mayan languages this root is realized as ‘foot’, in others 

as both ‘foot’ and ‘leg and foot’, and still others as only ‘leg and foot’ (1977:7). The 

existence of reflexes of this root in more than half of the modern Mayan languages sug

gests its "considerable antiquity" as a label for a  part of the lower extremities (1977:12). 

In addition to providing a comprehensive glossary of lower extremity terminology for the 

Mayan languages included in the study, Brown cites data from Zoquean, Indo-European, 

and Austronesian which show similar changes in their lower limb lexicons. Brown’s work 

is intriguing, even if tentative.

As mentioned above, the works discussed here are only representative of previous 

research on body part terminology. Although this study differs from earlier works on 

body part terminology in a number of ways, these works have been cited because of their
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influence on the present study both in terms of methodological approach and theoretical 

assumptions.^

1.3 Structure o f  D issertation

The structure of this work is as follows. Chapter 2 provides background information 

about Modern Hebrew necessary for reading the present work. Chapter 3 includes a 

description of the various data collection techniques which were used. -In Chapters 4 and 

5 the three-way schematization of body part terminology in Modern Hebrew is presented. 

The morphological structure and the semantic structure of the terms are described and 

analyzed; etymologies are given where necessary; and comparisons are made with English 

and other languages where appropriate. Chapter 6 covers extended meanings of body part 

terms in Modern Hebrew including extension by metaphor, metonymy, and derivation. 

Finally, in Chapter 7 the findings of this study are summarized and several areas for 

future research are suggested.
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N otes to  C hapter 1

1. See Matisoff (1978:165-173) for some discussion of medical knowledge and folk usage 
of body part terms.

2. In general, I agree with Andersen (1978), although I question some of the details of
her analysis. This is discussed a t greater length in section 4.7.

3. Actually, the word ’ecba has three distinct senses—:finger’, ‘index finger’, and ‘toe’.
Only ‘finger’ and ‘index finger’ exemplify the genus/species polysemy, the ‘toe’
sense of the term (discussed at greater length in section 4.5) shows th a t the term 
also illustrates upper/lower polysemy.

4. The singular of panim - ‘face’ is pan which is used for ‘aspect’ as in pan ’axer sel
ha-b»’aya (aspect other of the-problem) - ‘another aspect of the problem’, but not 
as a name for part of the body.

5. Egressive terms—i.e. terms that are basic to the body part domain and used in 
other lexical semantic domains—are discussed in Chapter 6. The terms ‘ingressive’ 
and ‘egressive’ are used here as in Stark (1969) and Liston (1972).

6. Other aspects of Andersen’s (1978) work are discussed in section 4.7.

7. In addition to the works discussed here, there is an area of anthropological research 
which is pertinent to the present study and hence worth mentioning. Researchers 
such as Marsh and Laughlin (1956), Lucier, VanStone, and Keats (1971), and Miller
(1977) investigated the domain of body part terminology for the purpose of provid
ing evidence of general anatomical knowledge of different language communities. 
These kinds of accounts furnish cultural information about the body part domain as 
well as extensive lists of the terminology, even if it is presented in a way which is 
not particularly revealing of linguistic structure or useful for linguistic analysis.
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C h ap ter Tw o: S tru c tu re  of Hebrew

In this chapter, I provide background information about Modern Hebrew needed for 

reading the present work. This includes: (1) the transcription conventions used here along 

with some discussion of contemporary pronunciation; (2) the basic principles of noun mor

phology, with less detailed discussion of the morphology of verbs and adjectives; and (3) a 

brief account of the development of Modern Hebrew as a spoken language as well as a 

short discussion of some of the differences between the spoken and the written language.^

2.1 Transcription Conventions

The following symbols are used for a broad phonetic transcription. Consonants are 

presented according to  manner and place of articulation; where appropriate voiceless and 

voiced are distinguished. Vowels are presented according to the position of the tongue.

C O N S O N A N T S

^^  AT

- V £  *
/*

STOPS P b t d k g

FRICATIVES f v s z s X h

AFFRICATES c

SONORANTS m n

1 y r

3
J 3

A number of the symbols represent a neutralization of distinctions made a t an earlier 

period of the language and still apparent in Modern Hebrew orthography. The changes 

which have occurred involve some of the consonants which are characteristic of Semitic
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languages: pharyngeals and emphatics. In present day pronunciation, the voiceless phar

yngeal fricative / h /  is realized as [x] and the voiced pharyngeal fricative / ^ /  is realized as 

[’], if a t all. In addition, the emphatics /§ /, / t / ,  and /q /  are pronounced [c], [t], and [k], 

respectively.

The group of consonants known as "gutturals" include the two pharyngeals, the 

glottal stop, and the glottal fricative /h / .  In addition to  the changes mentioned above 

with the pharyngeals, note th a t in some contemporary pronunciations the glottal stop 

(underlyingly / ’/  or / f  /)  and the glottal fricative may be realized as zero. For a  number 

of reasons, including the desire to  preserve the integrity of the consonantal structure of 

words in Hebrew while remaining reasonably faithful to current phonetic reality, the con

vention adopted here is to indicate [’] and [h] initially and medially, but not in word-final 

position. The gutturals are grouped together because of their similar behavior in contrast 

to other consonants. For example, in Biblical Hebrew except for gutturals all consonants 

could be geminated. While Modern Hebrew does not have geminate consonants, there are 

other manifestations of the difference between the gutturals and other consonants. For 

example, an initial guttural will raise a prefix / a /  to [e]. Usually when the definite article 

ha- is prefixed to a noun there is no phonetic change in the form. However, when the

definite article is prefixed to  a noun with an initial guttural, the form does change. Com-

2pare ha-davar - ‘the thing’ and he-har - ‘the mountain’. Note tha t the manifestation 

of this particular change in the spoken language is not regular. Many speakers will use a 

non-normative form such as ha-har - ‘the mountain’. In the present study, the forms 

typical of the spoken language are cited.

There are other losses of earlier distinctions which should be noted. One of these 

results from the contemporary pronunciation of underlying /w /, which is [v]. The others 

involve the spirantized alternants of the stops p, b, t, d, k, and g. In the present system
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only the bilabials and the voiceless velar have spirantized counterparts. The labiodental 

fricatives f and v alternate with p and b, respectively; the voiceless velar fricative alter

nates with k. In principle, the spirantized alternant of a stop occurs 

3post-vocalically. Note tha t in everyday usage there are violations of the rule for 

spirantization. Thus, for example, forms such as ba-boker (in morning) - ‘in morning’ 

and kf-kita  (in class) - ‘in class’ are typical of the spoken language rather than the 

"correct" byvoker and fe-xtfa, respectively.

V O W E L S

FRONT BACK

HI

e o

LOW

As was the case with consonants, the writing system indicates tha t in earlier periods

of Hebrew there were also more distinctions than exist today among vowels. In contrast

to Biblical Hebrew, Modern Hebrew does not have a phonological distinction between long

and short vowels. In the present system, the vowels are close to  the cardinal vowels in

their phonetic realization. Finally, the sym bol? is used for the non-phonemic schwa. In

Hebrew schwas occur as a result of vowel reduction or to break up unpermissible con- 

4
sonant clusters.

In the present work word stress is not indicated.
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2.2 Hebrew M orphology

The following is a brief discussion of Hebrew morphology with particular attention 

to nouns as is relevant to the present study. It is intended to familiarize the reader with 

the forms and patterns of words and word formation devices in Hebrew as well as provide 

some information about the lexicon of the language. Capital letters are used when citing 

a  root; elsewhere the letter capital-C stands for any consonant.

In the native vocabulary of Hebrew, most nouns, as well as other content words 

(adjectives and verbs), can be characterized in term s of a consonantal root and a morpho

logical pattern. Usually the root is tri-consonantal and related to a verbal notion. The 

morphological pattern consists of a discontinuous sequence of vowels and may include one 

or more prefixes and/or suffixes. Thus, for example, the root K-T-B is associated with the 

notion of writing and is the basis of a number of words. Some of the verbs include: 

katav - ‘write’; nixtav - ‘be written’; hixtiv - ‘dictate’; and hitkatev - ‘correspond by 

mail’. (Verbs are cited in the third person masculine singular of the past tense.) Some of 

the nouns are: ktav - ‘handwriting’; ktiv - ‘spelling’; ka.ta.va - ‘news report’;

ktovet - ‘address, inscription’; ktuba - ‘marriage contract’; mixtav - ‘letter’;

mixiava - ‘writing table’ (also pronounced maxteva in colloquial Hebrew);

haxtava - ‘dictation’; and kitkatvut - ‘correspondence’. (Nouns are cited in the singular 

form.)

There are also some nouns, such as ’ax - ‘fireplace’ har - ‘m ountain’, and 

sad - ‘breast’, which are bi-consonantal and not associated with any verbs in the 

language. Some bi-consonantal nouns have developed historically from tri-consonantal 

roots, as becomes apparent when comparing them with cognate terms in other Semitic 

languages. For example, Hebrew ’a / - ‘nose’ is cognate with Arabic ’an / - ‘nose’. The 

lost consonant surfaces in the Hebrew word ’inpef - ‘talk nasally’, a quadriliteral verb
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derived from the noun ’af - ‘nose’ by doubling the last consonant of the underlying root 

’NP. In other cases, such as Hebrew ros - ‘head’ which is cognate with Arabic

ra’s - ‘head’, the lost consonant does not surface in other Hebrew words. However, the

tri-consonantal origins of ros are still apparent in Hebrew orthography. Thus, what is 

pronounced ros is written with three consonants phonemically equivalent to R ’S.

Similarly, there are some nouns, such as ’adam - ‘man’, niyar - ‘paper’ (also pro

nounced neyar) and zro’a - ‘(upper) arm ’ which are tri-consonantal and not related to  or 

derived from any verb in the language. Note tha t words built around the same three con

sonants are not necessarily semantically related. Thus, for example, although the noun 

zro’a - ‘(upper) arm ’ is built around the same three consonants as the verb zara - ‘plant, 

put seeds in the ground’ (underlyingly zara’ as apparent from the infinitive li-zro’a - ‘to 

plant, put seeds in the ground’), but the noun has no semantic relationship to  the verb 

and hence is not associated with it. There are lots of cases of accidental homophony.

There are other nouns, such as ’ayin - ‘eye’, ’ozen - ‘ear’ which are tri-consonantal 

and related to, but not derived from verbs. Nouns such as these are themselves the basis 

for derived verbs. For instance, ’iyen - ‘look into’ is derived from ’ayin - ‘eye’ and 

he ’ezin - ‘listen’ is derived from ’ozen - ‘ear’.0

Although far less common, there are also quadriliteral words, which can be charac

terized according to the number of different consonants in the word. For example, there 

are some words which have four different consonants as in the verbs pirsem  - ‘advertise’, 

xisben - ‘calculate’, and sixpel - ‘duplicate, mimeograph’. There are others which have 

three different consonants where in the sequence of four consonants, the last two are the 

same. Some examples of this type include the verbs sirtet - ‘draw, sketch’ ’irbev - ‘mix’, 

and tiknen - ‘standardize’. Still others only have two different consonants and the word 

is a reduplicated form. Some examples of this type include the verbs bilb el - ‘confuse’.
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and gilgel - ‘roll’, as well as the nouns ’a f’a f - ‘eyelid’ and lavlav - ‘pancreas’. In each 

group it is possible to  specify whether the word is directly derived from a noun and/or if 

it is related to an existing tri-consonantal verb.

In Hebrew, nouns are inherently masculine or feminine in gender. Feminine nouns 

usually end in -a or -t as in ’isa - ‘woman’, gaba - ‘eyebrow’, bat - ‘daughter’, and 

delet - ‘door’, although there are some exceptions such as kaf - ‘spoon’, regel - ‘leg, 

foot’, and ’erec - ‘land’, all of which are feminine gender nouns.

The plural is formed by the addition of the suffix -im  to masculine gender nouns 

such as ’ec - ‘tree’, ’ccim - ‘trees’; marpek - ‘elbow’, marp& kim - ‘elbows’; and 

talmid - ‘(male) student’, talmidim - ‘(male) students’ and by the addition of the suffix 

-ot to feminine gender nouns such as gaba - ‘eyebrow’, gabot - ‘eyebrows’; delet - ‘door’, 

dlatot - ‘doors’: and ’erec - ‘land’, ’aracot - ‘lands’. Here too there are a few exceptions 

such as masculine kise - ‘chair’ whose plural form is kis’ot - ‘chairs’ and feminine 

beten - ‘belly’ whose plural form is btanim - ‘bellies’.

Some nouns also have a dual form indicated by the addition of the suffix -ayim. For 

the most part this suffix is used with terms for paired parts of the body, as in yad - ‘arm, 

hand’, yadayim - ‘(two) arms, hands’ and 6erez - ‘knee’, birkayim - ‘(two) knees’, with 

terms for clothing th a t comes in pairs, as in na ’al - ‘shoe’, n a ’alayim - ‘(two) shoes’ and 

gerev - ‘sock’, garbayim - ‘(two) socks’, and with term s for periods of time, as in 

xodes - ‘month’, xodsayim - ‘two months’ and sana - ‘year’, snatayim - ‘two years’. 

Note that with terms for paired parts of the body and articles of clothing, the morpholog

ically dual form is used for the plural; there are no other plural forms for these words. 

With words for periods of time, the dual suffix specifically designates two such periods. 

There are also plural forms for these words: xodes - ‘month’, xodasim - ‘months’; 

sana - ‘year’, sanim - ‘years’. Note also tha t there are terms tha t name paired parts of
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the body as well as terms for articles of clothing th a t come in pairs which do not take the 

-ayim  suffix. (See section 4.7) Similarly, not all words which designate periods of time 

have a dual form.

In morphological terms, nouns can be characterized as simple or complex. Morpho

logically simple forms are not adorned with any inflectional or derivational affixes. Exam

ples of morphologically simple nouns include: yeled - ‘child, boy’, ros - ‘head’, and 

stba - ‘reason’. Complex terms are characterized as such because they have one or more 

of a  variety of inflectional and/or derivational affixes, the latter of which may take the 

form of a morphological pattern. Examples of complex nouns include: yalda - ‘girl’ which 

bears the feminine gender suffix -a; yaldut - ‘childhood’ with the nominal suffix 

-ut commonly occurring with abstract nouns: and yaldon - ‘small boy’ formed by the
O

addition of the diminutive suffix -on.

There are also compound nouns which consist of a sequence of two (or more) nouns

where the first is the head noun of the compound and the second is the modifying noun.

In this type of construction, known as smixut (‘adjacency’), the first of the two nouns is

7in the construct or "bound" state, which is sometimes morphologically marked. Nouns 

in the construct state may differ from nouns in the absolute or "free" state in one or more 

ways depending on the form of the word, its gender, and number. The various possibili

ties include changes in the vocalic pattern and /o r the addition or deletion of gender 

and /or number suffixes. For example, the construct form of bayit - ‘bouse’ is bet-, where 

there is a change of the vocalic pattern; the construct form of Itska - ‘office’ is liskat-, 

where -t is added to  a feminine singular word ending in -a. The construct forms of 

raglayim - ‘(two) legs’ and mixtavim - ‘letters’ are ragley-, and mixUvey-, respectively, 

where the dual or plural ending is deleted. There are many other nouns, including all 

monosyllables, for which there is no difference between the absolute state and the con
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struct state of the noun. Some examples include ’is - ‘man’, gav - ‘back’, yad - ‘arm, 

hand’, yeled - ‘child, boy’, ’axot - ‘sister, nurse’, and xanut - ‘store’.

A distinctive characteristic of the smixut construction is th a t when definite, it is 

marked with the definite article ha- only on the second of the two nouns. This is different 

than other noun +  modifier expressions in Hebrew where both the head noun and the 

modifier are marked with the definite article. To illustrate, the definite form of the com

pound ros memsala (head (of) government) - ‘prime minister’ is ros ha-memsala (head 

(of) the-government - ‘the prime minister’. In contrast, the definite form of the noun 

phrase ros gadol - ‘big head’ is ha-ros ha-gadol (the-head the-big) - ‘the big head’. (Note 

that ha-ros gadol (the-head big) is a nominal sentence and can only mean ‘The head is 

big’.) In addition, although it is not clear why, with many non-lexicalized compounds 

where both nouns are of the same gender and in the singular, there is a preference for 

definite forms over indefinite forms. Although a form such as se ’ar xaze (hair (of) 

chest) - ‘chest hair’ theoretically exists as an indefinite, it is preferable to use the definite 

s e ’ar ha-xaze (hair (of) the-chest) - ‘(the) chest hair’. To some extent this is also the case 

with lexicalized compounds. For example, ’ecem zanav (bone (of) tail) - ‘tail bone’ is 

possible, but ’ecem ha-zanav (bone (of) the-tail) - ‘the tail bone’ is preferred. Note tha t 

in colloquial usage, the definite article ha- precedes the first noun of lexicalized com

pounds. Thus, the "correct" definite form of bet sefer (house (of) book) - ‘school’ is bet 

ha-sefer - ‘the school’. In the colloquial language, the form ha-bet sefer is used suggest

ing that in some sense the compound is viewed as a  single word.

Usually the plural of a compound noun is formed by pluralizing only the first of the 

two nouns in the construction—i.e. the head noun. For instance, the plural of bet 

sefer - ‘school’ is batey sefer (houses (of) book) - ‘schools’ and the plural of klip at 

fapuz(peel (of) orange) - ‘orange peel’ is klipot tapuz (peels (of) orange) - ‘orange peels'.
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However, it should be noted tha t in certain situations Hebrew also allows the pluralization 

of both nouns so that both klipat tapuzim  (peel (of) oranges) - ‘orange peel’ and klipot 

tapuzim (peels (of) oranges) - ‘orange peels‘ are also possible.

The above examples also show th a t word order in Hebrew differs from th a t of 

English. In Hebrew head nouns generally precede their modifiers. In the present work, 

where necessary the literal translation of a Hebrew form will be given in parentheses 

before the English gloss. The English gloss may include the definite article (in 

parentheses) if the Hebrew uses a definite form.

W hether a noun is simple or complex, it is monolexemic. In contrast, compound 

nouns are bilexemic forms; they are made up of two independent lexemes. The morpho

logical structure of compound nouns is discussed here because like other nouns in the 

language they can serve as names. Other noun phrases or referring expressions may also 

be bilexemic. For example a noun +  adjective construction such as ha-’isa 

ha.-xa.zaka - ‘the strong woman’ and leset ’elyona - ‘upper jaw’ are bilexemic. Obviously, 

not all bilexemic forms are names. In fact, it is not even clear that all noun +  noun con

structions which are smixut forms are names.

Some forms are clearly names while others are clearly descriptions. For example, the 

simple noun ’oref - ‘nape’ is a name while the nominalized adjective ha-lavan - ‘the 

white’ is a  description as is the phrase ha-xelek ha- ’axori set ha-cavar (the-part the-back 

of the-neck) - ‘the back part of the neck’ is a  description. The lexicalized compounds 

perek ha-yad (joint (of) the-hand) - ‘(the) w rist’ and sen bina - ‘wisdom tooth’ are 

clearly names, but other compound forms such as se ’ar ha-xaze - ‘(the) chest hair’ and 

’ecem ha-yarex - ‘(the) thigh bone’ seem more like descriptions. Perhaps this is so because 

they are not lexicalized compounds, but even lexicalized compounds can be descriptive, as 

for example ros ha-har (head (of) the mountain) - ‘(the) mountain top’. Similarly, it
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seems th a t there are some noun +  adjective phrases th a t are descriptions rather than 

names, but others which appear to be names. Compare leset ’clyona - ‘upper jaw ’ which 

seems to  be a description with sen xotexet (cutting tooth) - ‘incisor’ which is more like a 

name. While upper jaw  uniquely describes a particular body part, the teeth called cutting 

teeth are not the only teeth that cut.

There are a number of factors which much be considered in order to determine if a 

bilexemic form is a name or a description including what word classes occur in the form 

and whether or not it is a lexicalized compound. Both names and descriptions can be 

referring expressions; various constructions may serve as referring expressions. The 

different kinds of referring expressions can be placed along a continuum with names at one 

end and descriptions (of the sort mentioned here) a t the other end. The continuum 

includes the following: lexicalized smixut forms; non-lexicalized smixut form;

noun +  adjective; noun +  adjectival clause; nominalized adjective and adjectival clause.

The discussion has focused on nouns and noun morphology because the present study 

is about a group of nouns, names for parts of the human body. These nouns, as well as 

any noun in Hebrew, may serve as the basis of derived words including other nouns as 

well as adjectives and verbs. Therefore, some discussion of the morphology of these other 

words and processes of derivation is given here.

As noted above, content words can be characterized in terms a  consonantal root and 

a morphological pattern. For nouns and adjectives, the morphological pattern is called a 

miskaL, literally "weight" and for verbs the morphological pattern is called a binyan, 

literally "construction".

There are a large number of miskalim which characterize strictly internal lexical 

categories; for the most part each miSkal is independent of all the others. There are many 

kinds of nouns including those that name agents, instruments, places, and events, to
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mention a  few. Some examples of agent nouns include melex - ‘king’, rakdan - ‘dancer’, 

and tabax - ‘cook’, whose morphological patterns are CeCeC, CaCCan, and CaCaC, 

respectively. Instrument nouns include masrek - ‘comb’, boreg - ‘screw’, and 

potxan - ‘bottle opener’, whose morphological patterns are maCCeC, CoCeC, and CoC- 

Can, respectively. Place nouns include m isva’a - ‘equation’ midbar - ‘desert’ and 

kibuc - ‘communal village’, whose morphological patterns are miCCaCa, miCCaC, and 

CiCuC, respectively. Event nouns include kenes - ‘conference’, te ’ur - ‘description’, 

s t ’ur - ‘lesson, class’, n»siga - ‘retreat’, and hafgana - ‘demonstration’, whose morpho

logical patterns are CeCeC. CeCuC, CiCuC, CsCiCa, and haCCaCa. Note tha t in com

mon usage CeCuC and CiCuC have been collapsed. Thus, t i ’ur and s e ’ur are also possi

ble. There are a variety of types of adjectives including color words, words for other phy

sical characteristics such as size or shape, and words for ability. Some examples of such 

adjectives are kaxol - ‘blue’, lavan - ‘white’, gadol - ‘big’, katan - ‘small’, 

’agol - ‘round’, savir - ‘reasonable’, and samis - ‘usable’. In terms of morphological 

pattern, color words may be CaCoC or CaCaC, but there are others as well as for exam

ple, xum  - ‘brown’, and txelei - ‘sky blue’. Similarly, adjectives for size and shape may 

be of the form CaCoC or CaCaC, but there are others as well such as rr&ruba - ‘square’. 

Words for ability are generally in the CaCiC pattern, but this pattern is also used for 

other types of adjectives such as bahir - ‘bright’ and p a ’il - ‘active’. As apparent from 

the above examples, words of more than one miskal may occur in a given semantic class. 

Although there is some regularity in some cases, in general there is little correspondence 

between form and meaning. Note that some of these words are related to verbs and some 

are not.

The system of miskalim is such tha t i t  can be expanded easily making it open for 

innovations. Nouns and adjectives can be formed outside of a given miskal, as apparent
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from words formed through borrowings which retain their foreign morphology. For exam

ple, katalog - ‘catalogue’, ’apendscit - ‘appendix’, and depresivi - ‘depressive’ are all bor-

c
rowed words which do not have Hebrew morphology.

The system of binyanim - ‘verb conjugations’ differs from the system of miskalim. 

in a number of ways. To begin with the binyantm express different kinds of Aktionsarten 

such as voice, transitivity, causativity, reflexives and reciprocals as opposed to internal 

lexical categories. In addition, there are only seven binyantm and although not always 

predictable and regular, there are clear relations between them. The morphological pat

terns of the seven binyantm  are: CaCaC; niCCaC; CiCeC; CuCaC; hiCCiC; 

huGCaC/hoCCaC; and hitCaCeC. CuCaC is the regular passive of CiCeC; 

huCCaC/hoCCaC is the regular passive of hiCCiC. For instance, sudar - ‘be arranged, 

be organized’ is the passive of sider - ‘arrange, organize’ and huxtav - ‘be dictated’ is the 

passive of kixtiv - ‘dictate, cause to  write’. To mention some of the other relations 

between the binyanim: niCCaC can be the middle voice for CaCaC verbs as for example, 

niftax - ‘open’ (as in ha-delet niftaxa - ‘the door opened’) related to  patax - ‘open’ (as in 

dan patax ’et ha-delet (Dan opened OBJ the-door) - ‘Dan opened the door’); hiCCaCer is 

the middle voice for CiCeC/CuCaC (active/passive) verbs as for example, histader - ‘get 

arranged’ related to aider - ‘arrange, organize’; hiCCiC is the causative of CaCaC verbs 

as in hixtiv - ‘dictate, cause to  write’ related to katav - ‘w rite’; hiCCiC is the transitive 

of CaCaC verbs as in limed - ‘teach’ related to lamad - ‘learn’; and hitCaCeC is the 

reflexive of CaCaC verbs as in hitlabes - ‘dress oneself related to  lavas - ‘wear’; and 

hitCaCeC is the reciprocal of CaCaC verbs as in hitkatev - ‘correspond in writing (with 

someone)’ related to katav - ‘w rite’. The above data show th a t the verbal conjugation 

system in Hebrew is much more regular than the system of morphological patterns for 

nouns. In principle, it is possible for a tri-consonantal root to surface in all seven conjuga
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tions. However, no root in the language actually does.

Finally, all verbs in the language occur within the existing system of 

9binyanim. Even loan verbs into Hebrew are incorporated into this system making them 

indistinguishable in terms of morphological pattern from native verbs. For example, con

sider the verbs bilef - ‘bluff, a denominal from the borrowed word blof - ‘bluff* and 

hizdangef - ‘walk along Dizengoff Street’, a denominal from the name "Dizengoff". In 

both cases, the consonants of the words were used as roots for the new verbs each of 

which conforms to  one of the existing binyanim. bilef - ‘bluff* is a CiCeC verb just like 

diber - ‘speak* and sider - ‘arrange, organize’; hizdangef - ‘walk along Dizengoff Street’ 

is a hitCaCeC verb just like histakel - ‘look a t’ and hitlonen - ‘complain’. ^

Verbs in Hebrew are inflected for first, second, and third person, singular and plural 

number, as well as masculine and feminine gender in the second and third person. There 

are full paradigms for the past and future tenses; the present tense only distinguishes 

number and gender, but not person.

Needless to say, with such a rich morphological system, the derivational capacity of 

the language is great. There are derived nominals related to either verbs or adjectives. 

Some examples of deverbal nouns are ktiva - ‘writing’ derived from katav - ‘write’, 

dibur - ‘speaking’ derived from diber - ‘speak’, and haxlata - ‘decision’ derived from 

hexlit - ‘decide’. Some examples of deadjectival nouns are gasut - ‘crudeness’ derived 

from gas - ‘crude’, xoxma - ‘wisdom’ derived from xaxam - ‘wise’, and tuv - ‘goodness’ 

derived from tov - ‘good’. As already mentioned, there are also denominal verbs such as 

’iyen - ‘look in to’ derived from ’ayin - ‘eye’, and he’ezin - ‘listen’ derived from 

’ozen - ‘ear’, as well as bilef - ‘bluff derived from blof - ‘a  bluff* and hizdangef - ‘walk 

along Dizengoff S treet’ derived from the name of the street. There are neologisms from 

existing roots such as tiskel - ‘frustrate’ where the root T-S-K-L has been formed by
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prefixing T  to  the root S-K-L as in the verb sikel - ‘thw art’ and xisben - ‘calculate’
v v

where the root X-S-B-N has been formed by suffixing N to  the root X-S-B as in the verb
v

xisev - ‘reckon’. (The N may have beed "suffixed" to the root X-S-B as a result of a 

back-formation from the noun xesbon - ‘arithm etic’.) New words can also be created 

through a  process of blending whereby pieces of existing words are put together (not as 

compounds) resulting in a new form. For example, xatnsir - ‘limerick’ is a blend of 

xames - ‘five’ and sir - ‘song’; maxazemer - ‘musical’ is a  blend of maxaze - ‘play’ and 

zemer - ‘song’.

In addition to native vocabulary, the Hebrew lexicon also includes content words 

which have been borrowed into the language. There are older borrowings from languages 

such as Greek as for example, ntm - ‘capillary’ from Greek nemo. - ‘thread’, and 

sanegor - ‘defense attorney’ from Greek santgoros. There are also newer borrowings 

from Yiddish and other European languages, especially English. For instance, 

pupik - ‘belly button’ and nudnik - ‘nuisance’ are from Yiddish and sendvic - ‘sandwich’ 

and bos -  ‘boss’ are from English. In addition, there are lexical items taken from Arabic 

and considered slang. Some examples include ’ahlan - ‘Hi!’ from the Arabic term mean

ing ‘Welcome!’, kus, a slang term for the female sexual organ, and finjan  - ‘coffeepot’. 

Of course, there are many more instances of borrowings from these and other languages.

The present study concerns only a small part of the lexicon in Modern Hebrew, th a t 

of body part terminology. Many, although not all, of the above-mentioned issues regard

ing Hebrew morphology, derivational patterns and word formation devices are immedi

ately relevant. In the domain of body part terminology there are simple, complex, and 

compound nouns among which can be found those tha t have a dual form. There are 

many "primitive" nouns, but there are also verb related nouns in the domain. Many of 

the terms in the domain are of Semitic origins, but there are also borrowings from Greek
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and Latin as well as Yiddish and Arabic. In addition, the present study includes denomi- 

nal verbs and adjectives related to body part terms.

2.3 M odern Hebrew as a Spoken Language

Modern Hebrew as a  spoken language has a  unique position among modern spoken 

languages for a  number of reasons. First of all, the language was revived for everyday use 

after more than one thousand years of use only for literary and liturgical purposes. In 

addition, the modern language consists of lexical and grammatical material from all ear

lier periods of Hebrew as well a new coinages and borrowings. These two factors have 

influenced the linguistic repertoires and attitudes of speakers of Modern Hebrew.

The history and development of Hebrew as a spoken language can be divided into 

three main periods: Biblical Hebrew (c.1200 B.C.E.-300 B.C.E.); Mishnaic Hebrew (300 

B.C.E.-600 C.E.); and Modern Hebrew (late 19th century-present). There is a gap 

between the period of Mishnaic Hebrew and Modern Hebrew during which the language 

was not used for everyday speaking purposes, although it was written. With the rise of 

Jewish nationalism approximately one hundred years ago, the language began to be 

revived and used for everyday purposes.

Unlike other modern languages, Modern Hebrew is not a direct outgrowth of the 

stage of the language which immediately precedes it. Modern Hebrew draws upon Biblical 

Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew for vocabulary and grammatical constructions. As a result, 

these earlier periods of the language are available to the speaker of Modern Hebrew in a 

way that earlier periods of English are not available to the speaker of Modern English. 

Thus, for example, a speaker of Modern Hebrew will have little or no difficulty in reading 

and comprehending a passage from the Bible even though tha t passage may contain words 

or expressions which are not in current use or have a different meaning in the modern 

language. The same could not be said with respect to speakers of English and their
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ability to understand a  passage from Chaucer or Shakespeare even though these authors 

are much closer in time to Modern English than Biblical Hebrew is to Modern Hebrew.

Speakers of Modern Hebrew differ from speakers of Modern English in other respects 

as well. Typically, the speaker of Modern English uses lexical items of Latinate origin in 

formal contexts and lexical items of Germanic origin in informal situations. For example, 

the words manual, ocular, and pedestrian are learned and of Latinate origin. In contrast, 

the words hand, eye, and foot are common and of Germanic origin. The speaker of 

Modern Hebrew cannot determine the degree of formality of a  word based on its source. 

As already mentioned, the lexicon of Modern Hebrew includes words form Biblical Hebrew 

and Mishnaic Hebrew. However, there is no systematic relationship between the source of 

a word and its level of formality in the modern language.

In Modern Hebrew there are many cases of two different words, one Biblical and one 

Mishnaic, which differ in terms of level of formality. In some cases it is the Biblical word 

which is used in formal contexts and the Mishnaic word which is used in informal situa

tions. For example, ’tlan - ‘tree’ is Biblical and formal and ’ec - ‘tree’ is Mishnaic and 

informal; ’ata - ‘now’ is Biblical and formal and ’azsav - ‘now’ is Mishnaic and informal. 

In other cases the reverse is true, th a t is, the Mishnaic word is used in formal contexts and 

the Biblical word is used in informal situations. For instance, zama - ‘sun' is Mishnaic
Y y  ^

and formal and semes - ‘sun’ is Biblical and informal; psi’ya - ‘step’ is Mishnaic and for

mal and ca’ad - ‘step’ is Biblical and inform al.^

In a similar vein, a speaker of Modern Hebrew can use phrases from the Bible which 

are neutral with respect to degree of formality in the modern language. For example, 

maxa kapayim - ‘dap  hands’ is a commonly heard phrase as is basar va-dam (flesh 

and-blood) - ‘human being’. Of course, there are many such phrases and expressions in 

use in the modern language.
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This stands in contrast to the speaker of Modern English who would use phrases or 

expressions from Chaucer or Shakespeare and sound odd. To begin with, in many cases 

the form of a word is different today than, for example, in the English of Shakespeare’s 

time. Although certain lines from Shakespeare’s plays have become part of the repertoire 

of educated speakers and in an appropriate context might be quoted with a  touch of sar

casm or irony (e.g. from Hamlet: "To be or not to  be, th a t is the question" and "Get thee 

to a nunnery!"), speakers of English don’t  ordinarily walk around quoting Shakespeare 

and when they do, it is marked.

The unusual circumstances of the revival of Hebrew set the stage for the establish

ment of a very strong purist and normativist tradition with regards to the language. This 

tradition has influenced the way Hebrew is taught in Israeli schools and the kind of 

linguistic research done on the language. Hebrew is taught in a highly prescriptive 

manner and until recently, Hebrew language studies tended to be historically and philo- 

logically oriented with research on Modern Hebrew restricted to the written language. All 

of this has influenced Israelis’ attitudes toward their language to the point where some 

would protest th a t certain everyday usages are not really Hebrew.

As mentioned above, certain common usages are frowned upon. Examples of this 

include (1) the use of the stops [p], [b], and [k] after a vowel rather than the "correct" fri

cative [f], [v], and [x], respectively; and (2) using the form ha- rather than the "correct" 

he- for the definite article with words that have initial gutturals. In colloquial usage we 

also find instances of the definite article preceding both nouns in a lexicalized compound 

rather than the "correct" form in which the definite article only occurs before the second

of the two nouns. Finally, the use of non-Hebrew lexical items is also unacceptable to

12normativists, although quite common in everyday language.

In some circumstances formal literary Hebrew reflects normativism in the language.
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There are a  number of forms and constructions which are characteristic of formal literary 

Hebrew as compared to the spoken language. Some examples of these include: (1) the use 

of bound forms in genitive constructions such as xasivut ha- ’inyan (importance (of) 

the-matter) as compared to the separate form ka-xasivut sel ha- ’inyan (the-importance of

V  ✓
the matter) or the double form xasivut-o sel ha-’inyan (importance-its of the-matter),

13where all mean ‘the importance of the m atter’; (2) placing a verb before its subject in 

a sentence which has a preposed modifier; (3) the use of the negative particle ’eyn before 

the subject as opposed to lo before the verb in present tense sentences; and (4) the use of 

personal pronouns for the copula as opposed to ze, a deictic word. Note that in the last 

two examples the formal literary style is normative.

The formal literary language is one variety of the written language. Of course, there 

are several kinds of written language. For example, the language of newspapers differs 

from that of literature: there are also different literary forms including prose and poetry. 

Clearly, speakers of Hebrew understand journalese and literary language, but typically 

these are not the varieties of the language that are spoken in everyday situations.

What is everyday usage? While it is intuitively appealing to designate the focus of 

this work as everyday usages, it is difficult to characterize exactly what tha t is. This is in 

part because everyday language includes a variety of styles and registers, phenomena 

which are also difficult to characterize. Language may vary according to style which can 

be defined along a continuum from formal to informal. A number of factors including 

social context, relationship between speaker and hearer, and subject m atter contribute to  

the style of language used on different occasions. Note th a t while written language tends 

to be more formal than spoken, there can be situations in which formal language is used 

when speaking and informal language is used in writing. For example, a university lecture 

might be formal while a personal letter is likely to be informal. Register can be defined in

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



terms of systematic variation of vocabulary according to social context. For example, 

when speaking privately to a friend one might use different lexical items (for the same 

referents) than when speaking in public to someone in a  position of authority. Words of 

different registers are appropriate in each situation. Of course style and register also 

interact. The particular style used in a given context might require the use of words of 

one or another register.

The situation becomes more complicated when dealing with Hebrew given the nor- 

mativist tradition and speakers’ attitudes toward their language. Speakers of Hebrew 

belong to a culture in which the written word is revered in part because the Hebrew 

language has a long and great written tradition. There are also speakers of Hebrew who 

equate the spoken language with slang.

Except where noted, the data in this work represents everyday usages—i.e. the 

language spoken by peers in informal situations. Some written sources were drawn upon 

as well. A few examples were taken from the works of A. B. Yehoshua, a  modern Israeli 

writer, and Y. Amichai, a modern Israeli poet and writer. These writers differ from ear

lier writers who preferred using Mishnaic or Biblical Hebrew in their fictional writings. In 

particular. A. B. Yehoshua is known for using what might be called "Modern Standard 

W ritten Hebrew" in his fictional works.*”* Although the written language differs in a 

variety of ways from the spoken language, it still provides information about the modern 

language in general. In addition, the nature of the present work is such tha t Biblical and 

Mishnaic Hebrew are necessarily included. Aside from the fact th a t the modern spoken 

language has material from both of these periods, sometimes it is necessary to document 

earlier usages and changes in the language. Finally, the present work also includes some 

technical terminology—i.e. words which average speakers would not know.

As mentioned above, the term ‘Modern Hebrew’ refers to  the period of the language
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from the end of the 19th century to  the present, approximately 100 years. The present 

work does not deal with the entire period, rather it is concerned with Hebrew as it is spo

ken in Israel today. Blanc (1968) used the term ‘General Israeli Hebrew’ for the language 

spoken by native Israelis of European background, including those whose families had 

immigrated from Europe and parts of the New World among whom Yiddish was the 

everyday language. Today more than half of the Israeli population is of non-European 

extraction including those whose families immigrated from various parts of the 

Arabic-speaking world for whom a dialect of Arabic was the everyday language. Although 

some linguists now use the term ‘Modern Israeli Hebrew’ for the modern language as spo

ken by people born and educated in Israel, following Cole (1976), Berman (1978), and oth

ers, in the present study I use the term ‘Modern Hebrew’. (See section 3.2 for biographical 

information about speakers who participated in this study.)
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Notes to  C h ap te r 2

1. In addition to  my own knowledge about the Hebrew language, the material 
presented here has been drawn from O m an (1972), Berman (1978), and Bolozky 
(1978).

2. This is but one example of a more widespread phenomenon involving vowel changes 
in the environment of gutturals. See Barkai (1972) and Bolozky (1978) for more 
detailed discussions of the issues relating to  gutturals.

3. The characterization of spirantization in Modern Hebrew is complicated by a 
number of factors including some of the changes mentioned here as well as the fact 
that Hebrew no longer has geminate consonants.

4. Word final consonant clusters are permitted in the second person feminine singular 
of the past tense as for example halaxt - ‘you walked’ and gamart - ‘you finished’. 
In principle, word initial clusters should be broken with a schwa. However, word 
initial consonant clusters do occur particularly if the two consonants are NOT 
homorganic or sonorants as for example bli - ‘without’ and sfarim  - ‘books’.

5. Traditional grammarians such as Gesenius characterize these nouns as "primitive'’ 
(1910:225). Berman challenges this view suggesting th a t the traditional distinction 
between primitive nouns and verb-derived nouns is no longer relevant (1978:389- 
391).

6. The details of the relationship between morphological complexity and semantic 
complexity are not discussed here. The purpose a t present is to point out the dis
tinction between morphologically simple and morphologically complex forms. As 
such illustrative examples including easily isolatable affixes with fairly regular and 
predictable meanings were chosen deliberately.

7. Reif (1968) and Levi (1976) give lengthy descriptions as well as syntactic and /or 
semantic analyses of Modern Hebrew compound nouns primarily based on data 
from written sources. Petruck (1979b) deals with the production of novel com
pounds in Modern Hebrew. In Chapter 7 of Berman (1978), other uses of the 
smixut construction are discussed along with a more detailed description of the 
morphological forms of construct state nouns.

8. See Barkali (1964) for a full list of nouns in Hebrew.

9. See Sadka (1964) for a  full list of verbs in Hebrew.

10. When the first C of a  hitCaCeC form is alveolar or palato-alveolar, metathesis with 
the preceding t  regularly occurs. I have also heard a speaker of Hebrew residing in 
Berkeley use the novel form hitla.gref - ‘walk along Telegraph Avenue’.

11. Berman (1978) has shown th a t when it comes to structural aspects of the language 
the sources are more or less predictable with respect to stylistic register. Biblical 
forms are common in formal usage and Mishnaic forms are used colloquially. For
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example, the use of attached accusative pronominal suffixes as in Biblical Hebrew is 
characteristic of formal language, whereas the use of the full pronoun as in Mishnaic 
Hebrew is typical of the colloquial.

12. Of course, there are such "misuses" of the language in the area of syntax too, a 
well-known example of which is the insertion of the definite object marker ’et in 
possessive sentences such as ye/ lo ’et ha-sefer (there-is to-him OBJ the-book) - !He 
has the book’ rather than the normative yes lo ki-sefer  - ‘He has the book’.

13l The double smixut is in the process of becoming a  mark of standard Hebrew. It is 
especially popular in professional, non-literary discourse, as well as in the language 
of the media.

14. In contrast, S. Y. Agnon, winner of the Nobel Prize for literature, used either Bibl
ical Hebrew or Mishnaic Hebrew style in his writings.
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C hapter T hree: Methodology

In this chapter, I will discuss the various data collection techniques and sources of 

information used in the present study, as well as point out the strengths and weaknesses 

of each, suggesting alternatives where appropriate. In addition, I will provide background 

information about the setting in which an important part of the data collection was con

ducted. the people who participated in the study, and the people who assisted in collecting 

the data. Finally, I will comment on the onomasiological and the semasiological 

approaches to  the study of meaning and their relevance to the present study.

3.1 D ata C ollection

3.1.1 D ictionary Work

The early phases of the data collection for this work involved culling material from 

dictionaries, the main one of which was Even-Shoshan (1982). Even-Shoshan (1982) incor

porates much of the information provided in the monumental work of Ben-Yehuda (1960), 

the first dictionary of Modern Hebrew, and necessarily includes more recent material. The 

dictionary work was seen as necessary preparation for the more important data collection 

phase of the research which involved elicitation and interviews from native speakers of 

Modern Hebrew. Becoming familiar with the individual words and the phrases in which 

they occur as well as gaining some understanding of their meaning and usage provided a 

basis for formulating questions to obtain information from speakers.

There are certain problems and limitations in using dictionary data. To begin with, 

the definition of a word given in a dictionary may include another word whose referent is 

not known. In such cases, the meaning of the first word is dependent upon the meaning of 

the second word. Until the latter is determined, the dictionary definition for the former is 

not useful. In addition, as is the case with most dictionaries, Even-Shoshan (1982) tends

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



52

to  be normative and oftentimes provides "correct" forms rather than the commonly used 

everyday forms and certain types of language are omitted completely. In an attem pt to 

compensate for the normativeness of the dictionary, other references were consulted 

including Sappan (1967) and Ben-Amotz and Ben-Yehuda (1972, 1982). While these dic

tionaries might not be considered scholarly works, they provide a wealth of information 

about the spoken language, especially slang.

The nature of Modern Hebrew as a spoken language is such th a t a  dictionary of the 

language must include material from both Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew. This is 

only problematic if there is no indication as to whether the material from these earlier 

periods of the language is in current usage. Even-Shoshan (1982) does not indicate which 

Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew words and phrases are current. Finally, since 

Even-Shoshan (1982) is not an etymological dictionary, there are only a selection of cita

tions from Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew. Thus, in some cases it was necessary to 

consult dictionaries and concordances of Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew as well as 

the sources themselves in order to establish earlier occurrences and usages of words and 

phrases.

3.1.2 Inform ant W ork

Field work in Israel was structured around a picture-based elicitation task followed 

by interviews to  review and discuss data and obtain additional data.* Initially subjects 

were asked to name and identify as many body parts as they could from the pictures. 

Subjects were asked to  identify boundaries for those areas of the body tha t do not have 

visible demarcations (e.g. back, chest) in an attem pt to  determine the exact referent of 

the corresponding terms. During the follow-up interviews subjects were asked to name 

body parts th a t they had not identified from the pictures. They were also asked to give 

other terms for body parts in other speech situations. This was done in order to obtain
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the different words for body parts th a t have more than one name. Finally, subjects were 

asked to give expressions containing body part terms. These expressions provide a means 

of examining the kinds of extensions and metaphors made with body part terms.

The initial elicitation was done with pictures rather than with an oral interview for 

several reasons. As much as possible, I wanted to eliminate the potential awkwardness of 

the foreign researcher-native speaker informant elicitation situation. In addition, I 

wanted to eliminate the potentially uncomfortable situation in eliciting body part terms, 

a particularly sensitive area of the vocabulary in many cultures. Finally, I wanted to 

avoid imposing my own cultural and linguistic prejudices on the informants by verbal eli

citation.

A set of unlabeled pictures drawn by a professional medical illustrator was used for 

the elicitation. In a study of this sort the quality of the elicitation stimuli is crucial. The 

pictures had to be professional so th a t subjects would respond sincerely indicating th a t 

they regard the work as serious scholarship. The pictures also had to be anatomically 

accurate and sufficiently detailed while remaining inoffensive. The set of pictures used for 

elicitation included front and back views of male and female adults, as well as enlarge

ments of the face, hands, and feet, and views of the internal body including the bones,

o
some muscles, and the major internal organs.

Informants were given general instructions for the picture-based elicitation task to 

name and identify parts of the body from the illustrations. The parts to be named were 

not speciGed nor was any order for the naming mentioned. If any informant asked where 

to begin, (s)he was told to begin where (s)he wanted to. Only after it became apparent 

that an informant had exhausted his/her own repertoire of terms did a researcher begin 

probing and questioning to elicit additional data. A t times a  term was simply inadver

tently left out and when asked, the informant provided the commonly used word for
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whatever part was involved. Sometimes a  term was deliberately left out because of its 

taboo status in the language and the embarrassment it  caused the informant. A t times 

informants did not know a  name for a particular part and when the commonly used word 

was suggested, they stated whether they had ever heard of it and if so how and when it 

was used. Sometimes informants knew words and knew that they were names for parts of 

the body, but could not identify the appropriate part of the body in the picture.

For each informant, a set of clear plastic overlays was provided. A plastic overlay 

was placed on an illustration so tha t the informant could outline the part or area tha t 

(s)he was referring to when using a particular term. This was especially im portant when 

informants were naming and identifying areas of the body which do not have visible 

demarcations. There is not always complete agreement about the exact boundaries of 

these areas. In addition, the drawing part of the task ultimately served as a good distrac

tion from informants concern about their oral performance and some embarrassment over 

the pictures.

All elicitation sessions and follow-up interviews were tape-recorded. After each

meeting the tape was transcribed usually with the help of a research assistant. The data

obtained during the initial elicitation session and the first follow-up interview were

recorded onto prepared data  sheets. Thus, for each informant there is a set of data sheets

corresponding to the set of pictures used in the elicitation task. A record was kept of the

order in which terms were given and whether the term was volunteered or accepted by an

4
informant after suggested by the researcher.

There are a number of problems with the picture-based elicitation task having to  do 

with the pictures themselves as well as with the way informants performed during the 

task. A two-dimensional picture does not achieve the same effect as for example a 

three-dimensional model. An attem pt to  compensate for this was made by having a pic
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ture of the inside of the mouth as well as pictures of the internal organs, the bones, and 

some of the muscles. While these helped provide a bit of a  third-dimension, pictures of 

the internal body tended to make informants respond as if the elicitation was an examina

tion rather than linguistic field work. Given the domain, it is not clear th a t there is a 

way to avoid this effect. Moreover, this sort of response lends support to  the claim tha t 

average speakers often don’t know that much about the internal body.

Note th a t the illustrations of the face, both the front view and the side view were 

male faces. Obviously, this was done to elicit certain words that named male facial hair 

and it presumed th a t such terms were not used for females. Additional elicitation was 

required to verify th a t this was so. Note also th a t there was no picture of the brain in the 

set of illustrations, while a  revised set of pictures would include one. (The word for 

‘brain’ did come up in other contexts.)

Informants had different styles of drawing so tha t some were neat and careful about 

indicating the body part that was named with a  particular term and some were much less 

careful. In some cases this made it difficult to  determine what a speaker intended as the 

referent of a term  in particular one whose boundaries are not defined by physical demarca

tions.

Some of these inadequacies were compensated for with additional informant work 

done with speakers of Hebrew (residing in California) who had not participated in the 

picture-based elicitation task. For the most part, this involved eliciting sentences and 

getting acceptability judgements on sentences with "problematic" body part terms includ

ing polysemous term s and terms with interesting or unusual histories. Under ideal cir

cumstances, this would have been done with the speakers who participated in the 

picture-based elicitation task.
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3.2 Setting, Informants, and Research A ssistants

3.2.1 Setting

Jerusalem, the capital of Israel, is located on a plateau in the Judaean hills and cov

ers an area of approximately 40 square miles. Although it is inhabited by less than half a 

million people, many more have considered it the center of the world. Throughout history 

Jerusalem has been a center of world attention for social, political, and religious reasons.

Jerusalem can be characterized as a city of contrast and mixture. Perhaps the con

trast between the old and the new is the most striking. It is seen in the ancient structures 

and the modern edifices, the narrow stone passageways and the wide asphalt 

thoroughfares, the old-fashioned open markets and the fancy new boutiques and depart

ment stores. Jerusalem is the home of im portant holy sites of three of the world’s major 

religions; in it reside the non-believer and the devout, the secular and the religious. Some 

of the city’s inhabitants come from families tha t have been there for generations; others 

are new immigrants from different countries around the world. The melange of peoples, 

cultures, religions, and languages and the meeting of lifestyles, beliefs and attitudes, 

habits and manners of dress give the city a unique color which enhances its special beauty.

3.2.2 Inform ants

All of the informants who participated in the picture-based elicitation task resided in 

various Jewish neighborhoods throughout Jerusalem. Aside from meeting the stipulations 

of age and sex, the selection of informants was based on a number of criteria concerning 

ancestry and linguistic background. Since Jews who live in Jerusalem come from many 

different countries, they do not constitute a single linguistic community. As such, it was 

necessary to select one group of people from which informants would be chosen. Infor

mants were chosen from the population of Ashkenazic Jews, tha t is, Jews of European
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extraction. All but one of the informants were born in Israel and grew up speaking 

Hebrew either because it was the only language spoken a t home or because it was the 

dominant language.0

Twelve speakers of Modern Hebrew, six men and six women in three age groups, par

ticipated in the picture-based elicitation task. Male and female speakers of different age 

groups were included so tha t the data would be representative of a wide range of the adult 

Hebrew speaking population. The three age groups were 18 year-olds, 30 year-olds, and 

50 year-olds. Although individual differences between speakers of different ages and sexes 

are not examined in detail, particularly noteworthy differences are pointed out.

The 18-year olds had completed high school and were about to  begin their army ser

vice. Both of the women in the 30-year old group had completed high school and had 

some higher education. One had studied physical education a t a teacher’s seminary and 

the other had completed two years of university in history and art history. Neither were 

employed a t the time of the research. Both of the men in the 30-year old group had com

pleted high school. During the period of the research, one was studying philosophy and 

psychology a t the university and the other was self-employed while seeking professional 

training as a translator. All of the informants in the 50-year old group had completed at 

least a B.A. degree. One of the men in this group was an economist employed by the 

government. The other had an advanced degree in Hebrew literature and was a  supervi

sor in the Israeli school system. One of the 50-year old women had an M.A. in special 

education and was employed in that field. The other one had an M.A. in religion and 

Hebrew language and was a supervisor in the Israeli school system.

As is the case with all people who go through the Israeli school system, all of the 

informants had studied English beginning in elementary school. Most of them understood 

the language; some could converse freely in it. Those who attended university could read
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English as well. A few of the informants had lived in the United States for two or three 

year periods as children or young adults. Some of the informants had studied French in 

high school or university; none of them knew the language well. Some of the informants 

had some exposure to  Yiddish having grown up in homes where parents or grandparents 

spoke that language. Three of the 18-year olds and one of the 30-year old women had 

studied Modern Standard Arabic for two or more years in elementary or high school. 

None of these people claimed any fluency in the language. One of the 50-year old women 

had studied colloquial Arabic in high school and could speak a bit. She had also studied 

Modern Standard Arabic and could read a bit.

At no time did any informant’s exposure to, knowledge of or acquaintance with any 

other language seem to interfere with their natural use of Hebrew during the elicitation 

sessions and interviews. In addition, although some of the informants had specific interest 

or special training in the Hebrew language or language related studies, this did not seem 

to influence their performance during the data collection.

Some details concerning the families of the informants and their linguistic back

grounds are of interest here. All of the 18 year-olds were second generation Israelis—both 

they and their parents were born in Israel. The 18 year-olds are clearly native speakers of 

Hebrew having parents who grew up speaking tha t language, even though the informants 

grandparents did not speak Hebrew natively. In the 30-year old group there were two 

informants each of whom had one parent who was not born in Israel, but went to  live 

there as a child. In this group informants qualify as native speakers since a t most only 

one parent did not have Hebrew as their first language and by the time they were adults 

Hebrew was their dominant (and nearly exclusive) language. In the 50 year-old group, 

only one informant had parents both of whom were born in Israel. The other three each 

had one parent who had not been born in Israel, but went to  live there as a young adult.
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Although the parents of the informants in the 50-year old group usually did not speak 

Hebrew natively, they did speak the language for ideological and nationalistic reasons. 

Furthermore, the informants themselves were educated entirely in Hebrew-language 

schools. Thus, a t the very least these informants are near-native speakers.

Although the sample population is small, it does depict quite accurately some typical 

family histories and linguistic backgrounds of the segment of Israeli society from which it 

is drawn. The origins and linguistic backgrounds of the people in this sample population 

reflect the history of Israel as an immigrant society and an aspect of the history of 

Modern Hebrew as a spoken language.

Most of the informants were chosen from a group of people who had responded to an 

advertisement in a local newspaper. They were told w hat the research was about, what 

was required of them, and how long it would take. After determining that a particular 

person met the criteria for participation in the study, an agreement for them to do so was 

ascertained. Generally, those who participated in the study did so out of a stated interest 

in the Hebrew language and a curiosity about the research as well as the desire to help a 

foreigner. Some of the younger informants were also seduced by the offer of financial com

pensation for their participation. The four older informants simply refused such compen

sation.®

Virtually every informant was initially somewhat embarrassed a t the beginning of 

the picture-based elicitation task, but overcame the embarrassment after a relatively 

short period of time. Oftentimes informants had to  be coaxed to  use the well-known 

everyday Modern Hebrew forms rather than the "good" or "correct" forms which they 

insisted were utterly natural to their own speech. Sometimes informants used stylistically 

high forms or technical terms in what seemed to be an attem pt to  make a good impression 

about their knowledge of Hebrew. Occasionally, speakers apologized for their (so-called)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



60

lack of knowledge or inability to recall more information. Sometimes informants were 

uncomfortable with periods of silence during the interviews in which expressions were 

being collected. Asking questions about previously mentioned expressions usually allevi

ated some of this discomfort and prompted them to recall other expressions.

The 18 and 30 year-olds were interviewed in my home; the 50 year-olds were inter

viewed in their homes. I conducted all of the interviews in Hebrew. All in all, informants 

completed the elicitation task successfully and conversed quite freely during the follow-up 

interviews providing data,' explanations, and additional information.

3.2.3 Research A ssistants

A research assistant was present during the initial interview with each informant. 

The nature of the picture-based elicitation task was such that certain kinds of information 

could not be tape-recorded, for example the part or area designated when a particular 

term was used. The assistant’s main function was to  take notes on this information so 

that when the tapes were reviewed what the informant said could be coordinated with 

what the informant did.

Part of the time an American woman with some training in linguistics and sufficient 

knowledge of Hebrew assisted during the initial interview. Part of the time a woman 

studying for a masters degree in Communication assisted. Their educational backgrounds 

and language proficiency had no bearing on the informants’ performance during the 

picture-based elicitation task especially since neither assistant actually spoke to  an infor

mant during the interview. Furthermore, there did not seem to be any overall significant 

effect on the male informants as a result of being interviewed by women.
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3.3 Onomasiology and Semasiology

The investigation of the lexical semantic domain of body part terminology and in 

fact the investigation of any semantic domain in any language presents the linguist with 

an opportunity to  address a  number of theoretical issues. Exactly which issues are dis

cussed and the manner in which they are discussed depends in part on individual prefer

ences and interests and in part on points of view. Expressed in very general terms, the 

lexical semanticist is interested in the meanings of words, but (s)he is also concerned with 

the words to convey meanings. Although it does not always seem useful and has not 

always been made explicit, it is possible to distinguish these two points of view, the 

former being ;semasiological’-looking for the senses of a w ord-and the latter being 

‘onomasiological’--looking for the word tha t expresses a  sense.

Ullman formulates the distinction between the ‘semasiological’ and the ‘onomasio- 

logical’ points of view with respect to linguistic method. "Since meaning is a reciprocal 

and reversible relation between name and sense, it can be investigated by starting from 

either end: one can start from the name and look for the sense or senses attached to 

it...but one can also start from the sense and look for the name or names connected with 

it" (1962:3). To illustrate the distinction, consider the difference between a dictionary and 

a thesaurus. In using an alphabetically arranged dictionary one knows the name and is 

seeking the sense or senses associated with it; this exemplifies the semasiological approach. 

On the other hand, in using a thesaurus one knows the sense and is seeking the name or 

names used to designate tha t sense; this exemplifies the onomasiological approach. As 

Ullman suggests, the two approaches can be seen "not as two distinct disciplines but as 

parallel methods starting at opposite ends. The two methods are complementary, and in 

certain types of inquiry may even be combined with interesting results" (1962:64).

The present study incorporates both points of view. The picture-based elicitation
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task assumed both an onomasiological and a semasiological approach. When lay 

observers of the human figure name the parts of the body, they are answering a question 

which is both onomasiological and semasiological. The onomasiological side is answered 

when they provide the name; the semasiological side is answered when they designate the 

part or area referred to by th a t name.

The way in which speakers answer certain questions is in part a function of how they

view the object under observation. Thus, for example when asked ‘What are the major

•  •  •  ^subdivisions of the body?’ a  speaker of Hebrew is likely to  answer: ros - ‘head’;

guf - ‘trunk’; yadayim  - ‘(two) arms’; and raglayim - ‘(two) legs’. The lay observer of 

the human figure sees one head and one trunk, so (s)he uses singular forms for these; (s)he 

sees two arms and two legs, so (s)he uses dual/plural forms for these. When asked ‘W hat 

are the parts of the head?’ the lay observer focuses on the head and names what (s)he sees. 

For example, (s)he might say: mecax - ‘forehead’; nxirayim - ‘(two)nostrils’;

risim - ‘eyelashes’ etc. When asked ‘W hat are the parts of the arm?’, the observer of the 

visually apparent figure focuses on the arm and names what (s)he sees. For example, (s)he 

might say ’ecba’ot - 'fingers’; kaf ha-yad - ‘(the) hand’; marpek - ‘elbow’, etc. because 

(s)he sees several fingers, one hand, one elbow, etc. Interestingly enough, during the 

picture-based elicitation task, informants used two naming strategies for paired body 

parts. Some informants used a dual/plural form, if it exists, or a plural form (e.g. 

’eynayim - ‘(two)eyes’, marp 9  kim - ‘elbows’); others used a singular form (e.g. 

’ayin -‘eye’, marpek - ‘elbow’), oftentimes mentioning it twice or commenting that the 

other member of the pair had the same name. The point being made should be clear. 

W hat speakers are focusing on and what they find salient determines how they answer the 

question.

This sort of questioning is useful for determining the lexical items used and to some
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extent helps organize the terms in the domain. A presentation and description of the lexi

cal semantic domain of body part terminology requires other kinds of questions as well. 

After gathering all the relevant terms and determining their morphologically simplest 

forms, the terms must be classified and categorized in a  way which reflects the semantic 

structure of the domain. Questions and tasks which assume a semasiological approach to 

the study of meaning are useful for this. One such task  involved sorting a set of cards 

each of which had a  Hebrew body part term written on it in its morphologically simplest 

form. This sort of task assumes a semasiological approach since the way in which the 

cards are grouped reveals information about the sense of a term and its relationship to 

other terms in the domain. The organization of the terms in the domain (presented in 

Chapter 4 and Chapter 5) is reflected in part by the division and subdivision of the cards 

into related groups.

The dictionary work th a t was done in the initial phases of the data collection 

assumed a semasiological approach to the study of meaning since the purpose of th a t 

work was to learn w hat senses are associated with individual words, at least according to 

some standard references. Having informants provide example sentences of individual 

words in different contexts also assumes a semasiological approach since the object of such 

an exercise is to determine the meaning or meanings of a  term. Eliciting other names for 

the same part (synonyms or near synonyms) assumes an onomasiological approach; docu

menting the different senses of polysemous body p art terms assumes a semasiological 

approach as does determining the meanings of terms a t earlier periods of the language.

As mentioned above, Ullman suggests tha t the combination of the two approaches 

might produce interesting results. Here, I suggest th a t only the combination of the two 

perspectives yields interesting results.
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Notes to  C h ap te r 3

1. See Appendix I for a  copy of the set of pictures used during the interviews.

2. The illustrations were done by Sandra McMahon.

3. See Appendix II for a set of composite drawings for each term in the domain whose 
boundaries are not well-defined.

4. See Appendix III for the set of sheets on which the data  obtained during the inter
views were recorded.

5. One of the 50 year-old men was born in Poland and went to Israel as a  young child.

6. Speakers of Hebrew who provided the additional data were all females, aged 30-40, 
had been born in Israel, and were of European ancestry. They had been educated in 
the Israeli school system and had completed completed university degrees in Israel. 
They had all lived in California for more than three years and, for all practical pur
poses, were fluent in English.

7. See Appendix IV for a  complete list of the term s used in the card-sorting task. Note 
tha t only one speaker performed this task.
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Chapter Four: The Lay Observer o f the Human Figure  

4.0 Introduction

In what follows, the lexical semantic domain of body p art terminology in Modern 

Hebrew is discussed according to an organization of the da ta  based on the different ways 

in which the human body may be experienced. The first experiential mode to be discussed 

is that of the lay observer of the human figure who sees external body parts and visible 

internal parts. Visible internal parts include those which are accessible to the viewer 

without special instrum ents (e.g. tongue, teeth), as well as those which for a variety of 

reasons may be apparent on the surface of the body (e.g. bone, muscle). In addition, the 

lay observer also sees some body fluids (e.g. blood, urine) under certain circumstances. 

External body parts and internal parts visible without any special instruments are dis

cussed first.

As discussed earlier (section 3.3), some of the data collection techniques assumed an 

onomasiological approach and some assumed a semasiological approach. A characteriza

tion of the structure of the lexical semantic domain of body part terminology in Modern 

Hebrew as determined by the various means of data collection described above is giver, in 

Figures 1-6. Figure 1 gives the first level of categorization and Figures 2-6 give further 

details for each category in Figure 1.
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guf - body

67

ros - head

se'ar- hair panim - face

mecax - forehead

raka - temple gaba - eyebrow 'ayin - eye ‘af - nose

afaf-eyelid ris- eyelash ’arubat ha-’ayin - eye socket galgal ha-’ayin* eyeball sal

‘ison • pupil

"part-of"

m -ki"kind-of"

Figure 2

\
\  "in"

\
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panim - face

'ozen-earlexi - cheek santer - chinpe • mouth'af - nose

‘ozen/‘afarkeset - outer ea>cket galgal ha-'ayin - eyeball safa * lip xalal ha-pe - mouthspace (

• palate lason- tongue xanixayim - gums sen-tooth tnux Cozen) - earlobeison - pupil xex

sen xotexet niv sen toxenet sen bine 
incisor canine solar wisdom tooth

Figure 2
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g uf- body

cavar-neck

cavar/garon - neck (front) ‘oref - nape

pika/pikat ha-cavar/gargeret • Adam's apple

Figure 3

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission



69

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



70

guf - body

yad - arm

katef- shoulder zro'a - upper arm marpek-elbow 'am a-forearm  perek yad • wrist (kaf) yad - hand

gav ha-yad • back of the hand kaf yad • palm

perek ‘ecba

Figure 5

ag

•part-of*

! "kind-of"
I
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m perek yad • wrist (kaf) yad - hand

iv ha-yad - back of the hand kaf yad-palm 'ecba-finger

perek 'ecba - knuckle ciporen - fingernail

'agudal -thumb 'ecba-index finger 'ama-middle finger kmica-ring finger zere t-p
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One thing to notice about Figure 1 is tha t the term  cavar - ‘neck’ is included, 

whereas it was not included in the answer to the question ‘W hat are the major subdivi

sions of the body?’ It seems tha t the lay observer of the human figure does not see the 

neck as a  major subdivision of the body, perhaps because it is not very big or because it is 

conceived of as a  transitional link. The term cavar - ‘neck’ clearly belongs to the domain 

of body part terminology. The results from the card-sorting task (section 3.3) as well as 

responses from informants about its position in the hierarchic organization of the terms in

the domain require th a t cavar - ‘neck’ be categorized as in Figure 1. It is not considered

* 1 2  to be part of ros - ‘head’ or guf - ‘trunk’.

Another thing to notice about these charts is th a t the term katef - ‘shoulder’ is 

included in both Figure 4 and Figure 5. McClure (1975) points out that the body part 

domain has overlapping categories as suggested by the fact tha t informants list ‘shoulder’ 

as part of ‘trunk’ and part of ‘arm ’. As discussed above, Fillmore’s notion of a ‘frame’ 

provides a different way of talking about this issue. In particular, the question of overlap

ping categories and category membership (cf. McClure 1975) can be reconsidered. Rather 

than worrying about the fact tha t a word can belong to several categories and tha t over

lapping categories make messy systems, it is possible to talk about elements which are 

simultaneously part of more than one frame, and tha t speakers are capable of accessing 

different frames and dealing with less than ideal situations.

As noted above, several relationships link the terms in the domain. The ‘part-o f 

relationship is an im portant semantic link between elements in the body part domain. 

Partonomic chains are easy to find, such as tha t linking ’tson - ‘pupil’ to galgal
yf

ha-’ayin - ‘(the) eyeball’ to  ’ayin - ‘eye’ to panim  - ‘face’ to ros - ‘head’ to guf 

- ‘body’ (Figure 2). Others are safa - ‘lip’ to pe - ‘mouth’ to panim - ‘face’ to 

guf - ‘body’ (Figure 2); ’ore/ - ‘nape’ to cavar - ‘neck’ to  guf - ‘body’ (Figure 3);
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pitma - ‘nipple’ to sad - ‘breast’ to xaze - ‘chest’ to  gu f - ‘trunk’ to guf - ‘body’ (Fig- 

ure 4); ciporen - ‘fingernail’ to ’ecba - ‘finger’ to guf - ‘body’ (Figure 5); and ciporen 

ha-bohen) - ‘toenail’ to  ’ecba/bohen - ‘toe’ to (kaf) regel - ‘foot’ to  regel - ‘leg’ to 

guf - ‘body’ (Figure 6).

The ‘kind-oP relationship is another semantic link between elements in the body 

part domain. Taxonomic structure is found in different parts of the domain as for exam-

V • • • V /pie sen xotexet - ‘incisor’, niv - ‘canine tooth’, sen toxenet - ‘molar’, and sen 

bina - ‘wisdom tooth’, all of which are kinds of teeth (Figure 2), and ’agudal - ‘thum b’, 

’ecba - ‘index finger’, ’ama - ‘middle finger’, kmica - ‘ring finger’, and zeret - ‘pinky’, 

all of which are kinds of fingers. The relationship ‘in’ also links elements in the domain as 

illustrated by xex - ‘palate’, lason - ‘tongue’, xanixayim  - ‘gums’, and sen - ‘tooth’, all 

of which are ‘in ’ the mouth (Figure 2).

In keeping with the idea of presenting and discussing the data from the perspective 

of the lay observer of the human figure, it is fitting to begin a t the top of the body. This is 

supported by results from the picture-based elicitation task in which most informants 

began naming the parts of the body at the top of the body. It is also appropriate to deal 

with terms th a t name parts of the front of the body before dealing with terms used for 

parts of the back of the body. The lexical items in Figure 2, a hierarchical arrangement of 

the terms subcategorized with ros - ‘head’, are discussed first.
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panim - face

‘ozen-earlexi • cheek santer - chinpe • mouth'af * nose

‘ozen/'afarkeset - outer eocket galgal ha-*ayin - eyeball safa * lip xalal ha-pe - mouthspace (

xex-palate lason- tongue xanixayim - gums sen-tooth tnux (‘ozen) - earlobe‘ison- pupil

.  i nn- 1.sen xotexet niv sen toxenet sen bine 
incisor canine solar wisdom tooth

Figure 2
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As discussed above (section 1.2), a number of different issues arise with these data 

including the term 's internal semantic structure, its morphological structure, the nature of 

its referent, the different frames in which a  term occurs, the semantic domain structures 

to which it  is linked, and its history, as well as beliefs that speakers have about the term 

and its referent. The data as given in Figure 2 are discussed with attention to  these 

issues. In addition, where appropriate, comparisons are made with English body part ter

minology.

4.1 The Head

y
Whereas the simple term ros - ‘head’ refers to  a three-dimensional object, the term 

panim - ‘face’ basically refers to a surface, even though tha t surface is not flat—it has 

protrusions and contours, panim - ‘face’ is a complex term; the -im suffix indicates tha t 

it is a  plural form, parcuf is another term for this part of the body; it is a simple term. 

Whereas panim  only refers to the physical part, parcuf refers to the physical part along 

with the expression on or appearance of tha t part. The term parcuf might also be 

translated as ‘mien’ in its obsolete sense of ‘facial expression’ (OED, s.v. mten-lc). The 

use of parcuf reflects the speaker’s unfavorable attitude toward the person whose face is 

discussed. Thus, parcuf typically occurs in negative contexts as indicated by (# la )  and 

(# lb ), both of which are used to describe someone who is ugly. Similarly, panim  typically 

occurs in positive contexts, as indicated by (# lc )  and (# ld )  both of which are used to 

describe someone who has a nice face.

1) a .  p a r c u f  k o f  b .  p a r c u f  t a x a t
f a c e  ( o f )  monkey f a c e  ( o f )  a s s
monkey face ass face

c .  pney t i n o k  d .  pney  m a l ’ax
f a c e  ( o f )  baby  f a c e  ( o f )  a nge l
baby face angel face
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Furthermore, sentence (#2) shows tha t only the term  parcuf can be used for just the 

expression on someone’s face; panim cannot be used in this context.

2 ) k s e - b i k a s t i  mimeno k e s e f  
w h e n - I  a s k e d  f r o m - h i m  m oney

hu  ’ a s a  l i  p a r c u f / * p a n i m  
he  made to-me f a c e

When I asked him for money, he made a face.

While both panim  and parcuf can be used when describing a purely physical feature 

of the face, as indicated by sentences (#3a) and (#3b), it is more common to use panim  in 

this context. Note tha t in (#3b) the use of parcuf implies tha t the face being described 

belongs to a fat person, which reinforces the negative aspect of parcuf.

3) a .  y e s  l a  p a n i m  ’ a g u l o t
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  f a c e  r o u n d ( p l . )
She has a round face.

b . y e s  l a  p a r c u f  ’ a go l
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  f a c e  r ound
She has a round face.

Similarly, although both (#4a) and (#4b) are possible, it is more common to use parcuf in 

this context where the expression on or appearance of the face is described.^

4) a .  y e s  lo  p a n i m  xamucim
t h e r e - i s  t o - h i m  f a c e  s o u r ( p l . )
He has a sour face.

✓
b . y e s  lo  p a r c u f  xamuc

t h e r e - i s  t o - h i m  f a c e  s o u r
He has a sour face.
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The Hebrew term  parcuf is also comparable to the English word visage, meaning 

‘face’ or ‘facial expression’ which came into the language through French from the Latin 

vis - ‘face’. This word is ultimately related to the Latin verb videre - ‘to see’, suggesting 

that the face or the expression on the face is th a t which is seen. Note th a t the English 

word face also came into the language through French from Latin facies - ‘form, shape, 

face’ which is ultimately related to the Latin verb facere - ‘to  make, form’. The etymol

ogy of face "verifies" th a t the face has form and shape, rather than being a  flat surface.

The terms mecox - ‘forehead’, raka - ‘temple,’ lexi - ‘cheek’, and santer - ‘chin’ 

name some of the surface areas of the face; all are simple terms.'* Speakers generally 

agree about the boundaries of raka - ‘temple’, lexi - ‘cheek’, and santer - ‘chin’. 

Although mecox - ‘forehead’ is not really a discrete part in the same way that, for exam

ple, safa - ‘lip’ is, the forehead does have physically marked boundaries—the eyebrows 

and the hairline. Except perhaps for the chin one of whose boundaries may be the hor

izontal indentation below the lower lip, the other areas do not have visible marked boun- 

daries. For these parts, which "seem to consist of focal areas...and extensions thereof" 

(McClure 1975:81), informants agree on the focal area of the part.

While the Hebrew term mecax - ‘forehead’ is unmotivated, its English counterpart 

forehead bears a name based on its position with respect to the head. Etymologically, 

forehead is the front of the head. Although both raka - ‘temple’ and lexi - ‘cheek’ name 

paired body parts, only lexi - ‘cheek’ makes use of the morphological dual. Compare 

rakot - ‘temples’ (plural) with bxayayim - ‘(two) cheeks’ (dual).

The simple term gaba - ‘eyebrow’ names hair, and is related to gav - ‘back’. 

This etymology suggests tha t in some sense the eyebrow is seen as the back of the eye. 

The simple term ’ayin - ‘eye’ refers to the eye including all of its parts, bu t it does not 

include the eyebrow. This is somewhat different than in English where for some speakers
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the term eye refers to  all of the parts of the eye including the eyebrow. When given a pic

ture of the face and asked to designate the area named by the term eye, these speakers 

circled an area which included the eyebrow and when asked to  list the parts of the eye, 

they included the term eyebrow. This may be due to the morphology of eyebrow: gaba is 

not morphologically related to ’ayin . The development may be similar to that of the 

English term brow whose "original sense appears to  have been ‘eyebrow’" and has come to 

mean ‘forehead’ (OED, s.v. brow 5).

The terms for the parts of the eye are: ’a f'a f - ‘eyelid’; ris - ‘eyelash’: ’arubat

ha-’ayin (chimney (of) the-eye) - ‘(the) eye socket’; and galgal ha-’ayin (sphere (of)

8 - • 9the-eye)-‘(the) eyeball’. Among all of these, ris - ‘eyelash’ is the only simple term.

The word ’a f’a f  - ‘eyelid’ is a reduplicated form; the first syllable is repeated creat

ing a two syllable word. The process of reduplication is associated with diminutives in 

the derivation of complex words from body part terms (section 6.2). ’a f’af is an example 

of a term within the body part domain formed by reduplication; it might be suggested 

that there is a diminutive quality to ’a f’af. Note th a t another part of the eye, 

’ison - ‘pupil’ (discussed further below), has a diminutive quality based on its morphol

ogy. Even-Shoshan (1982) suggests tha t ’a f’a f might be related to the verbal root 

’WF - ‘be/become dark’ where presumably there is an association between closed eyelids 

and darkness. There is a (purely accidental) homophonous root ’WF - ‘fly’ which speak

ers associate with ’a f’a f as well. Here there seems to be some association between the 

quick repeated motion of opening and closing the eyelids and the act of flying.*®

Both ’arubat ha-’ayin (chimney (of) the eye) - ‘(the) eye socket’ and galgal 

ha- ’ayin (sphere (of) the eye) - ‘(the) eyeball’ are compound nouns whose modifying noun 

is the body part term  ’ayin - ‘eye’. Note tha t neither of the head nouns in these com

pounds is from the body part domain. In each case the head noun focuses on an aspect of
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the physical structure of the body part which it names.

Although in the modern language the word means ‘chimney’, the example from Bibl

ical Hebrew provided in (#5) shows th a t the word ’aruba once meant something like 

‘opening’.

5 ) . . . v a - ’ a r u b o t  h a - s a m a y i m
a n d - o p e n i n g s  ( o f )  t h e - s k y

n i f t s x u  v a - y J h i  ge s em.  . . .
o p e n e d  a n d - t h e r e  was r a i n

...and the windows of the sky opened.
And there was rain....(Gen. 7:11-12)

It is not difficult to imagine a shift from ‘opening’ to  ‘chimney’ given tha t chimneys are 

openings to  let out smoke Evidence for this is found in the Biblical Hebrew phrase 

u-x3-’a/an m e-’aruba (and-like-smoke from-opening/chimney) - ‘and like smoke from a 

chimney’ (Hosea 13:3). Eyesockets are also openings, hollow openings similar to  chim

neys. Although the ‘opening’ sense of ’aruba would provide sufficient motivation for the 

use of th a t word in the term for ‘eye socket’, the folk theoretical connection between 

chimneys and eye sockets must also be acknowledged. It is that connection which pro

vides the possibility for the creation of a metaphor such as the one in ’asan ’ala bd- ’arubot 

’eyne-ha (smoke rose in-eye sockets/chimneys-her) - ‘smoke rose in her eyes’. With 

respect to galgal ha- ’ayin (sphere (of) the-eye) - ‘(the) eyeball’, an eyeball is similar to a 

sphere in th a t they are both round and three-dimensional. In addition, here the use of the 

word galgal in the term for ‘eyeball’ motivates the (folk theoretical) connection between 

spheres and the ability of the eyeballs to roll as in the phrase Is -galgel ’f t  

ha- ’eynayim  (to-roll OBJ the-eyes) - ‘to  roll one’s eyes’.

The only part of the eyeball which has a ready-made name in Modern Hebrew is the
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pupil; ’ison - ‘pupil’ is a  complex form consisting of ’is - ‘man’ and the diminutive suffix 

-o n .^  While recognized by speakers as a derived word, the term ’ison is lexicalized and 

means ‘pupil’; it is never used for ‘little man’. The term bavat ha- ’ayin - ‘(the-eye) pupil’ 

is especially interesting for several reasons. F irst of all, bava, the head noun of this com

pound, does not occur elsewhere in the language; it is a  morphan. Furthermore, it seems 

that bavat ha- ’ayin occurs mainly as an object of comparison with k* - ‘as’ when referring 

to something precious or dear such as a child or valuable material goods such as books. 

Examples of this usage are given in (#6).

6)  a .  ha-m«5tape I e t  n e h e d e r e t  hi  someret  ’al  
t he -nanny  w o nde r f ul  she  wat ches  on

h a - y e l e d  k t - ’ a l  b a v a t  ’ e y n - a  
t h e - c h i l d  a s - o n  p u p i l - h e r

The nanny is wonderful—she looks after 
the child as if he were her own.

b .  h a - s f a r  im y ^ k a r i m  l i  k s - b a v a t  ’ e y n - i  
t h e - b o o k s  d e a r ( p l . )  t o -me  a s - p u p i l - m y

The books are as dear to me as the pupil 
of my eye.

Given this situation, it is remarkable tha t speakers of Hebrew answer the question ‘W hat

12is bavat ha-’ayinV with ’ison - ‘pupil’. Apparently speakers recognize that the term 

"means" ‘pupil of the eye’ even though it is never used to mean tha t literally. The 

Hebrew term bavat ha- ’ayin can be compared to  the English expression apple of the eye 

used when referring to something or someone which is greatly cherished as in Robert’s 

daughter is the apple of his eye.

Typically, speakers do not have special names for other sections of the eyeball. 

However, the terms ka-lavan - ‘the white’ and ka-ceva - ‘the color’ are descriptive
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13phrases used to refer to the white of the eye and the iris, respectively.

As previously mentioned some of the terms used by the lay observer of the human 

figure refer to parts of a surface, some refer to  parts of a  volume, and others name both a 

surface and a volume. Concerning the parts of the eye, the terms ’a f’a f - ‘eyelid’ and 

ris - ‘eyelash’ refer to parts of the external surface of the face, while ’arubat ha-’ayin 

- ‘(the) eye socket’ and galgal ha-’ayin - ‘(the) eyeball’ refer to parts of the volume. 

Note, however, th a t the concavity of the eye socket and the convexity of the eyeball are 

discernible when viewing the surface. The term ’ayin is polysemous, meaning either ‘eye’ 

or ‘eyeball’ as is apparent from the sentences in (#7).

7) a .  y es  lo  p a n a s  b a - ’ a y i n
t h e r e - i s  t o - h i m  f lash 1i g h t  i n  t h e - e y e
He has a black and blue eye.

b . y es  lo  s r i t a  b a - ’ a y i n
t h e r e - i s  t o - h i m  s c r a t c h  i n  t h e - e y e
He has a scratch on his eye(ball).

In one of its senses (#7a), the term ’ayin names the outer surface area, while in the other 

of its senses (7b), the term ’ayin refers ju st to the eyeball. Sentence (#7b) could not mean 

th a t someone has a  scratch on the skin around the eye—on the eyelid, for example. (Note 

th a t it is possible to select out the latter sense with the term galgal ha-’ayin.) The outer 

surface (#7a) and the inner volume (#7b) constitute the whole volume. The lay observer 

is not surprised when the term ’ayin is used to refer to the whole eye, as for example in 

an anatomy textbook. Thus, it seems tha t the lay observer has acquired some of the 

knowledge of the expert observer since (s)he knows that the term names the whole volume 

including parts not visible on the surface.

The terms for the various parts of the eye in Modern Hebrew can be compared with 

the terms for the parts of the eye in English. The hierarchic arrangement of the relevant
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Modern Hebrew terms is given in Figure 2. The hierarchic arrangement of the relevant 

English terms is given below in Figure 2a.

eye

eyelid eyelash eye socket eyeball

pupil iris

Figure 2a

As noted above, for some speakers the English term eye names an area th a t includes the 

eyebrow, but the Hebrew term 'ayin does not. Furthermore, English uses a single naming 

strategy for the terms immediately included in eye. All of these terms are compounds 

whose modifying noun is the body part term eye—eyelid, eyelash, eye socket, eyeball. 

Hebrew uses simple terms for some of these and compounds nouns for others. Compare 

’a f’a f - ‘eyelid’ and ris - ‘eyelash’ with ’arubat ha-’ayin - ‘(the) eye socket’ and galgal 

ha-’ayin - ‘(the) eyeball’. Both English and Hebrew use the "human/pupil of the eye" 

metaphor (Brown and Witkowski 1979), although slightly differently. The English term 

pupil came into the language from Latin via French. Both the ‘student’ sense and the 

‘eye’ sense of the word are related to Latin pupilla, the diminutive of pupa - ‘girl, doll, 

puppet’. (Note that the use in Latin is a caique from Greek.) In Hebrew the literal mean
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ing of the morphemes of ’won is ‘little man’. Finally, whereas English has the ready-made 

term iris, albeit of Latinate origin, it seems th a t Hebrew does not have such a  term.

’a f - ‘nose’ is a simple term, as is nxir - ‘nostril’. In everyday speech, the 

term xotem  - ‘(animal) nose’ is used derogatorily for ’a/.*^ geser ka-’a f (bridge (of) 

the-nose) - ‘bridge’ is a compound whose modifying noun is the body part term
y

’a f - ‘nose’ and whose head noun geser - ‘bridge’ is not from the body part domain. The 

term geser ha ’a f is not very common among speakers of Hebrew; perhaps it is a caique 

from English bridge (of the nose). Although Even-Shoshan (1982) lists gav ha-’af (back 

(of) the-nose) - ‘(the) bridge’, no informant volunteered or accepted this term. Perhaps 

gav ka-’a f is a caique from German Nasenrucken.

pe - ‘mouth’ is a simple term. The mouth can be divided into different parts, the

lips and the oral cavity, safa - ‘lip’ is a simple simple term, xalal ha-pe - ‘(the) mouth-

space’ is a compound term whose modifying noun is the body part term pe - ‘mouth’ and

whose head noun xalal - ‘(empty) space’ is not from the body part domain.*'* Note that

the term xalal ha-pe - ‘(the) mouthspace’ names the space inside the mouth and not the

parts of the inside of the mouth. As is the case in English, there does not seem to be a

special term which names these parts as a group. The terms which name the individual

parts inside the mouth include the simple forms lason - ‘tongue’, xex - ‘palate’, and

sen - ‘tooth’, plus the complex term xanixayim  - ‘gums’, complex because of the

1R
dual/plural suffix -ayim.

The term pe - ‘mouth’ is used to refer to  either the outside surface of the 

mouth—i.e. the lips— or the inside volume, as shown in (#8) and (#9), respectively.
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✓
y e s  l a  p e  y a f e
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  mo u t h  p r e t t y
She has a pretty mouth (exterior—i.e. lips).

v
y e s  l a  s f a t a y i m  y a f o t
t h e r e - a r e  t o - h e r  l i p s  p r e t t y ( p l . )
She has pretty lips.

t i s t o f  ’ e t  h a - p e  
r i n s e  OBJ t h e - m o u t h  
Rinse your mouth!

h a - p e  s e l - o  m a s r i a x
t h e - m o u t h  o f - h i m  s m e l l s  
His mouth smells.

Sentences (#8a) and (#8b) are equivalent. This is not surprising since when the lay

observer looks a t a closed mouth (s)he sees ju st the lips, the exterior physically marked

part of the mouth. Sentences (#9a) and (#9b) refer to the inside parts of the mouth.

(See example #13  as well.) At the same time, (#10) suggests that there is also an opposi-

17tion between pe - ‘mouth’ and xalal ha-pe (space (of) the-mouth) - ‘(the) m outhspace.

10) k o l ha -yom l o  ba k i m ’ a t  ’ oxe l  ’ e l  pi
a l l  t h e - d a y  n o t  came a l m o s t  f ood  t o  mouth-my

v P - h a - m a c a  h a - y a v e l a  v p - h a - t f e l a  
a n d - t h e - m a t z a  t h e - d r y  a n d - t h e - t a s t e l e s s

m i t p a c a x a t  b » - k o l  x a r i k a  n w m a l ’ a ’ e t
c r a c k s  w i t h - n o i s e  ( o f )  c r u n c h i n g  f i l l s  OBJ

x a l a l  h a - p e
s p a c e  ( o f )  t h e - m o u t h

All day almost no food came to my mouth and 
the dry tasteless matza cracking with a crunching 
noise fills my mouth(space). (Yehoshua 1982:278)

The inadmissibility of either ( # l l a )  or ( # l l b )  provides some evidence that xalal ha-pe

8 )  a .

b .

9 )  a .

b .
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names the space inside the mouth and not the parts inside of the mouth.

11) a .  * h a - s i n a y i m  hen x e l e k  s e l  x a l a l  h a - p e
t h e - t e e t h  a r e  p a r t  o f  m o u t h s p a c e

b .  * h a - s i n a y i m  n i m c a ’o t  b f - x a l a l  h a - p e
t h e - t e e t h  a r e  found  i n - t h e - m o u t h s p a c e

If xalal ha-pe were the holonym of the terms for the parts inside the mouth, ( # l l a )  

and/or ( # l lb )  would have been acceptable sentences, although part of the problem with 

these sentences may be th a t teeth are not located deep in the mouth. In the absence of 

such a term, pe alone is used, as shown in (#9a) and (#9b). (See example 13 as well.)

The term safa - ‘lip’ refers to a part of the external surface of the face. The form 

xalal ha-pe - ‘(the) mouthspace’ names a volume, which is obvious only when the mouth 

is open. Similarly, the terms that name parts inside the mouth (xex - ‘palate’; 

lason - ‘tongue’; xanixayim  - ‘gums’; and sen - ‘tooth’) acknowledge that the head is 

three-dimensional object. The term pe is used for the lips alone (#8) or the inside of the 

mouth (#9); the outer surface and the inner volume constitute the whole volume.

While it is clear that the terms for the parts inside the mouth constitute a group and 

belong to the hierarchic organization of this subdivision of the body part domain, it is also 

clear tha t their relationship to pe - ‘mouth’ is different than the relationship of 

safa - ‘lip’ to pe - ‘mouth’ or that of xalal ha-pe - ‘(the) mouthspace’ to pe - ‘m outh’. 

Both safa - ‘lip’ and xalal ha-pe - ‘(the) mouth cavity’ are related to pe - ‘mouth’ by the 

‘part-o f relationship, as shown in (#12a) and (#12b), respectively.

12) a .  h a - s a f a  hi  x e l e k  s e l  h a - p e
t h e - l i p  i s  p a r t  o f  t h e - m o u t h  
The lip is part of the mouth.
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b . x a l a l  h a - p e  hu x e l e k  s e l  h a - p e
s p a c e  t h e - m o u t h  i s  p a r t  o f  t h e - m o u t h
The mouth cavity is part of the mouth.

However, although a sentence such as (#13a), which exemplifies just one of the terms for 

the various parts inside the mouth, is possible, (#13b) more accurately characterizes the 

relationship between lason - ‘tongue’ and pe - ‘mouth’.

13) a .  h a - l a s o n  hi  x e l e k  s e l  h a - p e
t h e - t o n g u e  i s  p a r t  o f  t h e - m o u t h
The tongue is part of the mouth.

b . h a - l a s o n  n i m c e t  b a - p e
t h e - t o n g u e  i s - f o u n d  i n - t h e - m o u t h
The tongue is in the mouth.

This seems to be a natural consequence of recognizing tha t the term pe names a surface 

and a volume. With a volume the dimension of depth is a factor.

There are several kinds of teeth for which there are specific names. The term Sen 

xotexet (cutting tooth) - ‘incisor, cutter’ and sen toxenet (milling tooth) - ‘molar’ are 

bilexemic forms consisting of the body part term sen - ‘tooth’ plus the adjectivally used

feminine singular present tense form of the verbal roots XTK - ‘cut’ and TXN - ‘mill’,

respectively. In each case the function of the tooth forms the basis for its name. The 

interpretation given to ha-toxanot in the Biblical Hebrew phrase u-vatlu ha-toxanot ki 

m i’etu (and-idle the-molars because they-are few) - ‘and the molars are idle because they 

are few’(Eccl. 12:3) suggests tha t the verbal root TXN - ‘mill’ in a term for ‘molar tooth’ 

already existed in that period of the language. In the above phrase, the term ha-toxanot is 

the plural of ha-toxenet nominalized by the addition of the definite article ha- and refers 

to those teeth which in old age have fallen out. The Modern Hebrew expression sen 

toxenet seems to  be an expansion from the Biblical monolexemic form to a bilexemic
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form. The form sen xotexet ‘incisor, cutter’, only appeared in the modern period. The 

term niv - ‘canine (tooth)’ is a simple term. Although it is the term  used for non-human 

fangs, niv does not have the same connotation as the English word fang. The term sen 

bina - ‘wisdom tooth’ is a nominal compound whose head noun is the body part term 

sen - ‘tooth’ and whose modifying noun bina - ‘wisdom’ comes from another semantic 

domain. The tooth is so named because it erupts late in life, presumably when one has 

already attained wisdom. Although the lay observer would not use the term /tney 

xalav - ‘milk teeth’ in reference to  an adult, the term is mentioned here since it desig

nates a particular kind of teeth. The term siney xalav is also a nominal compound. Its 

head noun siney- is the construct form of Xinayim - ‘teeth’; its modifying noun 

xalav - ‘milk’ comes from another semantic domain. The term siney xalav refers to a 

person’s first set of teeth; these are temporary teeth. Probably these teeth are so named 

because they are the ones in the mouth when milk is a  primary source of nourishment. (In 

English the terms milk teeth and baby teeth name these teeth.) Note that except for 

nit; - ‘canine (tooth)’, all of the different kinds of teeth are named with motivated terms, 

although there are different types of motivation.

It is clear tha t the terms for the different kinds of teeth constitute a group and 

belong to the hierarchic organization of this subdivision of the body part domain. It is 

also clear tha t their relationship to sen - ‘too th’ is different than the relationship which 

holds between most of the terms and their superordinates in Figure 2. For the most part, 

the relationship which holds between a term and its superordinate is that of partrwhole. 

This is not the relationship which holds between sen bina - ‘wisdom tooth’ and 

sen - ‘tooth’, between niv - ‘canine (tooth)’ and sen - ‘tooth’, or between the other 

kinds of teeth and sen - ‘tooth’. Here the relationships are taxonomic rather than parto- 

nomic.
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18’ozen - ‘ear’ is a simple term. The phrase ’ozney xamor - ‘donkey ears’ which 

is used to describe large (unattractive) ears suggests th a t the term ’ozen designates the 

outer ear. Although far less common in everyday speech, the term ’afarkeset (funnel) is 

also used for ‘outer ear’. ^

The compound noun tnux ’ozen - ‘earlobe’ designates the only part of the outer ear 

which has a special name. The form tnux only occurs in this compound; it is a morphan. 

In addition, for some speakers, the use of the compound is optional and the term  tnux 

alone is sufficient. Furthermore, according to Even-Shoshan (1982) tnux is the middle sec

tion of the outer ear. not the earlobe; the term for ‘earlobe’ is bial ’ozen. Speakers of 

Modern Hebrew do not maintain this distinction.

As was the case with other terms for parts of the face ( ’ayin, pe), the word ’ozen 

refers to an outer surface and an inner volume, the combination of which constitutes the 

whole volume. These senses are exemplified in (#14) and (#15) respectively.

14) k a n i t i  ’ a g i l i m  v 3 - ’a s i t i  x o r i m  b a - ’o z n a y i m
I - b o u g h t  e a r r i n g s  a n d - I - m a d e  h o l e s  i n - t h e - e a r s
I bought earrings and had my ears pierced.

15) y es  lo  x o r i m  b a - ’o z n a y i m
t h e r e - a r e  t o - h i m  h o l e s  i n - t h e - e a r s
He doesn’t  hear (because he’s not listening).

The context given in (#14) selects out the outer surface referent of ’ozen . The literal 

translation of (#15), ‘He has holes in his ears’, provides the image for the inner volume 

referent of ’ozen. Note, however, th a t (#15) is typically used figuratively in referring to 

someone who doesn’t hear because he’s not listening, as opposed to someone who is deaf.

From the perspective of the lay observer of the human figure, the inner ear includes 

that which is not visible—in other words, that which is not on the surface. Of course, this 

is a non-expert point of view since the expert observer knows tha t the inner ear (or inter
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nal ear) includes specific parts of the ear. Although the lay observer does not see the inner 

ear, (s)he has some technical information about it. Thus, (#15) suggests th a t the lay 

observer knows th a t the inner ear is an organ of hearing and (#16) suggests that (s)he 

also knows tha t the inner ear can become infected. (See also, section 6.2.3.)

16) y e s  lo  d a l e k e t  ’ o z n a y i m
t h e r e - i s  t o - h i m  i n f e c t i o n  ( o f )  e a r s  
He has an ear infection.

A number of the terms tha t name parts of the head are polysemous; these are 

’ayin - ‘eye, eyeball’, pe - ‘mouth, lips’, and 'ozen - ‘ear, outer ear’. In each case the 

term names a whole volume and a salient p art of th a t volume visible on the outer surface 

of the head. In each case, there is another term  which names the part which is visible on 

the outer surface. With ’ayin , the eyeball is salient because of its rounded shape and its 

im portant function; the term galgal ha- ’ayin can be used for ‘eyeball’. With pe, the lips 

are salient because they are physically marked being of a different color than the rest of 

the skin on the face; the word sfatayim  is used for ‘lips’. With ’ozen , the outer ear is the 

only part of the ear visible on the surface; the term ’afarkeset is sometimes used for this 

part. The most common uses of the term refer to  the inner volume or the outer surface 

rather than to the whole volume. However, when needed, the lay observer makes use of 

knowledge acquired from the expert observer for the whole volume sense of the term. 

This is necessary for the whole volume sense of ’ayin - ‘eye’ and ’ozen - ‘ear’, but not for 

pe - ‘mouth’ since the whole volume is visible to this observer.

4.2 The Neck

The hierarchical arrangement of the terms labeling partitions of cavar - ‘neck’ is 

given in Figure 3.
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guf - body

cavar- neck

cavar/garon - neck (front) ’oref - nape

pika/pikat ha-cavar/gargeret- Adam's apple

Figure 3
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With regards to Figure 3, the simple term cavar refers to  the whole neck or just the 

front part of the neck. As shown in (#17), the simple term garon (throat) can also be 

used to  refer to the front part of the neck.

17) dan  v e - d a v i d  h i t x i l u  l a - r i v  v ^ - p i t ’ om 
Dan a n d - D a v i d  b e g a n  t o - f i g h t  a n d - s u d d e n l y

dan  t a f a s  ’ e t  d a v i d  b a - c a v a r / b a - g a r o n
Dan c a u g h t  OBJ D a v i d  b y - t h e - n e c k / b y - t h e - t h r o a t

v p - h i t x i l  l s - h a r b i c  lo 
a n d - b e g a n  t o - b e a t  t o - h i m

Dan and David began fighting and suddenly 
Dan grabbed David by the (front of the) neck 
and began beating him.

This is an example of an internal body part name, garon (throat) serving as a name for 

an external body part. Each of the terms cavar and garon has two senses; only one of 

these senses is shared. The senses of the terms tha t are not shared are given in (#18).

18) a .  k o ’ ev l i  h a - c a v a r
p a i n  t o -me  t h e - n e c k
My neck hurts.

b . k o ’ ev 1 i h a - g a r o n
p a i n  t o  me t h e - t h r o a t
My throat hurts.

Note tha t sentences such as those in (#18) take the point of view of the experiencer of 

body feelings. In the "experiencer of body feelings frame", the two terms do not share a 

meaning. (See section 5.2.)

The simple term ’oref differs from the English term nape in that ’ore/ stands alone 

and nape usually occurs in the phrase nipe of the neck (OED s.v. nape lb). Further

more, whereas ’oref is fairly common in everyday speech, nape o f the neck is not.
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In Biblical Hebrew gargeret is used in the sense of ‘neck’ as apparent from the 

phrases ’anrfem ’a/ gargirote-xa (bind-them on necks-your) - ‘bind them  on your necks’ 

(Prov. 6:21) and va- ’anakim te-gargprotc-xa (and-necklaces for-necks-your) - ‘and neck

laces for your necks’ (Prov. 1:9). In Mishnaic Hebrew gargeret occurs in the context of a 

discussion of ritual slaughter of animals. The Mishna distinguishes between two internal 

parts of the animal: veset - ‘esophagus’; and gargeret - ‘trachea’ as shown in (#19).

19) ^ a x a t  ’ e t  h a - v e s e t  u - f a s a k
c u t ( r i t u a l l y ) OBJ t h e - e s o p h a g u s  a n d - s p l i t

’ e t  h a - g a r g e r e t  ’ o £ a x a t  ’ e t
OBJ t h e - t r a c h e a  o r  c u t ( r i t u a l l y )  OBJ

h a - g a r g e r e t  u - f a s a k  ’ e t  h a - v e ^ e t  
t h e - t r a c h e a  a n d - s p l i t  OBJ t h e - e s o p h a g u s

He cut the esophagus and split the trachea or 
cut the trachea and split the esophagus....
(Hull. 2:4)

In Modern Hebrew gargeret has two senses. In the colloquial language gargeret 

names the rounded protrusion in the front of the neck mainly visible on men—‘Adam’s 

apple’. As a technical term gargeret names the organ of voice—‘larynx’. A t first glance it 

might appear far-fetched for gargeret to have these two senses as well as to have meant 

‘trachea’ in Mishnaic Hebrew. A closer examination of the anatomical structure itself as 

well as a  consideration of some linguistic phenomena remove the possibility of mere fanci

ful association.

The larynx is the upper most portion of the trachea and the Adam’s apple is an 

enlarged thyroid cartilage, the largest of the nine cartilages which make up the larynx 

(Gray 1909:955). Thus, it seems th a t a t one time gargeret named the whole 

part—‘trachea’, came to name the upper portion of that part—‘larynx’ and also names a
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prominent part of th a t part visible on the external body—‘Adam’s Apple’. As a  technical 

term gargeret occurs in the compound daleket ha-gargeret (the-larynx infection) - ‘(the) 

laryngitis’ and in non-technical language gargeret occurs in the expression ba’al 

gargeret (Adam’s apple owner) as a  way of designating a man whose Adam’s apple pro

trudes a  great deal.

In the lexical semantic domain of body part terminology in Modern Hebrew there are 

many cases of a single word used to name a  whole and a salient part of that whole. The 

term gargeret seems to work in the same way with the added qualification that the ‘whole’ 

sense of the term is technical, whereas the ‘p a r t’ sense of the term is not. The whole sense 

of the term would be used by the expert observer (section 5.1) and the salient part sense 

of the term would be used by the lay observer. This is different than other whole/part 

polysemous terms in the domain (e.g. yad - ‘arm, hand’) where both senses are available 

to the lay observer. Two other points m ust be considered here. In Modern Hebrew 

kane (reed, stick) is used for ‘trachea’ replacing the Mishnaic Hebrew use of 

gargeret - ‘trachea’. In addition, it is likely th a t gargeret - ‘Adam’s apple’ is a shortened 

form of pikat ha-gargeret. It is often the case th a t words take on new senses and there is a 

common tendency in languages to shorten expressions. The combination of these two 

phenomena seems to have resulted in the current usage of gargeret - ‘Adam’s apple’.

The compound term pikat ha-cavar (protrusion (of) the-neck) is another way of 

referring to the Adam’s apple. The literal translation of pikat ha-cavar suggests that it 

is used by the lay observer of the human figure. In fact, the expression is somewhat for

mal since it is used in the written language. An example of this is given in (#20).
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20) b » - s ’ a t  k a ’ a s - o  p i k a t  c a v a r - o
a t - t i m e ( o f )  a n g e r - h i s  Adam’ s a p p l e - h i s

mi t b a l e t e t  
p r o t  r u d e s

When he’s angry, his Adam’s apple protrudes.

Note that the term pika - ‘protrusion’ may be used alone for this part of the body as 

shown below.

21) d an  b a l a  ’ e t  h a - b i r a  b ^ - m h i r u t
Dan s w a l l o w e d  OBJ t h e - b e e r  w i t h - s p e e d

h a - p i k a  I f e l - o  ’ a l t a  v ^ - y a r d a
t h e - p r o t r u s i o n  o f - h i s  went  up and - down

’ a l t a  v P - y a r d a  
w e n t  up a n d - d o w n

Dan swallowed the beer quickly—his Adam’s 
apple went up and down, up and down.
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4.3.1 T he F ro n t of the  T runk

Concerning Figure 4, as mentioned above, the simple term katef - ‘shoulder’ is a 

word which must be considered both with respect to  the trunk and to the arm. W ith 

respect to  the trunk katef - ‘shoulder’ designates an area from the base of the neck 

extending laterally to the top of the arm. This use of katef is exemplified in (#22a) and 

(#22b).

2 2 ) a .  h i s ax va  ’ e t  h a - t i k  ’ a l  h a - k a t e f
she  c a r r i e d  OBJ t h e - b a g  on t h e - s h o u l d e r
She carried the bag on her shoulder.

b . y es  lo  k t e f a y i m  r s x a v o t
t h e r e - a r e  t o - h i m  s h o u l d e r s  w i d e ( p l . )
He has wide shoulders.

In Biblical Hebrew (and in Mishnaic Hebrew) sexem  is a synonym for katef as a part

20of the body on which things are carried. Some examples are given below in (#23)

and (#24).

23) . . . v a - y e  ’ exoz b ^ - d a l t o t  s a ’ a r  h a - ’ i r . . .
a n d - h e  h o l d s  o n - d o o r s  ( o f )  g a t e  ( o f )  t h e - c i t y

v a - y i s a ’ em . . .  v a - y a s e m
a n d - h e  p i c k s  them up a n d - h e  p u t s  them

’ a l  k t e f - a v  
on s h o u l d e r s - h i s

...and he held the doors of the gate of the 
city...and plucked them up...and laid them 
upon his shoulders. (Judg. 16:3)
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2 4 ) . . . v a - y a x r o t  s o x a t  ’ e c i m
a n d - h e  c u t  down bough ( o f )  t r e e s

v a - y i s a ’ e - h a  v a - y a s e m  ’ a l  / ix m -o
a n d - h e  p i c k s  u p - i t  a n d - h e  p u t s  on s h o u l d e r - h i s

...and he cut down a  bough from the trees 
and took it up and laid it on his shoulder.
(Judg. 9:48)

Small objects such as baskets or jugs can be carried on the  top of the trunk alone. (The 

Biblical Hebrew phrase kad-a ’al sixm-a (jug-her on shoulder-her) - ‘her jug on her 

shoulder’ (Gen. 24:45) shows tha t the term sexem can be used in this situation.) When 

larger things such as doors and boughs are carried they extend below the top of the trunk. 

Thus, it stands to reason that katef/sexem  names a  part of the body tha t extends below 

the top of the trunk onto the back. Support for this is found in the following verses.

25) v a - y a m a ’anu 1 9 - h a k s i v  v a - y i t n u
a n d - t h e y  r e f u s e  t o - p a y  a t t e n t i o n  a n d - t h e y  gave

k a t e f  s o r e r e t . . .  
s h o u l d e r  s t u b b o r n

But they refused to attend and turned a stubborn 
shoulder... (Zach. 7:11)

26) v s - h a y a  k p - h a f n o t - o  s i x m - o  
a n d - i t  was w h e n - t u r n ( i n g ) - h i s  s h o u l d e r - h i s

l a - 1exe  t 
t o - g o

And it was tha t when he turned his back to 
go... (1 Sam. 10:9)

In both (#25) and (#26) some kind of turning away is described, either figuratively (#25) 

or literally (#26); turning away involves showing one’s back.

The results from the picture-based elicitation task suggest that in Modern Hebrew

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



98

katef also names an area th a t extends below the top of the trunk (see Appendixj£). How- 

ever, in Modern Hebrew katef and sexem do not seem to be synonyms. No speaker 

accepted sexem as a name for the area from the base of the neck extending laterally to the 

top of the arm. Rather, i t  seems th a t sexem refers only to  an area on the back, as 

apparent from (#27) where tarmil refers to a bag worn on one’s back—i.e. a  tarmil 

gav (back knapsack) as opposed to a tarmil cad (side knapsack).

2 7 ) . . . s a l e y - n u  ’a l  k t e f e y - n u  t a r m i l e y - n u
b a s k e t s - o u r  on s h o u l d e r s - o u r  k n a p s a c k s - o u r

’ a l  sixme>nu 
on - o u r

...our baskets on our shoulders, our knapsacks 
on our back...

Since the lower boundary of katef is not well-defined and since sexem is also vague, there

21is an area of overlap between the two terms.

The compound noun bet ha-sexi - ‘(the) underarm’ is made up of two nouns neither

22of which is a  body p art word. The head noun bet (the construct form of 

bayit)  - ‘house’ or ‘enclosed place’ occurs in a  large number of compounds as for example 

bet xolim (house (of) sick-ones) - ‘hospital’, bet din (house (of) law) - ‘(law) court’, and
y

bet sohar (house (of) prison) - ‘prison’. The modifying noun sexi is morphologically
r

related to the verbal root SXH - ‘bend’. In Modern Hebrew the word sexi does not occur 

alone nor does it occur in any other compounds; it is a  roorphan. The literal translation 

of the parts of the compound bet ha-sexi - ‘the bend place’ reveals tha t the name is 

based on a physical characteristic of the part. The term  bet ha-sexi differs from the 

English term underarm which designates the part according to its position relative to the 

arm.
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The simple term guf is polysemous. In one of its senses it refers to  the whole body;

in the other sense it refers to the trunk. These two senses are exemplified in (#28a) and

(#28b), respectively.

2 8 ) a .  y e s  l a  p c a ’ im ’ a l  ko l  h a - g u f
t h e r e - a r e  t o - h e r  s o r e s  on a l l  t h e - b o d y

b .  y e s  l a  p c a ’ im ’ a l  ko l  h a - g u f
t h e r e - a r e  t o - h e r  s o r e s  on a l l  t h e - t r u n k

’ a v a l  l o  ’ a l  h a - g a p a y i m
b u t  n o t  on t h e - l i m b s .

She has sores all over her trunk, but not 
on her limbs. (=?She has sores all over 
her body, but not on her limbs.)

Although (#28a) is actually ambiguous, in the absence of any special context guf is inter

preted to mean ‘body’. T hat the term guf also means ‘trunk’ is illustrated in (#28b) 

where the context selects out this sense of the word. The derived word 

gufiya - ‘sleeveless undershirt’ provides additional evidence for this meaning of guf. Both 

senses of the term guf (‘body, trunk’) name a volume.

xaze - ‘chest’, sad - ‘breast’, and pitma - ‘nipple’ are simple te rm s .^  ^  

Although the term xaze is correctly glossed ‘chest’ (i.e. with no mention of male or 

female), it is typically used when referring to a male chest. With respect to the female 

body, the term xaze can refer to the area from below the neck to below the breasts. How

ever, the more common usage of the term xaze in reference to a female body is as a 

euphemism for sadayim - ‘(two) breasts’. It is comparable to the English term bust. 

Thus, the term xaze is polysemous. In one of its senses it is synonymous with 

sadayim - ‘(two) breasts’; in the other sense it contrasts with sadayim. These senses are

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



100

illustrated below.

29 ) a .  y e s  la  x a z e  g a d o l
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  c h e s t  b i g
She has a big bust.

V V
b . y e s  l a  s a d a y i m  g s d o l i m

t h e r e - a r e  t o - h e r  b r e a s t s  b i g ( p l . )
She has big breasts.

3 0 ) h i  l a v s a  b i k i n i  ha  - x a z e  s e l - a  s a z u f  ’ a va l
s he  wore  b i k i n i  t h e - c h e s t  o f - h e r  t a n  b u t

h a - s a d a y i m  l ? v a n i m  
t h e - b r e a s t s  w h i t e ( p l . )

She wore a bikini—her chest is tan, but her 
breasts are white.

( # 29a) and (#29b) are equivalent. The derived word xaziya - ‘bra’ provides additional 

evidence for this sense of the term xaze. In (#30) it is apparent tha t sadayim is different 

than xaze, even though xaze names an area tha t includes the breasts.

The results from a set of tasks provide confirmation of the polysemous status of the 

term xaze. When shown a picture of an unclothed female adult and asked to color in the 

part or area named by the word xaze, a female informant colored in the breasts. When 

the letter "x" was written on the picture about half-way between the breasts and the col

lar bone and the informant was asked, ‘Where is the "x"?’ the response was ’al 

ha-xaze - ‘on the chest’. When given another copy of the picture of the unclothed woman 

and again asked to color in the area or part named by the term xaze, the informant 

colored in the chest—from the collar bone to below the breasts. Then the informant 

looked a t two more pictures of an unclothed woman and was asked to name the shaded 

areas. In one picture an area from the collar bone to below the breasts was shaded; in the 

other picture the breasts were shaded. The response given to the first picture was xaze;
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✓ < 95
the responses given to the second picture were etc:', sadayim, and xaze. The results 

from these tasks confirm th a t the term xaze is polysemous meaning either ‘chest’ or 

‘breasts’. Note th a t the picture with shaded breasts elicited several terms which differed 

with respect to degrees of formality. The children’s word cici is less formal than the 

"official" word sadayim which is less formal than the euphemistic term xaze. Given the 

relationship between the researcher and the informant—friends of approximately the same 

age and social status, it stands to reason tha t the informal terms were given before the 

formal terms.

v
The term sad typically refers to a female breast, this being a prominent part of the

v
female body, but not the male body. In fact, when sad is used in reference to a male 

body, it has a derogatory or (at least) a joking connotation. There are other terms used 

to refer to the female breast. As noted above, the form cici is a children’s word; it is very 

common in adult speech and comes from the Yiddish ctce - ‘breast’, maxlavot, the plural 

form of maxlava - ‘dairy’ is a derogatory term for breasts. Note that it only has this 

sense when in the plural. Here the use of the term maxlavot as a name for breasts is based 

on a biological function of the body part. Perhaps it is this focus which allows the nega

tive connotation.

The terms xaze. sad, and pitma refer to the outer surface of the body. Speakers 

agree about the boundaries of pitma - ‘nipple’, a part of the body which is visibly demar

cated because of its color. All speakers consider the nipple to be the focal point of 

sad - ‘breast’, having designated sad as an area surrounding the nipple. With respect to 

the female body where the breast is physically marked because it protrudes, there is virtu-

V /ally total agreement regarding the referent of sad. Among those speakers who use sad in 

reference to a male body, there is variation regarding the boundaries of the area covered 

by the term. Speakers generally agree that the collar bone is the upper boundary of
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xaze - ‘chest’, but there is variation about the lower boundary. When used in reference 

to a female body, for the most part, the lower boundary of xaze - ‘chest’ is just below the 

breasts. On the male body the lower boundary tended to be lower down on the trunk, 

sometimes as far down as the waist. No doubt variation occurs because there is no visible 

demarcation to designate the boundary.

The simple term  beten - ‘belly’ names a  surface area of the trunk. Speakers gen

erally agree tha t the navel is the focal point of the belly, but they vary regarding the 

boundaries of beten - ‘belly’. (See Appendix II) The simple term tabur - ‘navel’ is the 

"official" term for this part of the body. It belongs to the technical register, as apparent 

from xevel tabur (navel rope)-‘umbilicaI cord’. There are two other terms for this part of 

the body. The term pupik - ‘belly button’ is borrowed from Yiddish where it is a human 

body part term as well as an animal body part term ‘gizzard’. Note tha t the borrowed 

term pupik is far more commonly used in everyday speech than the other Hebrew term for 

the same part of the body, kurkpvan which is also an animal body part term ‘gizzard’. 

The term kurksvan occurs in Mishnaic Hebrew in particular in reference to fowl, as shown 

in (#31), but also more generally in reference to human beings, as shown in (#32).

31) v j - ’ e l u  t r e f o t  b a - ’o f  
a n d - t h e s e  i m p u r i t i e s  i n - t h e - f o w l

n i k a v  h a - k u r k P v a n
p e r f o r a t i o n  ( o f )  t h e - g i z z a r d

And these are the impurities in the fowl... 
perforation of the gizzard.... (Hull. 3.3)

32) b i s v i l  k u r k d va n  s e - ’ eyno t o x e n  
b e c a u s e  t h a t - n o t  g r i n d  
...because of the stomach’s failing to grind...
(Sabb. 152a)

In (#32) it seems tha t man's stomach is compared to the stomach of a fowl. In Modern
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Hebrew kurkttan is not used for human stomachs, only for an exterior part on the belly.

As mentioned above, in Modern Hebrew both pupik and kurksvan name an animal 

body part. A woman serving chicken soup to  her family might say (#33), knowing that 

there is only one to  offer.

3 3 ) mi r o c e  ’ e t  h a - p u p i k  
who w a n t s  OBJ t h e - g i z z a r d  
Who wants the gizzard?

Restaurant menus offer salat kurkxanim  (gizzards salad)-‘gizzard salad’.

It seems likely tha t kurkavan as a human body part name is the result of a norma- 

tivist desire only to  use Semitic words in the language. The animal body part sense of 

pupik - ‘gizzard’ was translated into Hebrew kurk9van and used in the same way that 

Yiddish uses pupik - ‘belly button’—i.e. as a human body part term . Thus, kurk van as a 

human body part term  is a caique.

The complex term mifsa'a - ‘groin’ which is related to the verbal root

27PS’ (underlyingly PSS)-‘step’ names the lower region of the front of the trunk. The 

term mifsa’a seems to derive from an association between the area of the body to which 

the legs are attached and an action involving the use of the legs. While mifsa ’a names an 

area which includes the genitals, the boundaries of this area are not well-defined; the term 

mifsa’a is vague. The term m ifsa’a is also neutral—i.e. unlike other words associated 

with the region of the genitals, it does not have any special connotation. In addition, 

mifsa ’a can be used to  refer to this area of the female body or of the male body.

The simple terms pin - ‘penis' and ’asax - ‘testicle’ name the male sexual organs. 

The simple term pot - ‘vulva’ refers to the external area of the female sexual organs, but 

it is often used for the external and the internal areas together. (The term
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nartik (case)-‘vagina’ refers to the internal part alone; this part is not visible to  the lay 

observer of the human figure.) While these terms are not exactly technical in the way 

tha t certain Latin terms (e.g. pudenda, membrum virile) used in English are, the Hebrew 

terms are the words used in biology and anatomy textbooks for these parts of the body. 

Except for ’asax - ‘testicle’, the Hebrew terms are rare in the spoken language, although 

they are known.

O Q
There are other terms used for the male and female sexual organs. The com

pound noun ’ever ha-min - ‘(the) sex organ’ names the body part according to its func

tion. It is possible to specify male or female with the addition of the appropriate adjec

tive, gavri - ‘male’ or nasi - ‘female’. Thus, ’ever ha-min ha-gavri - ‘the male sexual 

organ’ (i.e. the penis) and ’ever ha-min ha-nasi - ‘the female sexual organ’ are euphemis

tic collocations for these parts of the body. Similarly, it  is also possible to use the adjec

tives zixri - ‘masculine’ or nikbi - ‘feminine’, yielding ’ever ha-min ha-zixri and ’ever 

ha-min ha-nikbi. W ithout the addition of an adjective the term ’ever ha-min - ‘(the) sex 

organ’ can be used in reference to a male or a female. In both cases it has a distancing 

effect, apparently necessary in spite of the technical connotation of the terms pot and pin. 

When the term ’ever is used alone it can refer only to the male sexual organ; it is some

what comparable to the English terms organ and member as used to refer to the male sex

ual organ. The term pipi is a children’s word for ‘urine’ and is used to refer to the sexual 

organs, male or female. This term which is associated with another biological function (of 

the same part in the case of the male and of an adjacent part in the case of the female 

body) avoids any mention of sex. This is comparable to  the English usage of wee wee. 

The use of terms such as pipi and wee wee for the sexual organs suggests tha t it is less of 

a taboo to mention the biological function of elimination than to talk about sex, although 

even this mention of elimination is euphemistic.
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There are several other ways of referring to  the penis. The nominalized adjective

ha-katan (the-small)-‘the small one’ is a euphemism which designates the sexual organ as 

29something small. This deliberately avoids its function as a  sexual organ for which it is 

not small. The slang word zayin as a name for the penis is an extended use of the term 

kli-zayin (arms instrument)-lweapon\ a general term covering a  variety of things some of 

which are long narrow instruments such as clubs and guns. The use of the term zayin as 

a name for the penis seems to be based on the similarity of shape between such instru

ments (as types of weapons) and the body part. Note that in Modern Hebrew the term 

kli-nesek (arms instrument)-‘weapon’ (or nesefc-'arms’, a mass noun) is more commonly 

used than kli-zayin. This is in part a result of the taboo associated with zayin as a slang 

term for the penis. The word smok which is borrowed from Yiddish is also a slang 

term. Although zayin is far more offensive, both zayin and smok are used in rude or 

obscene expressions as for example in (#34) and (#35).

34) hu lo  sam z a y i n
he  n o t  p u t  p e n i s
He doesn’t give a damn.

35) ma ’ a s i t a  ’ a t a  smok
w h a t  y o u - d i d  you shm uck
W hat did you do?! You’re a shmuck!

While both zayin and smok are slang words for the penis, only smok can be used as an 

epithet. (#35) would be said by a speaker who is angry or annoyed with the hearer (usu

ally a man) because of the hearer’s unacceptable behavior. Of course the term smok may 

also be used in this way to refer to a third party as in dan hu smok (Dan he shmuck)-‘Dan 

is a shmuck!’ Another word borrowed from Yiddish for this part of the body and used in

offensive language is pots. It is similar to smok, but has a slightly different use, as can be

31seen in the phrase yeke pots (German nputz")-‘dumb shmuck’.
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The word zayin is also the name of the seventh letter of the alphabet. Although it is 

not related etymologically to zayin - ‘weapon’ and hence not related to the slang term 

zayin, the homophony of the two forms is such tha t saying the name of the letter is some

what taboo. Students of kita zayin - ‘seventh grade’ derive pleasure in being able to use 

the word knowing th a t they cannot be accused of being vulgar.

The term beca (egg) is a slang word for the testicle; the plural form is becim. This 

term might also be a caique from Yiddish ey/eyer (egg/eggs) - ‘ball/balls’. As a  slang 

term beca/becim is equivalent to the English term ball/balls. In both cases the extension 

is based on similarity of shape. It is possible to use 6ecimiballs’ in the same context as 

’asaxim - ‘testicles’, as in (#36) where the only difference is one of degree of formality. 

The word ’asaxim would be used if the sentence were uttered by a doctor giving a report 

about his patient; the word becim would be used if two friends were talking about another 

friend.

36) hu ’ a v a r  n i t u a x  h o r i d u  lo
he p a s s e d  o p e r a t i o n  rem oved t o - h i m

’ e t  h a - ’ a s a x i m / b e c i m  
OBJ t h e - t e s t i c 1e s / b a l 1s

He underwent surgery—they removed his 
testicles/balls.

In Modern Hebrew there is a noteworthy abundance of stylistically varying term s for 

the male sexual organ as compared to the virtual absence of terms in use for the female 

sexual organ and its parts. There are the euphemistic forms mentioned above, bu t the 

only slang term for the female sexual organ is kus. The term is borrowed from Arabic and 

is extremely rude.
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4.3.2 The Back of th e  T ru n k

The back of the trunk can be divided into two areas. The simple term gav - ‘back’ 

names an area from the base of the neck to the waist. There is general agreement among 

speakers about the referent of the term gav; some variation exists regarding the lower 

boundary. (See illustrations in Appendix II) The complex term yasvan - ‘buttocks’ 

names the area from below the waist to the top of the thighs. The term ya$van is related
V

to the verbal root YSV - ‘s it’. Both gav - ‘back’ and ycSvan - ‘buttocks’ refer to the

32outer surface of the body.

The singular form yasvan can be used to refer to the whole or just one side, as indi

cated in (#37) and (#38), respectively.

3 7 ) k i b a l t i  z r i k a  b a - y a s v a n
I g o t  s h o t  in t h e - b u t t o c k s
I got a shot in the buttocks.

3 8 ) k i b a l t i  z r i k a  b a - y a s v a n  h a - s m a l i
I g o t  s h o t  in t h e - b u t t o c k  t h e - l e f t
I got a shot in the left buttock.

The plural form yasvanim can also be used to indicate the whole. Note tha t (#39) and 

(#40) are equivalent.^

39 ) y e s  l a  y a sv a n  xamud 
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  b u t t o c k s  c u t e  
She has a cute butt.

4 0 ) y e s  l a  y a s v a n i m  xamudim 
t h e r e - a r e  t o - h e r  b u t t o c k s  c u t e  ( p i . )  
She has a  cute butt.
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Of course, yasvanim is also used for more than one whole, as in (#41).

41) h a - b a n o t  h o l x o t  ’ a l  s f a t  h a - y a m  u - m» s o v » v o t  
t h e - g i r l s  w a l k  on t h e - b e a c h  a n d - g y r a t e

’ e t  h a - y a s v a n i m  
OBJ t h e - b u t t o c k s

The girls walk on the beach and gyrate their butts.

In Hebrew the singular form yasvan indicates one side or the whole and the plural form 

yasvanim indicates one or more wholes. In English, the singular form buttock indicates 

one side and the plural form buttocks indicates one or more wholes.

Another term used for this part of the body is the complex form 

’axorayim - ‘backside’. It consists of the space word ’axor - ‘back’ and the dual/plural 

suffix -ayim , suggesting th a t this part of the body is seen as a  pair. Unlike 

yasvan/yaSvanim, the singular form ’axor cannot refer to either one side or the whole; in 

Modern Hebrew the form ’axor is not used as a body part term. The children’s word 

tusik, derived from Yiddish toxss ,is commonly used in adult speech for this part of the 

body. Note that the Yiddish word toxas is based on the Ashkenazi pronunciation of the 

Hebrew taxat. Hence, tusik and taxat are related through Yiddish. The term tush, as used 

in some dialects of American English, is also derived from Yiddish toxas.

Each of the three terms mentioned is a euphemism; this is so probably because of the 

body part named. Even the (so to speak) official term yasvan is a euphemism, as apparent 

from its etymology. The etymology of yasvan indicates its similarity to  the English term 

seat. In both the Hebrew yasvan and the English seat the euphemism is based on a func

tion of the body part. In particular, the socially non-taboo function of the body part is 

the basis of the euphemism. Similarly, both the Hebrew ’axorayim and the English back

side are based on the location of the body part.
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Perhaps the most commonly used term for this part of the body is taxat. Considered

35slang, it is comparable to the English term ass. As such, taxat is the term used 

offensively in rude expressions, as given in (#42).

42) sa k  1 i b a - t a x a t  
k i s s  to -m e in  t h e - a s s  
Kiss my ass!

Note that taxat refers to the whole, and is not used for just one side. Thus, (#43a) is an 

acceptable sentence, but (#43b) is not.

43) a .  k i b a l t i  z r i k a  b a - t a x a t
I g o t  s h o t  i n  t h e - a s s
I got a shot in the ass.

b .  * k i b a l t i  z r i k a  b a - t a x a t  h a - s m a l i
I g o t  s h o t  i n - t h e - a s s  t h e - l e f t

Although taxat is rude, under the right circumstances (for instance, among peers of 

certain age groups) it is the expected term. Thus, while (#37) and (#38) are possible (and 

polite), (#43a) and (#44), respectively, are more likely and appropriate in certain con

texts.

44) y e s  la  t a x a t  xamud
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  a s s  c u t e
She has a cute ass.

In some situations speakers deliberately use a slang and potentially offensive term, but

because of the situation the utterance is not considered rude. (Of course, there may be

occasions when speakers intend them to be rude and offensive.)

It is particularly interesting to note that only as a body part term is taxat poten
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tially offensive. As a preposition, taxat - ‘under’ has no special connotation. Synchroni- 

cally, the preposition taxat - ‘under’ and the body part term taxat - ‘ass’ are morphemi- 

cally unrelated homonyms. Diachronically, it seems tha t the body part term developed 

euphemistically out of the prepositional use. Whereas there are many instances of the 

preposition in Biblical Hebrew, there are no occurrences of taxat as a body part term in 

the Bible. Although there is not much talk about this part of the body in the Bible, when 

mentioned the term set is used. While the non-occurrence of taxat in the Bible may be a 

function of the difference between written text and spoken language, it is still suggestive. 

Although it would be considered very impolite, taxat - ‘ass’ as a body part term could be 

used in the written language. As a body part term taxat is similar to the English term 

bottom, a euphemism based on the location of the body part. In spite of the etymological 

and semantic relationship between the preposition and the body part term, which suggests 

tha t taxat should be a euphemism, the word is pejorative.

The (American) English body part term ass, which is rude and offensive, has an 

interesting taboo association with the animal name ass. The two terms are not etymolog- 

ically related: the body part word is historically related to a Germanic word

ars - ‘buttocks’; the animal name is historically related to a Latin term 

asinus - ‘ass’(donkey). However, the taboo status of the body part term has been 

extended to the animal name presumably because of the homophony of the two words. As 

a result, donkey and not ass is the commonly used and polite animal name. Note th a t it 

is the animal name ass and not donkey tha t is used derogatorily to refer to someone who 

is stupid and/or stubborn. Of course, the animal name ass has its own negative connota

tions independent of the body part term.

Although not typically used in the modern spoken language, the term ’akuz, which is 

of Mishnaic Hebrew origin, does occur in the technical phrase leydat ’akuz (birth (of)
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birth) - ‘breech birth’. When used non-technically, ’akuz is somewhat comparable to 

taxat - ‘ass’. If two young men were walking down the street admiring a  woman in front 

of them, one could say to the other: ’eyze ’akuz (what ass) - ‘Wow, what an ass! 

Syntactically, ’akuz is similar to yatvan in that the singular can indicate one side, as in 

(#45), or the whole as in ’eyze ’akuz - ‘Wow, what an ass!’ In addition, the plural form
O7

’akuzim indicates one or more wholes, as in (#46) and (#47), respectively.

4 5 ) haya  l a  p e c a  ’ a l  h a - ’ akuz  h a - s m a l i  
was t o - h e r  b r u i s e  on t h e - b u t t o c k  t h e - l e f t  
She had a bruise on her left buttock.

4 6 ) ? a d e - h a  ’ e y t a n i m  v £ - ’ a k u z e - h a  
b r e a s t s - h e r  s t r o n g - p l .  a n d - b u t t o c k s - h e r

' a g u l i m  v d - x a s o n i m  
r o u n d - p l .  a n d - f i r m - p l .

Her breasts are strong and her buttocks are 
round and firm. (Amichai 1975:18)

4 7 ) l a v u s o t  hayu  m i x n a s a y i m  k c a r i m
d r e s s e d - f . p l .  w e r e  p a n t s  s h o r t - p l .

m a r u p a t i m  b<?-mkom h a - ’ a kuz i m.  . . .
worn o u t - p l .  i n - t h e - p l a c e  t h e - b u t t o c k s

They were dressed in short pants worn out 
in the seats...(Amichai 1975:116)

In Modern Hebrew the term mo ten/mo tnayim  - ‘waist’ refers to the circumference 

of the trunk a t its narrowest point. On the male body, this is a t a relatively low point on 

the trunk; on the female body, this is approximately a t the mid-point of the trunk. Typi

cally, for speakers of Modern Hebrew the term moten evokes an image of the female body

rather than the male body. The waist is identified and named by the lay observer of the

human figure while viewing the front of the body and/or the back of the body. While the 

term moten/motnayim  - ‘waist’ names a part on the outer surface of the body, it is
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"properly" a  volume term  since the trunk is a three-dimensional object.

Note th a t either a singular or a dual/plural form can be used to refer to the whole 

thing. Unlike other parts of the body for which there are singular and dual/plural 

forms—typically, paired parts with one part on each side of the body (see section 4.7)—the 

term moten does not refer to one side of the waist. Whereas it is possible to say ha-yad 

ha-smalit (the-arm the-left) - ‘the left arm ’ and ha-regel ha-smalit (the-leg 

the-left) - ‘the left leg’, *ha-moten ha-smali (the-waist the-left) does not occur. In spite 

of the morphological difference, the two forms (moten, motnayim) are used in exactly the 

same way, as is apparent from the following sentences. In each example the (a) and (b) 

sentences are equivalent.

48 ) a .  y e s  la  m o t e n  namux
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  wai  s t  1ow 
She has a low waist.

b . y e s  la  m o t n a y i m  nsmux im
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  w a i s t ( d / p )  low ( p i . )
She has a low waist.

4 9 ) a .  y e s  la  m o t e n  c a r
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  w a i s t  n a r r o w  
She has a narrow waist.

b . y e s  la  m o t n a y i m  c a r i m
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  w a i s t ( d / p )  n a r r o w  ( p i . )
She has a narrow waist.

The above examples also show that moten/motnayim  is "objectively findable" (#48) and 

can be measured (#49). It is meaningful to describe someone has having a moten 

nam iu - ‘low waist’ only because the regular location of moten b  known. While there is 

linguistic evidence that moten/motnayim  - ‘w aist’ is "objectively findable", there is not 

much physical corroboration for this. Unlike other "objectively findable" parts of the 

body, the waist is not a  discrete part and not well demarcated. During the picture
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elicitation task, informants "found” moten/motnayim  a t  the place on the trunk where it 

begins to  narrow, this being the only possible identifiable physical demarcation. (See illus

trations A-D in Appendix L) It seems th a t knowing the meaning of moten/motnayim  

includes knowing where the waist ought to  be even if it  isn’t  there. It is possible to  

describe a  fat person by saying ’eyn la motnayim  (not to-her waist) - ‘She doesn’t  have a 

waist’. It is also possible to  measure the waist of a  fat person: yes la motnayim  

t&zavim (there-is to-her waist wide) - ‘She has a  wide w aist’.**®

The following English sentences include the body p art term waist.

50) a. She has no waist.

b. She has a small waist.

c. She has a big waist.

While (#50a) assumes the canonical view of the human figure i.e. from the front, (#50c) 

conceptualizes the human figure from the side. Curiously enough, (#50b) also assumes a 

front view of the human figure. Furthermore, given these views of the human figure no 

waist describes a  larger-sized waist than a small w a is t. Usually a  small amount of some

thing is greater than  none of it. It seems, however, th a t when measuring waists the order 

from small to  large is: small waist—no waist—big waist. This seems to derive from the 

fact th a t having no waist is a  configurational notion while having a small waist or a  large 

waist is a  metrical notion. The term waist can be used to  refer to the circumference of 

th a t part of the body whether or not there is a  noticeable narrowing. One further curios

ity is th a t no waist can be said of someone who is very thin as well as of someone who is 

very fat. Thus, it seems th a t there are other orders for measuring waists from small to 

large : no waist—small waist—big waist; and small waist—big waist—no waist.
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D ata from earlier periods of Hebrew suggest th a t motnayim  did not refer to the 

waist. In Biblical Hebrew motnayim  designates an area of the body tha t is covered (#51) 

or bound (#52); it also refers to an area of the body to  which one’s sword is attached 

(#53). Note th a t in each of these examples, motnayim  is used of a male body. The term
on

motnayim  is glossed ‘loins’ in spite of the problems involved in doing so.

51 ) v d - ’ a l  m o t n a y i m  sak 
a n d - o n  l o i n s  s a c k  c l o t h  
...and upon the loins sack cloth...
(Jer. 48:37)

52 ) x a g o r  m o t n e - x a  
g i r d  l o i n s - y o u r  
...gird thy loins...
(2 Kings 4:29)

53 ) x e r e v  macumede t  ’ a l  mot nav  
sword  f a s t e n e d  on l o i n s - h i s  
...a sword fastened upon his loins...
(2 Sam. 20:8)

None of these examples provides much information regarding the location of motnayim  on 

the human body. Based on (#53), it is reasonable to suggest tha t motnayim  would be on 

the sides and toward the back of the body. It would be difficult to walk if a sword were 

attached at the front of the body, assuming it is attached vertically.^®

In Mishnaic Hebrew motnayim  also refers to an area of the body which is covered or 

bound (#54).
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5 4 ) v,®- n o t e n  l a  k i p a  l a - r o s a
a n d - h e  g i v e s  t o - h e r  cap f o r - h e a d - h e r

v S - x a g u r  l » - m o t n e - h a  
a n d - g i r d l e  f o r - l o i n s - h e r

And he must give her a cap for her head 
and a girdle for her loins.
(Ket. 5:8:5)

In addition, there is support for the claim tha t motnayim  does not designate an area on 

the front of the body.

55 ) ’ exad  mi n  h a - ’ ed i m d o x a f - o  ’a l  mot nav
one o f  t h e - w i t n e s s e s  p u s h e s - h i m  on l o i n s - h i s

n e h e f a x  ’ a l  l i b - o  h o f x - o
he was t u r n e d  on h e a r t - h i s  he  t u r n s - h i m

’a l  mo t na v  
on l o i n s - h i s

One of the witnesses pushed him [the condemned 
man] by his loins; if he turned over face 
downward, he [the witness] turned him [the 
condemned man] on his loins.
(San. 6:4:2)

In (#55), in order to be turned over from face downwards onto the loins, the loins must be 

somewhere on the back.-** Further evidence for this is provided by the cognate term in 

Classical Arabic. In Arabic the singular form is matn - ‘side of the back’ and the dual 

form is matnatani - ‘two sides of the back’, corresponding to the Hebrew motnayim.

Speculation about the shift in meaning of motnayim  in earlier periods of Hebrew as 

‘two sides of the back’ to Modern Hebrew ‘waist’ is in order here. Covering the motnayim  

with cloth so that it remains in place or binding the motnayim  with a girdle would involve 

encircling the trunk at the waist. Although not typically used as such in spoken English 

today, the original sense of girdle is "A belt worn round the waist to secure or confine the
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garments...." (s.v. girdle #1 , OED). The change in meaning of motnayim is easily 

explained and seems quite natural.

Of further interest is the fact that all examples in Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic 

Hebrew use the dual/plural form. Neither Even-Shoshan (1978) nor Kasowski (1958) cite 

any occurrences of the singular form m o te n ^  One might speculate that Modern 

Hebrew moten is a back formation from motnayim  analogous to other dual/plural forms 

of body part terms which have always had corresponding singular 

forms~e.g. regel - ‘leg’, raglayim - ‘(two) legs’.

4.4 Joints

The term katef - ‘shoulder’ (section 4.5.1) must also be considered with respect to 

the arm because it is the point at which the arm is connected to the trunk. In this respect 

katef is similar to other terms that name points of connection in the limbs. The terms for 

the points of connection in the limbs will be discussed as a group before discussing each 

limb and its parts. In addition to katef these terms are: marpek - ‘elbow’; perek

ha-yad (the-hand joint) - ‘wrist’; perek ha-’ecba (the-finger joint) - ‘knuckle’; 

berex - ‘knee’; and karsol - ‘ankle’. (The terms tha t are relevant to the arm are included 

in Figure 5; the terms that are relevant to the leg are included in Figure 6.) This was 

done in part because from the point of view of the lay observer of the human figure, each 

term names an external area of the body. Since these terms name internal points along 

with external areas, they can be thought of as terms used by the experiencer of body feel

ings as well as by the lay observer. Thus, the reader will notice tha t much of the discus

sion tha t follows includes sentences that have to do with pain (having arthritis, breaking 

bones, scraping skin), that being one way of taking the perspective of the experiencer of 

body feelings. (See section 5.2.)
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guf - body

yad - arm

katef - shoulder zro’a - upper arm marpek- elbow ‘ama-forearm perek yad - wrist (kaf) yad - hant

gav ha-yad - back of the hand kaf yad - p

perek ‘e

Figure 5

"part-of"

"kind-of"
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i perek yad • wrist (kaf) yad • hand

ha-yad-back of the hand kaf yad-palm  'ecba-finger

perek ‘ecba - knuckle ciporen - fingernail

'agudal-thumb ‘ecba-index finger ‘ama- middle finger kmica-ring finger
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Some of the terms that name points of connection in the limbs are simple; some are 

compounds. As mentioned above, katef - ‘shoulder’ is simple, as are berex - ‘knee’ and 

karsol - ‘ankle’. The term marpek - ‘elbow’ is morphologically related to the verbal root 

RPK - ‘lean’, only used as such in earlier periods of Hebrew. The compound terms are 

perek ha-yad (the-hand joint) - ‘(the) wrist’, and perek ha- ’ecba (the-finger joint) - ‘(the) 

knuckle’. The morphological status of these two terms is discussed a t greater length 

below. It should be pointed out tha t the glosses given here are only suggestive because the 

Hebrew term s for points of connection behave somewhat differently than the correspond

ing English terms. The English terms are discussed here in order to provide a framework 

within which to discuss the Hebrew terms.

The English terms that name limb joints are: shoulder, elbow, wrist, knuckle, hip, 

knee, and ankle. All of the terms name internal points of articulation, as apparent from 

(#56).

56) a. Fred has arthritis in his shoulder 
and he can’t  lift his arm.

b. Fred has arthritis in his elbow and 
he can’t bend his arm.

c. Fred has arthritis in his wrist and 
he can’t flex his hand.

d. Fred has arthritis in his knuckles 
and he can’t bend his fingers.

e. Fred has arthritis in his hip and 
he can’t  lift his leg.

f. Fred has arthritis in his knee and 
he can’t  bend his leg.

g. Fred has arthritis in his ankle and 
he can’t  flex his feet.

Arthritis is a  disease which affects joints; it is painful to move the affected part. It seems
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clear th a t the lay observer has some technical information about the joints. In particular, 

the joints are hinge-like things parts of which move and joints can become inflamed or 

dislocated and hence not function well.

These terms also name some corresponding external area; the kind of area named is 

in part a function of the physical structure of the body part. Thus, some of the terms 

name external surface areas, as shown in (#57)

57) a. Fred scraped his shoulder against the wall.

b. Fred fell and scraped his elbow.

c. Fred scraped his knuckles against the wall.

d. F red fell and got a black and blue mark on his hip.

e. Fred fell and skinned his knee.

Objects such as knee pads and elbow guards cover the external surface areas of the 

corresponding points of articulation. O ther terms name circumferences, as shown in 

(#58a) and (#58b).

58) a. Sue is wearing a gold chain on her wrist,

b. Sue is wearing a gold chain on her ankle.

Note th a t Fred fell and scraped his ankle is also possible. Here either side of the leg at 

the ankle may be affected. There are no special terms or phrases for the "other" sides of 

the wrist or the ankle. For some of these parts there are special words or expressions for 

their "other" sides. Either armpit or underarm is used for the "other" side of the 

shoulder. The phrase crook of the arm names the "other" side of the elbow; similarly back 

of the knee is used for the "other" side of the knee. There does not seem to  be an "other"
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side term for hip, but note th a t hips names a circumference—the distance around the 

trunk a t the hip.

The inner-outer shift (or outer-inner shift depending on one’s perspective) is expected 

since many words th a t refer to  three-dimensional objects are used for the inside volume or 

the outside surface of th a t object. Thus, for example (#59) refers to an inside volume and 

(#60) refers to  an outside surface.

59) The car is spacious.

60) The car is red.

Many of the terms tha t name parts of the face and head behave in the same way (see sec

tion 4.1).

The words th a t name joints can be divided into two groups. The terms elbow, 

knuckle, and knee constitute one group; the terms shoulder, wrist, hip, and ankle consti

tute another group. The difference between the two groups seems to be that the former 

names parts that are conceived of as well-bounded points and the latter names parts 

which are conceived of as extents. For convenience, the words in the second group will be 

referred to as extent-terms. It is possible to distinguish between the two groups by their 

behavior with the verb break.

A typical use of the verb break occurs in the sentence Fred broke the pencil where 

the action is performed on a long stick-like object. This use of break can be compared 

with the use of break as in break with a hammer where the action is performed on an 

object which extends over a relatively large area. Compare the following sentences.

61) ?Fred broke his watch with a hammer.

62) Fred broke the window with a hammer.
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For some speakers of English (#61) is somewhat odd while (#62) is always acceptable. 

This seems to  be so because although a  watch is an aggregate of lots of little things, it is 

not an extent in the way tha t a window is.

Now the use of the verb break with body part terms can be considered. Sentences 

such as Fred broke his arm and Fred broke his leg are comparable to Fred broke the pencil 

in that an arm or a leg is a long stick-like object and can be broken in the same way th a t 

a pencil can be broken Consider the following sets of sentences.

63) a. ?Fred broke his elbow.
b. ?Fred broke his knuckle.
c. ?Fred broke his knee.

d. F red broke his arm at the elbow.
e. Fred broke his finger at the knuckle.
f. Fred broke his leg at the knee.

64) a. Fred broke his shoulder.
b. Fred broke his wrist.
c. Fred broke his hip.
d. Fred broke his ankle.

For some speakers of English sentences (#63a)-(#63c) are odd while the sentences in
J O

(#64) are always acceptable. Note tha t instead of (#63a)-(#63c) one would say 

(#63d)-(#63f), respectively. Sentences (#63a)-(#63c) are odd for the same reason tha t 

(#61) is odd. The verb break requires an extent, either a line (e.g. pencil) or an area 

(e.g. window). Conceptually, elbows, knuckles, and knees are well-bounded points and 

not extents; points cannot be broken. The sentences in (#64) are acceptable for the same 

reason th a t (#62) is acceptable. Conceptually, shoulders, wrists, hips, and ankles are 

more like extents (than points) presumably because they extend over a relatively large 

area—i.e. relative to  their points of articulation. To illustrate, a large object can be car

ried on the shoulder; a hip is the protruding part of the pelvis, a large basin-like bone. In
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the case of shoulders and hips, the area is wide as can be seen from the phrases broad 

shoulders and broad hips. As for wrists and ankles, consider the collocations tapered 

wrists and tapered ankles, neither of which would be acceptable if wrists and ankles did 

not extend over a relatively large area. W ith wrists and ankles the area is long—only 

elongated objects can be tapered.

Notice tha t the word jo in t forces a conceptualization of the extent terms as points. 

In such cases the sentences with break are as odd as with the non-extent terms.

65) a. ?Fred broke his shoulder joint.
b. ?Fred broke his wrist joint.
c. ?Fred broke his hip joint.
d. ?Fred broke his ankle joint.

Whereas break, for some speakers, is restricted to  extent-terms, an action th a t refers to 

the articulation of the joint is not restricted in this way as in the arthritis sentences as 

well as those given below.

66) Fred’s shoulder is out of joint, 
elbow 
wrist 
knuckle 
hip 
knee 
ankle

Thus, it seems tha t some of these terms name "real" joints (elbow, knuckle, knee) 

and some of them name joints and extents (shoulder, wrist, hip, ankle). Furthermore 

each of the  extent terms designates an area tha t extends from the joint towards the center 

of the body. The term shoulder refers to the trunk from the top of the arm to the base of 

the neck. The word wrist is appropriately used for part of the forearm, but not part of 

the hand. Consider the acceptability of Fred broke his wrist two inches above the joint
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compared with the inacceptability of *Fred broke his wrist two inches below the jo in t  To 

get from the hip joint to  the rest of the pelvis, it is necessary to go inwards towards the

spine. The word ankle is used appropriately for a  part of the lower leg, but not for part of

the foot. Consider Fred broke his ankle two inches above the jo in t as opposed to  *Fred 

broke his ankle two inches below the joint.

The Hebrew terms for points of connection in the limbs are repeated here: 

katef - ‘shoulder’; marpek - ‘elbow’; perek ha-yad (joint (of) the-hand)-‘w rist’; perek 

ha-’ecba (joint (of) the-finger)-‘knuckle’; berex - ‘knee’; and karsol - ‘ankle’. ^  As with 

the English words, the Hebrew terms name internal points of articulation, as apparent 

from (#87)-(#72). The compound noun daleket prakim - ‘arthritis’ literally means 

‘inflammation (of the) joints’.

67) k o ’ e v e t  lo  h a - k a t e f  k i  yes
h u r t s  t o - h i m  t h e - s h o u l d e r  b e c a u s e  t h e r e - i s

lo d a l e k e t  p r a k i m  hu lo  yaxo l  l ^ - h a r i m
t o - h i m  a r t h r i t i s  he n o t  a b l e  t o - l i f t

’ e t  h a - y a d  
OBJ t h e - a r m

His shoulder hurts because he has arthritis— 
he can’t  lift his arm.

68) k o ’ ev lo h a - m a r p e k  k i  ye s  lo
h u r t s  t o - h i m  t h e - e l b o w  b e c a u s e  t h e r e - i s  t o - h i m

d a l e k e t  p r a k i m  hu lo  y a x o l  U - k o f e f  ’ e t  h a - y a d
a r t h r i t i s  he n o t  a b l e  t o - b e n d  OBJ t h e - a r m

His elbow hurts because he has arthritis—he 
can’t  bend his arm.
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69) k o ’ ev l o  p e r e k  h a - y a d  k i  y e s
h u r t s  t o - h i m  t h e - w r i s t  b e c a u s e  t h e r e - i s

l o  d a l e k e t  p r a k i m  hu l o  y a x o l
t o - h i m  a r t h r i t i s  he n o t  a b l e

l a - k o f e f  ’e t  h a - y a d  
t o - b e n d  OBJ t h e - h a n d

His wrist hurts because he has arthritis—he 
can’t  flex his hand.

70) k o ’ a v i m  lo p i r k e y  h a - ’ e c b a ’o t  k i
h u r t  t o - h i m  t h e - k n u c k l e s  b e c a u s e

y e s  lo  d a l e k e t  p r a k i m  hu lo
t h e r e - i s  t o - h i m  a r t h r i t i s  he n o t

y a x o l  l a - k o f e f  ’ e t  h a - ’ e c b a ’o t
a b l e  t o - b e n d  OBJ t h e -  f i n ge r s

His knuckles hurt because he has arthritis—he 
can’t bend his fingers.

71) k o ’ e v e t  lo h a - b e r e x  k i  y e s  lo
h u r t s  t o - h i m  t h e - k n e e  b e c a u s e  t h e r e - i s  t o - h i m

d a l e k e t  p r a k i m  hu lo  y a x o l  1 3 - k o f e f  
a r t h r i t i s  he n o t  a b l e  t o - b e n d

’ e t  h a - r e g e 1 
OBJ t h e  - 1 eg

His knee hurts because he has arthritis—he 
can’t bend his leg.

72 ) k o ’ ev l o  h a - k a r s o l  k i  y e s  lo
h u r t s  t o - h i m  t h e - a n k l e  b e c a u s e  t h e r e - i s  t o - h i m

d a l e k e t  p r a k i m  hu lo  y a x o l  l ? - k o f e f  
a r t h r i t i s  he n o t  a b l e  t o - b e n d

’ e t  h a - r e g e l  
OBJ t h e - f o o t

His ankle hurts because he has arthritis—he 
can’t flex his foot.
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The Hebrew terms also name some corresponding external area. Some of the terms 

name external surface areas, as shown in (#73)-(#75).

73) dan  s i f s e f  ’ e t  h a - k a t e f  y o r e d  l o  dam
Dan s c r a p e d  OBJ t h e - s h o u l d e r  f a l l s  t o - h i m  b l ood
Dan scraped his shoulder—he’s bleeding.

74) dan  s i f s e f  ’ e t  p i r k e y  h a - ’ e c b a ’o t  y o r e d  lo 
Dan s c r a p e d  OBJ t h e - k n u c k l e s  f a l l s  t o - h i m

dam
b l o o d

Dan scraped his knuckles—he’s bleeding.

75) dan  s i f s e f  ’ e t  h a - b e r e x  y o r e d  l o  dam
Dan s c r a p e d  OBJ t h e - k n e e  f a l l s  t o - h i m  b l o o d
Dan scraped his knee—he’s bleeding.

Other terms name circumferences, as shown in (#76)-(78).

76) r i n a  t a l t a  ’ e t  h a - s a l  ’ a l  h a - m a r p e k
Rena  hung OBJ t h e - b a s k e t  on t h e - e l b o w '
Rena hung the basket on her arm.

77) r i n a  ’ o n e d e t  camid ’ a l  p e r e k  h a - y a d
Rena  w e a r s  b r a c e l e t  on t h e - w r i s t
Rena is wearing a bracelet on her wrist.

78) r i n a  ’o n e d e t  s a r s e r e t  ’ a l  h a - k a r s o l
Rena  w e a r s  c h a i n  on t h e - a n k l e
Rena is wearing a chain on her ankle.

Note tha t (#79)-(#80) are also possible.

79) dan  s i f s e f  ’ e t  h a - m a r p e k  y o r e d  l o  dam
Dan s c r a p e d  OBJ t h e - e l b o w  f a l l s  t o - h i m  b l o o d  
Dan scraped his elbow-he’s bleeding.
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80) dan  s i f s e f  ’ e t  h a - k a r s o l  y o r e d  l o  dam
Dan s c r a p e d  OBJ t h e - a n k l e  f a l l s  t o - h i m  b l o o d  
Dan scraped his ankle—he’s bleeding.

While (#79) refers to just one "side" of the marpek, (#80) can refer to either side of the 

leg a t the karsol. In (#79) marpek is exactly like English elbow, but (#78) shows how the 

Hebrew term marpek differs from the English term elbow—marpek names a  circumference. 

Note th a t there is no Hebrew phrase parallel to crook o f the arm. Similarly, there are no 

special terms or phrases for the "other" sides of perek ha-yad or karsol. The "other" side 

of katef - ‘shoulder’ is bet ha-sexi - ‘underarm’; the "other" side of her ex is me- ’axorey 

ha-berex (from-behind -the-knee) - ‘behind the knee’.

Except for marpek, all seem to extend over a relatively large area. As discussed 

above, the term katef names an area of the trunk on which things can be carried: dan 

saxav ’et ha-sal ’al ha-katef - ‘Dan carried the basket on his shoulder’. The term perek 

ha-yad is appropriately used for part of the forearm, but not for part of the hand. For 

some speakers of Hebrew perek ha- ’ecba also names the sections of the fingers between the 

knuckles. In Hebrew, children sit on their mother’s birkayim (knees) since there is no 

other means of designating i a p ' . ^  The term karsol is appropriately used for a part of 

the lower leg, but not a part of the foot.

The Hebrew words for joints are not conceived of as points or extents. Rather, they 

can be viewed as being along a continuum with joints that are links between body parts 

at one end ("inter-limb joints") and joints that are part of larger body parts a t the other 

end ("intra-limb joints"). Thus, katef - ‘shoulder’ is seen as a link between gav - ‘back’ 

and yad - ‘arm ’; marpek - ‘elbow’ is seen as a part of yad - ‘arm ’; and berex - ‘knee’ is 

seen as a part of regel - ‘leg’. There is also an intermediate category consisting of perek 

ha-yad - ‘(the) wrist’ and karsol - ‘ankle’. Thus, for example, perek ha-yad - ‘(the) 

wrist’ is seen as more of an "intra-limb" joint than katef - ‘shoulder’, but less so than
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marpek - ‘elbow’.

As mentioned above, the Hebrew joint words behave differently than the correspond

ing English terms. For some speakers of Modern Hebrew, all of the joint words can 

always be used with the verb savar - ‘break’, as in (#81).

8 1 ) dan  s a v a r  ’ e t  h a - k a t e f
Dan b r o k e  OBJ t h e - s h o u l d e r

h a - m a r p e k  
t h e - e 1 bow

p e r e k  h a - y a d  
t h e - w r  i s t

p i r k e y  h a - ’ e c b a ’ o t  
t h e - k n u c k l e s

h a - b e r e x  
t h e - k n e e

h a - k a r s o l  
t h e - a n k 1e .

For other speakers, there seems to  be a correlation between how "inter-limb" the 

joint is and its use with savar. For these speakers, when talking about "intra-limb 

joints" (marpek, berex), it is the larger body part {yad, regel), that "breaks". Thus, these 

speakers would use the sentences given in (#82).

8 2 ) a .  dan s a v a r  ’ e t  h a - y a d  b a - m a r p e k
Dan b r o k e  OBJ t h e - a r m  i n - t h e - e l b o w  
Dan broke his arm at the elbow.

dan s a v a r  ’ e t  h a - r e g e l  b a - b e r e x  
Dan b r o k e  OBJ t h e - l e g  i n - t h e - k n e e  
Dan broke his leg at the knee.

Note tha t Hebrew savar - ‘break’ differs from English break. Whereas the Hebrew verb
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can only be used for hard objects, the English verb can be used with a  variety of kinds of 

objects. For example, in English it is possible to  break a dish, break a bag, and break a 

record, where record may also be abstract.

The Hebrew terms also name parts tha t can be ‘out of jo in t’—i.e. dislocated or 

sprained.

83) k i b a l t i  maka b a - k a t e f
I - g o t  ( a )  b l o w  a t - t h e - s h o u l d e r

b a - m a r p e k  
a t - t h e - e l b o w

b a - p e r e k  h a - y a d  
a t  - t h e - w r i  s t

b D - p i r k e y  h a - ’ e c b a ’o t  
a t  - t h e - k n u c k 1es

b a - b e r e x  
a t - t h e - k n e e

b a - k a r s o l  
a t  - t h e - a n k 1e

m i s t a b e r  s e - ’ eyn l i  l e v e r  
seems t h a t - n o t  to -me b r e a k

yes  I i  neka
t h e r e - i s  t o -me d i s l o c a t i o n

I got hit on the shoulder 
elbow 
wrist 
knuckles 
knee 
ankle

—it turns out that I don’t have a fracture,
I have a sprain.

It should be pointed out tha t some of the sentences with the terms perek

46ha-yad - ‘wrist’ and pirkey ha-’ecba’ot - ‘knuckles’ are pragmatically somewhat odd.
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In some contexts, speakers of Hebrew prefer using yad or ’ecba’ot respectively. Thus, for 

example the more natura l way of stating (#77) is given in (#84a) and the more natural 

way of stating (#74) is given in (#84b).

8 4 )  a .  r i n a  ’ o n e d e t  cam id  ’ a l  h a -y a d
R en a  w e a r s  b r a c e l e t  on  t h e - a r m  
Rena is wearing a  bracelet on her wrist.

b .  d a n  s i f s e f  ’ e t  h a - ’ e c b a ’o t  
Dan s c r a p e d  OBJ t h e - f i n g e r s

y o r e d  l o  dam 
f a l l s  t o - h i m  b l o o d

Dan scraped his fingers—he’s bleeding.

Thus it seems th a t perck-ha-yad and pirkey ha-’ecba’ot are less salient terms than the  

corresponding English terms wrist and knuckles. Additional support for this is the fact 

that neither perek ha-yad nor perek ha- ’ecba are documented in existing records of Biblical 

Hebrew or Mishnaic Hebrew. Furthermore, as noted above, both of these terms are com

pound nouns—bi-lexemic terms—as compared to  the English terms which are simple. 

According to Zipf (1935), shorter words occur more frequently. Length of word, degree of 

morphological or linguistic complexity, and frequency of occurrence are factors which con

tribute to the salience of a  term. Salient terms tend to  be short, morphologically simple, 

and frequently occurring (Berlin and Kay, 1969; Berlin, Breedlove, and Raven, 1973). 

Compounds are longer and morphologically more complex than simple terms; perek  

ha-yad and perek ha- ’ecba occur infrequently. Based on the criteria mentioned here, perek  

ha-yad and perek ha- ’ecba do not qualify as salient terms.

W ith regard to  the morphological structure of these terms, the head noun of each of 

the compounds perek ha-yad (joint (of) the-hand) - ‘(the) wrist’ and perek ha-’ecba (joint
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(of) the-finger) - ‘(the) knuckle’ is the word perek. Outside the body part domain the 

term  perek is polysemous, meaning ‘section’ or ’intersection’ as apparent from the follow

ing sentences.

85) y e s  ’ a s a r a  p r a k i m  b a - s e f e r
t h e r e - a r e  t e n  c h a p t e r s  i n - t h e - b o o k

There are ten chapters in the book.

86) dan  h i g i a  l s - p i r k - o
Dan r e a c h e d  t o - c r o s s r o a d - h i s
Dan became mature (i.e. of marriageable age).

Thus, the term perek names a whole unit as well as the place where two units meet. An

intersection is the place a t which two sections come together. In the body part domain

the term perek names the place a t which two parts come together, as in daleket

4Tprakim  (inflammation (of the) joints) - ‘arthritis’. More specifically, the term perek 

ha-yad names the place that the hand meets the forearm; perek ha-’ecba names a place 

where the sections of the finger meet each other or the hand. Furthermore, as suggested 

above, these compound terms as well as most of the other terms for joints in the body 

may also be used for areas that extend beyond the place of intersection. It is rather curi

ous that the polysemy of perek outside the body part domain is similar to the polysemy of
J Q

the names for specific joints, even those th a t are not formed with the term perek.
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4.5 Lim bs

4.5.1 The A rm

guf • body

yad - arm

katef-shoulder zro'a - upper arm marpek-elbow ‘am a- forearm perek yad - wrist (kaf) yad - han<

gav ha-yad - back of the hand kaf yad - f

perek *<

Figure 5

"part-of"

"kind-of"
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perek yad * wrist (kaf) yad - hand

ha-yad - back of the hand kaf yad - palm ‘ecba - finger

perek 'ecba - knuckle ciporen - fingernail

'agudal-thumb 'ecba-index finger 'ama - middle finger kmica - ring finger
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Concerning Figure 5, the simple term  yad is polysemous. In one of its senses it refers 

to the whole arm; in the other sense it refers to the hand. The polysemy obtains between 

a whole and a salient part of the whole where the part is salient because of its important 

function; both senses refer to a volume. These two senses are exemplified in (#87) and 

(#88) respectively.

87 ) y e s  lo  y a d a y i m  ’ a r u k o t
t h e r e - a r e  t o - h i m  arm s l o n g ( p l . )
He has long arms./He steals.

88) y e s  lo  y ad  p t u x a
t h e r e - i s  t o - h i m  h a n d  open
He has an open hand./H e’s generous.

Each of these sentences has a literal and a  figurative meaning. While it is possible to have 

long hands as well as long arms, the figurative meaning of (#87) supports the interpreta

tion of yadayim  referring to arms. Similarly, it is possible to have open arms as well as 

open hands, the figurative meaning of (#88) supports the interpretation tha t yad refers to 

the hand.

The simple term zro’a - ‘upper arm ’ is also used to refer to the whole arm. While 

zro’a - ‘upper arm ' is not commonly used in everyday speech, 67% of the subjects com

pleting the picture-based elicitation task used the term as such. The term zro’a was used 

for the whole arm by 41.6% of the subjects.^® Speakers of Modern Hebrew are familiar

with the Biblical Hebrew expression yad xazaka u-zro’a n^tuya  (arm strong and

arm-extended) which denotes strength. Synonymous parallelism is a well-documented 

stylistic device in the Bible in which two consecutive verses or phrases convey the same 

meaning with the use of synonyms. Here i t  seems clear that the forms ya i and zro’a have

been set up as parallel synonyms.'*® The modern usage of zro’a for the whole arm

seems to be an archaism reflecting the Biblical Hebrew usage. Some examples of this are
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given in (#89) and (#90).

8 9 ) r i n a  v » - d a n  h a l x u  s ' l uvey  z r o ’ a 
R ena and-D an  w a l k e d  j o i n e d  ( o f )  a rm  
Rena and Dan walk arm-in-arm.

9 0 ) k i b l u  ’o t o  b i - z r o ’o t  p t u x o t  
t h e y - r e c e i v e d  h i m w i t h - a r m s  o p e n ( p l . )

They welcomed him with open arms.

In both cases the action described involves the whole arm. There is no clear indication in 

Biblical Hebrew tha t zro 'a also referred to  only the upper arm. Perhaps the modern usage 

of zro’a - ‘upper arm’ is a result of a reassignment of meanings to terms in the system. If 

the speaker of Modern Hebrew uses yad for ‘arm ’, but also knows tha t the form 

zro ’a exists (s)he needs to find a different unique use for zro ’a. The likely possibilities are 

the upper arm and the forearm. Since there is already a unique term for the forearm, the 

only remaining choice is the upper arm.0*

The word ’ama - ‘forearm’ is a simple. While the word is not commonly used in

everyday speech, 75% of the subjects completing the picture-based elicitation task used

the term as such. The term ’ama has an interesting history. The Modern Hebrew body

part word ’ama - ‘forearm’ is obviously the same form as the Biblical Hebrew term ’ama

and etymologically related to the ancient measure word ’ama - ‘cubit’, the distance from

52the elbow to the tip of the middle finger. Many measure words are extended uses of 

body part terms (e.g. English foot, ell). It is likely tha t the measure term ’ama - ‘cubit’ 

is an extension of the Biblical Hebrew body part term ’ama which includes the 

hand—i.e. ‘lower arm ’. Note the difference between the English terms forearm and lower 

arm . The term forearm refers to the part of the arm from the elbow to the wrist; lower 

arm refers to  the arm below the elbow—i.e. including the hand. The original sense of the 

body part term ’ama must include the hand in order for the measure word to have gotten
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its meaning. Further evidence for this is provided by the finger name ’ama - ‘middle 

finger’ (see below). Although Modern Hebrew uses the metric system to designate units of 

distance—centimeter, meter, kilometer—speakers are likely to know what an 

’ama - ‘cubit’ is; some may even have occasion to use it. Thus, in Modern Hebrew the 

body part term ’ama is unlike the measure word since the body part term (typically) does 

not include the hand.

As mentioned above, the term yad is polysemous referring to the whole arm or just 

the hand. The polysemy obtains between the whole and a salient part of tha t whole; both 

senses name a volume. It is possible to select out one of these senses with the term kaf 

yad (spoon (of) arm) - ‘hand’. Example (#91) shows th a t yad and kaf yad may be used 

in the same context without a change in meaning.

91) dan h i x n i s  ’ e t  h a - y a d  l a - k f a f a
Dan p u t  in OBJ t h e - h a n d  t o - t h e - g l o v e

k a f  h a - y a d  
t h e  hand

Dan put his hand into the glove.

The term kaf yad is a compound noun made up of the body part term yad - ‘arm’ and the 

noun kaf - ‘spoon’. This analysis is supported by the fact th a t the only possible interpre

tation of (#92) is the one given—(#91) and (#92) are not equivalent.

92) dan h i x n i s  ’ e t  h a - k a f  l a - k f a f a
Dan p u t  in  OBJ t h e - s p o o n  t o - t h e - g l o v e
Dan put the spoon into the glove.

In addition, when a speaker of Modern Hebrew is asked to draw a  ka f the usual response 

is a picture of a spoon.^
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In earlier periods of Hebrew it seems tha t the term kaf alone referred to  the hand 

and by extension to some kind of utensil or container, though not necessarily a spoon. 

The examples given below are citations from the Bible.0^

93) . . . p a l t e - n i  m i - y a d  r a s a  m i - k a f
r e s c u e - m e  f ro m - h a n d  ( o f )  w i c k e d  f r o m - h a n d  ( o f )

m d ’ a v e l  v s-x o m es 
w r o n g - d o e r  a n d - e v i l

...Rescue me from the hand of the wicked, 
from the hand of the wrong-doer and evil.
(Ps. 71.4)

As previously mentioned, synonymous parallelism is a  stylistic device commonly used in 

Biblical text. In (#93) it seems clear tha t yad and kaf have been set up as parallel 

synonyms. Furthermore, the Modern Hebrew expression yad la-pe (hand 

to-the-mouth) - ‘be quiet’, ‘keep a secret’ conveys the same meaning as the second con

junct in (#94).

94) v a - s a r i m  ’ a c r u  b ^ - m i l i m  v a - k a f  
a n d - p r i n c e s  s t o p p e d  w i t h - w o r d s  a n d - h a n d

l i - p i - h e m  ya s i mu
t o - m o u t h - t h e i r  l a y

The princes refrained (from) talking and 
lay their hand on their mouth. (Job 29:9)

A cupped hand may serve as a container; the shape and the function of a cupped 

hand are the bases for the extension of kaf as a body part to kaf as a  container. An exam

ple of this use of the term kaf\s  given below.
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95) ...kaf ’axat ’asara zahav msie’a  k toret 
pan one ten gold full incense 

...one golden pan of ten (shekels weight), 
full of incense.... (Num. 7:14)

Perhaps a t some later point in time (after spoons were introduced and became common

place utensils) the extended use of kaf came to be ‘spoon’—i.e. a  particular kind of con

tainer or utensil—which ultimately became the dominant meaning of the term. In addi

tion, it might be suggested th a t kaf ceased to  be used for ‘hand’ because of the increased 

popularity of the  term  kaf yad  - ‘hand’ which avoids the potential ambiguity involved in 

using the polysemous term yad - ‘arm, hand’. Note th a t although the compound form 

for ‘hand’ does occur in the Bible, it is rare. Even-Shoshan (1982) cites only three such 

occurrences, all of which are plurals, as compared to  well over one hundred instances of 

kaf as a  body p a r t term.'*'*

The different senses of kaf, ‘hand’ and ‘spoon’ can be distinguished in the 

non-singular forms. As is the case with many other terms th a t name paired body parts, 

kaf - ‘hand’ takes the dual/plural suffix -ayim; the utensil term  takes the regular feminine 

plural suffix -of—i.e. kapot - ‘spoons’. Note th a t in Modern Hebrew kapayim is a  formal 

plural for the body part word which survives in fixed expressions such as n s i ’at 

kapayim (raising (of) hands/?palms) - ‘priestly benediction’ and maxa kapayim  (clap 

hands/?palms) - ‘applaud’, both of which reflect an earlier stage of the language. The 

less formal plural kapot yadayim  (spoons (of) arms) - ‘hands’ is based on the term kaf yad 

in which kaf has been analysed as ‘spoon’.

The situation in Modern Hebrew is actually more complicated because the term  kaf 

yad is also polysemous referring to  either the hand, as in (#91), or just the palm, as
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exemplified in (#96).

96 ) hu k a r a  ’ e t  k a f  y a d - a  
he r e a d  OBJ p a l m - h e r  
He read her palm.

As we have seen with many other terms in the body part domain of Modern Hebrew, the 

polysemy of ka f yad can be characterized in term s of a  volume and a  surface. One sense 

of the term kaf yad - ‘hand’ refers to a  three-dimensional object—it names a  volume—and 

the other sense of the term kaf yad - ‘palm’ names a surface of the human body 

(cf. English fla t of the hand). Of course, the palm is also part of the hand. Because the 

palm is physically inseparable from the hand and because many actions involving the 

hand focus on the palm, the palm can be considered a salient part of the hand. For these 

reasons, however, it is difficult to document the different senses of kaf yad . There are few 

things tha t can be done to or with the hand th a t do not involve the palm; there are few 

things tha t can be done to or with the palm th a t do not involve the hand. Perhaps the 

most convincing evidence for the polysemy of the term kaf yad is the fact that (#97) is 

ambiguous.

97) c a v a t i  ’ e t  k a f  y a d - i  
I - p a i n t e d  OBJ h a n d / p a l m- m y
I painted my hand./I painted my palm.

It should be pointed out tha t the Hebrew term ka f yad - ‘palm’ names the inside surface 

of the hand including the fingers. For most speakers of English the term palm does not 

include the inside surface of the fingers. This is interesting given the extended use of palm 

as a name of a  tree since it had to have included the fingers for the extension based on 

similar appearance to have occurred.
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At this point i t  might be interesting to  consider whether the Biblical Hebrew body 

part term  kaf is polysemous in the same way as Modern Hebrew kaf yad . According to 

Dhorme, "On voit que kaf s ’oppose a yad comme le creux de la main a  la main entiere” 

(1923:150). To begin with, Dhorme does not seem to  recognize the shared sense of ka f and 

yad as illustrated in (#93); he only acknowledges the difference between the two 

term s-i.e. ‘palm ’ vs. ‘hand’. Moreover the da ta  cited as evidence tha t kaf is ‘palm’ (as 

opposed to ‘hand’) are questionable. For example:

9 8 ) v a - y i s ’ e - n u  m i - k a f  ’ o y v e y - n u  
a n d - s a v e s - u s  f rom-  ( o f )  e n e m i e s - o u r  
and save us out of the hand of our enemies.
(1 Sam. 4:3)

9 9 ) l ? - h a c i l  ’ e t  ’ a m a t - o  m i - k a f  h a - ’ i s  
t o - d e l i v e r  OBJ s e r v a n t - h i s  f rom-  ( o f )  t h e - m a n  
to  deliver his servant out of the hand
of the man... (2 Sam. 14:16)

In each case it  is far more reasonable if kaf is understood as ‘hand’ particularly since these 

citations have something to  do with saving someone from their enemy or delivering some

one to their enemy (see Judg. 4:13 and Jer. 12:7). While it is clear that kaf is used in 

some metaphorical way, it might be suggested th a t the metaphor obtains only if ka f is 

something potentially harmful. As a three-dimensional object—i.e. a  hand— kaf is poten

tially harmful. More specifically, unlike a palm, a hand can grasp or keep hold of some

one, the harmful action alluded to in examples (#97) and (#98). Although it is the palm 

of the hand which makes contact when slapping, for example, no contact would occur 

without the movement of the hand. It is curious th a t Dhorme chose these examples espe

cially since there seem to be a number of instances of kaf in the Bible which are a t least 

ambiguous in th a t both ‘hand' and ‘palm’ are reasonable. Some of these are given below.
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100)  . . . v a - y a k u  k a f  v a - y o m r u
a n d - t h e y - h i t  a n d - t h e y - s a i d

y ^ x i  ha - r ae l ex  
1 i v e  t h e - k i n g

...and they clapped their hands and said:
Long live the king. (2 Kings 11:12)

101)  . . . v a - y i f r o s  k a p - a v  
a n d - h e - e x t e n d  - h i s ( p l . )

h a - s a m a y  im-a 
t h e - h e a v e n s - d i r e c t i o n a l

...and extended his hands toward heaven...
(2 Kings 11:12)

In both (#100) and (#101) an action involving the hand in which the importance of the 

palm is apparent is indicated-i.e. applauding or extending the hand in a beseeching 

manner. There does not seem to be a single instance of kaf referring unambiguously to  

the palm in the Bible. As such whether the Biblical Hebrew body part term  kaf is 

polysemous in the same way as the Modern Hebrew term kaf yad—i.e. referring to the 

whole hand or just the palm -cannot be stated conclusively. (However, it does seem 

likely.)

Another term  for a  part of the hand is the compound noun gav ha-yad (back (of) 

the-hand) - ‘back of the hand’ which is made up of two body part terms. The head noun 

gav - ‘back’ indicates the location of the part with respect to the whole, expressed with 

the modifying noun yad - ‘hand’. The term gav ha-yad is interesting because it assumes a 

non-canonical position of the hand. Only when the palm faces forward is the back of the 

hand actually in a position comparable to the back of the body. In fact, from the point of 

view of the lay observer of the human figure, when the hand is at rest-hanging down at 

the side of the body— gav ha-yad names a part of the hand that does not appear to  be the 

back of anything. In a curious way the term gav ha-yad (back (of) the-hand)-‘back of the
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hand’ supports the notion th a t the palm is the salient part of the hand. When the 

etymology of the term gav ha-yad is considered an image of the human body with the 

palm a t the front is inevitable. T hat which is a t the front is more salient than that which 

is a t the back.

The following table summarizes the terms for the different parts of the arm (exclud

ing the fingers) in Biblical Hebrew and Modern Hebrew. An item appearing in parentheses 

with a question mark before it indicates th a t it is not possible to determine with certainty 

whether the Biblical Hebrew term refers to the body part. An item appearing in 

parenthesis indicates an archaic usage in the modern language.

Biblical Hebrew M odern Hebrew

yad arm, hand arm, hand

zro’a arm upper arm
(?upper arm) (arm)

’ama lower arm forearm
cubit (cubit)

kaf hand (?palm) spoon
utensil (hand)

kaf yad hand (?palm) hand, palm

gav ha-yad back of the hand

Table 1

In Modern Hebrew, other than archaisms, zro’a refers to  the upper part of the arm; ’ama 

refers to the lower part of the arm without the hand. The term kaf, once primarily » 

body part term, is now primarily the name for an artifact, ka f yad is used for both ‘hand’ 

and ‘palm’ in Modern Hebrew; gav ha-yad only occurs in the modern language.
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The word ’ecba - ‘finger’ is a simple term, a superordinate of the individual finger 

names. The names of the different kinds of fingers, forming part of a taxonomically 

structured area of the domain, are given in Figure 5a.

‘ecba -finger

'agudal -thumb ’ecba-index finger 'am a-m iddle finger kmica-ring finger zeret-pinky

Figure 5a

The term  ’agudal - ‘thum b’ is related to the root GDL - ‘big’.'*® Given this rela

tionship, it is interesting to consider in what sense the thumb is "big". In terms of its 

length, the thumb is not a particularly big finger; in fact, the thumb is approximately the 

same length as the little finger. The English term thumb is related to the Latin verb 

tumere - ‘to  swell’. When something swells it is bigger in width than its  normal size.

The term  ’agudal is of Mishnaic Hebrew origin and was used for both ‘thum b’ and 

‘big toe’, as shown in (#102) and (#103).
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102) . . . ’ amar l a - h e m  h a c b i ’u . . .
he s a i d  t o - t h e m  r a i s e  f i nge r ( 2nd  p i )

v a - ’ eyn m o c i ’ i n  ’ a g u d a l  b a - m i k d a ^  
a n d - n e g  h o l d  o u t  thum b i n - t h e - t e m p i e

...he said to them ‘Raise a  finger!’...but 
one does not hold out a thum b in the temple.
(Yom 2:1)

103) . . . ’ a l  ’ a k e v - a  v a - ’ a l  r o s  g u d l - a
on h e e l - h e r  a n d - o n  h e a d  ( o f )  b i g  t o e - h e r  

...on her heel and on the end of her big 
toe... (Nid. 8:1)

The Modern Hebrew expression la-lezet ’akev b»-cad ’agudal (to-walk heel on-side big 

toe) - literally, ‘to walk with a heel on the side of a  big toe’, and figuratively, ‘to  walk 

slowly and carefully’ reflects the earlier use of ’agudal - ‘big toe’.

In Biblical Hebrew the term bohen is used for both ‘thumb’ and ‘big toe’, as shown in 

(#104).

104) . . . ’ v * - ’ a l  bohen  y a d - o  ha-ya  man i t
a n d -o n  thumb ( o f )  h a n d - h i s  t h e - r i g h t

v a - ’a l  bohen  r a g l - o  h a - y a m a n i t
a n d - o n  b i g  t o e  ( o f )  f o o t - h i s  t h e - r i g h t

...and upon the thumb of his right hand 
and upon the big toe of his right foot.
(Lev. 8:23)

The term bohen continued to be used for ‘thum b’ and ‘big toe’ in Mishnaic Hebrew as 

well, as shown in (#105).
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105)  . . . ’ eyn lo b o h e n  y ad  bohen r e g e l . . .
n o t  t o - h i m  thum b ( o f )  hand  b i g  t o e  ( o f )  f o o t  

...he doesn’t  have a thum b or a  big toe...
(Neg. 14:9)

While Biblical Hebrew only has bohen, Mishnaic Hebrew has both bohen and ’agudal for 

both ‘thum b’ and ‘big toe’. When ’agudal first came into the language, it seems th a t it 

was a  synonym for bohen. (See below for more on bohen in Modern Hebrew.)

Aside from archaisms in the language, in Modern Hebrew the meanings of the terms 

are fairly well separated. Some evidence for this is provided by the results from the 

picture-based elicitation task. Although some speakers (16.6%) used both ’agudal and 

bohen for both ‘thum b’ and ‘big toe’, the majority of the speakers used ’agudal for 

‘thum b’ (58.3%) and bohen for ‘big toe’ (75%). Only a  very small percentage of the 

speakers (8.3%) used the term 'agudal for ‘big toe’.

The term ’ecba names any finger as well as the index finger. The term which names 

members of the set of fingers in general is also used to name an important member of tha t 

set. The index finger is important because it is the first finger (when distinguishing 

between the thumb and the other four fingers) and it is the one used for pointing. T hat 

the term ’ecba is polysemous meaning either ‘finger’ or ‘index finger’ suggests th a t the 

index finger is a finger par excellence. In other words, an index finger is a prototypical 

finger. (For more on ’ecba , see below.)

The term  ’ama - ‘middle finger’ is the same one as is used for Biblical Hebrew ‘lower 

arm ’ or Modern Hebrew ‘forearm’. Here the polysemy seems to be based on similarity of 

shape; both a  middle finger and a lower arm are long tubular objects. In addition, the 

middle finger may be seen as the prominent portion of the lower arm in tha t it is a t the 

very end of the lower arm and it is the longest of all the fingers. Recall tha t as a measure 

term ’ama - ‘cubit’ is the length from the elbow to the tip of the middle finger.
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The remaining two finger names are kmica - ‘ring finger’ and zeret - ‘pinky’. The 

term  fcmtca - ‘ring finger’ is morphologically related to  the verbal root KMC-‘grasp\ 

‘clench ’. ^  The term zeret is an ancient measure term, the distance from the end of the 

thum b to the end of the pinky of a spread hand—‘span’. Since other measure terms are

extended uses of body part terms, the way in which zeret as a measure term is an

58extended use of the body part word zeret - ‘pinky’ can be considered. It seems th a t 

the part which is a t the end of the distance names the distance. Thus the term zeret is 

distinctly different than the term ’ama , another finger name (‘middle finger’) and measure 

term  (‘cubit’). With ’ama the whole names the part; with zeret the part names the whole.

All of the fingsr sames discussed so far are simple terms, only one of which appears 

to be motivated. Two of the fingers have other names tha t are bi-lexemic. The com

pound noun ’ecba creda is another name for ’ama - ‘middle finger’; the term is found in

Mishnaic Hebrew. The noun creda whose etymology is unknown is only found in the com-

59pound ’ec6a creda; it is a ‘morphan’. The noun +  adjective expression ha-’ecba 

ha-ktana is another name for zeret - ‘pinky’. The expression ha- ’ecba ha-ktana is lexical- 

ized as a name meaning ‘(the) little finger’ rather than as a descriptive phrase for any 

finger which is small.

The names for the different fingers in Hebrew can be compared with the names for 

the different fingers in English, which are given in Figure 5b.
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finger

thumb index finger 
pointer 

forefinger

middlefinger ring finger 
third finger

little finger 
pinky

Figure 5b

Most of the finger names in English are motivated terms. The terms index finger 

and pointer (a children’s word) name the finger according to  its function. The term 

forefinger names the finger according to its position with respect to the rest of the fingers 

as distinguished from the thumb. The term middle finger is also based on the position of 

the finger with respect to the other fingers, but it assumes that the thumb is one of the 

fingers. (The children’s term tall man which names the finger according to its size—the 

tallest of the fingers—is also used for this finger.) The term ring finger is also based on the 

function of the finger—traditionally, it is the finger on which one wears a wedding ring. 

Another name for this finger is third finger which like forefinger is based on the assump

tion tha t the thumb is not counted as one of the fingers. If the thumb were counted as a 

finger the ring finger would be the fourth finger. The term little finger names the finger 

according to  its size—it is the smallest of the fingers. For some speakers of English, pinky 

is a children’s word; the Hebrew term for this finger is not a children’s word. Except for 

ha- ’ecba ha-ktana - i i t tle  finger’, an alternative to  zeret, and perhaps ’agudal - ‘thum b’ 

(associated with GDL - ‘big’) the Hebrew names of fingers are for the most part not 

motivated terms.

The other parts of the finger are perek ha- ’ecba (the-finger joint) - ‘(the) knuckle’
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(discussed above with joint names) and ciporen - ‘fingernail’, which is a simple term.

There is a homophonous term ciporen which names a  spice, ‘clove’, and a flower, 

60‘carnation’. In Hebrew, both the body part word and the spice/flower word are related 

to the Aramaic term tufra. However, speakers of Modern Hebrew are not aware of this 

connection and do not associate the body part word with the spice/flower word. The 

term is used sis the name for part of the body in Biblical Hebrew and only occurs as a 

spice/flower name in Mishnaic Hebrew. As such, it  is reasonable to suggest tha t the 

spice/flower word is an extension of the body part word. As was the case with other body 

part terms, when used outside the body part domain, the word takes the regular plural 

suffix rather than the dual/plural suffix. Compare cipornayim - ‘(two) fingernails’ with 

cipornim - ‘cloves, carnations’. Note tha t ciporen - ‘fingernail’ takes the dual/plural 

suffix -ayim even though it does not name a paired body part. Perhaps the dual/plural 

suffix -ayim is used here analogous to its use with other paired body parts such as yad 

- ‘arm, hand’. Note, however, that the plural of ’ecba - ‘finger’ is 

’ecba’ot - ‘fingers’—i.e. ’ecba does not take the dual/plural suffix -ayim .

The English body part word nail, also the name of an artifact, is of Germanic origin 

and cognate with Latin unguis - ‘fingernail/toenail’. The Latin term clavus - ‘nail’, 

which names an artifact but not a body part, has come into English through French clou 

as clove, the name of a spice. The French word clou is used for the body part, the 

artifact, and the spice. Thus, Hebrew differs from English in th a t the word ciporen names 

a part of the body and a spice/flower while the term nail names a part of the body and an 

artifact.
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Concerning Figure 6, the simple term regel is polysemous. In one of its senses it 

refers to the  whole leg; in the other sense it refers to the foot. The polysemy obtains 

between the  whole and a salient part of th a t whole where the part is salient because of its 

im portant function; both senses refer to a  volume. These two senses are exemplified in 

(#106) and (#107), respectively.

106)  h i  p o t a x a t  r a g l a y i m  l<?-kol  ’ exad
she  ope ns  l e g s  f o r - e v e r y  one
She opens her legs for everyone./She sleeps around.

107)  r a g l - i  lo  n i x n e s e t  l a - n a ’a l
f oo t - my  n o t  e n t e r  t o - t h e - s h o e

My foot doesn’t fit in the shoe.

Example (#106) has a literal and a figurative meaning. The figurative sense supports the 

interpretation of raglayim referring to  the legs. In order for (#106) to mean ‘She sleeps 

around’, a more colloquial way of saying ‘She has sexual intercourse with lots of people’, 

raglayim must refer to a part of the body included in which is an area tha t can be associ

ated with sexual intercourse. The legs qualify since the top of the legs are anatomically 

adjacent to  the genitals; opening the legs allows access to the genitals.

The simple term yarex - ‘thigh’ refers to a volume. In Modern Hebrew yarex names 

the part of the leg from above the knee to the joint a t the top of the leg. The majority of 

the subjects completing the picture-based elicitation task used the term as such (75%). 

The term ’agan yrexayim (basin (of) thighs) - ‘pelvis’ suggests that at an earlier period of 

the language yarex referred to an area which extended upward, perhaps to the waist. 

One-quarter of the speakers completing the picture-based elicitation task used the term 

yarex to name an area from the top of the thigh to the top of the hip bone. In addi

tion, in Modern Hebrew the expression hekef ha-yrexayim (circumference (of) the-thighs) 

is a measurement term which refers to the distance around the hips.
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In a t least one context in Biblical Hebrew yarex/yrexayim  substitutes for motnayim
cn

as an area of the body to  which one’s sword is attached.

108)  ’ i s  x a r b - o  ’ a l  y r e x - o . . .  
man s w o r d - h i s  on - h i s  
...Every man hath his sword upon 
his hip/(?)loin... (Song of Sol. 3:8)

109)  x e r e v  m »cum edet ’ a l  m o t n - a v  
sword  f a s t e n e d  on l o i n s - h i s  
...a sword fastened upon his loins
(2 Sam. 20:8)

Thus, it seems that there might have been some overlap between the terms motnayim and 

yarex in Biblical Hebrew. If so tha t would account for the pelvis being named in the way 

that it is.

The simple term sok - ‘lower leg’ names a volume. The term sok refers to the part 

of leg between the knee and the ankle. Hebrew differs from English in that it has one 

unanalyzable term, sok, to name the volume, which does not distinguish the front from 

the back. The English term shin refers to the front of the lower leg and the word calf 

refers to the back of the lower leg. Furthermore, the expression lower leg is not a lexical- 

ized term; lower leg is a  description.

As mentioned above, the term regel is polysemous referring to the whole leg or just 

the foot. It is possible to select out one of these senses with the term kaf regel (spoon (of) 

leg) - ‘foot’. Example (#110) shows that regel and ka f regel may be used in the same 

context without a change in meaning.
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110)  r a g l - i  lo  n i x n e s e t  l a - n a ’ a l  
f oo t - m y  n o t  e n t e r s  t o - t h e - s h o e

k a f  r a g l - i  
f o o t - m y

My foot doesn’t  fit in the shoe.

The morphological analysis given above for ka f yad (spoon (of) arm) - ‘hand’ is 

relevant here as well. In addition, since the upper part of the body is considered more 

salient than the lower part of the body (Andersen, 1978), it might be suggested that the 

term kaf regel - ‘foot’ was formed by analogy with the term kaf yad - ‘hand’. Two 

structurally similar body parts—the hand and the foot—are named in morphologically 

comparable ways: kaf - ‘spoon’ -I- whole ’ ~<o.

The term ka f regel is also polysemous since it is used for the flat part of the 

foot—‘sole’.

111)  r a ’ i t i  ’ e t  ’ i k v o t  k a f  r a g l - o  b a - x o l
I - s a w  OBJ t r a c e s  ( o f )  s o l e - h i s  i n - t h e - s a n d
I saw his "sole-steps" in the sand.

The polysemy of kaf regel can be characterized in terms of a volume and a surface. One 

sense of the term kaf regel - ‘foot’ refers to a three-dimensional object—it names a 

volume—and the other sense of the term kaf regel - ‘sole’ names a  surface of the human 

body. Of course, the sole is also a part of the foot and because of its physical inseparabil

ity from the foot as well as the importance of the sole in the actions of the foot, the sole 

can be considered the salient part of the foot. For the same reasons tha t it is difficult to 

document the different senses of kaf yad, it is also difficult to document the different 

senses of kaf regel. Few things are done to or with the foot that do not also involve the 

sole; few things can be done to or with the sole that do not also involve the foot. As such.
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the most convincing evidence for the polysemy of the term kaf regel is the fact tha t 

(#112) is ambiguous.

112)  c a v a t i  ’ e t  k a f  r a g l - i  
I - p a i n t e d  OBJ f o o t / s o l e - m y  
I painted my foot/I painted my sole.

The other parts of the foot are ’akev - ‘heel’ and ’ecba - ‘toe’. The simple term 

’akev - ‘heel’ is morphologically related to the verbal root ’KV - ‘follow’. The term 

’ecba - ‘toe’ is the same as the term used for ‘finger’. Here it seems tha t the polysemy of 

the term ’ecba is based on the structural similarity of the two parts. In addition, the

polysemy obtains between the upper part of the body and the lower part of the body.

The response to the question ‘How many ’ecba’ot do you have?’ is ’eser - ‘ten ’, which 

confirms that the term ’ecba is polysemous rather than general. The ambiguity of the 

term is resolved by the context in which it is used, as shown in (#113) and (#114).

113) lo  k a t a v t i  ’ e t  h a - m i x t a v  k i  n i s b e r u  
n o t  I - w r o t e  OBJ t h e - l e t t e r  b e c a u s e  b ro k e

1 i kama ’ e c b a ’o t
t o - me  few f inger s

I didn’t  write the letter because I broke 
a few fingers.

114) hu n o ’ e l  s a n d a l i m  k i  n i s b e r u  l o
he w e a r s  s a n d a l s  b e c a u s e  b r o k e  t o - h i m

kama ’ e c b a ’o t  
few t o e s

He’s wearing sandals because he broke some toes.

The polysemy of the term ’ecba can be discussed in terms of frames and prototypes. 

The three distinct, yet obviously related senses of ’ec6a are ‘finger’, ‘index finger’, and
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‘toe’. (See section 4.5.1 for the discussion of ’ecba - ‘index finger’.) There is no objective 

reason for the index finger to be the one named by the term for any finger. The index 

finger has the same basic physical characteristics as (most of) the other fingers. The spe

cial function of the index finger, rather than any physical characteristic, seems to 

motivate the lfinger’/ ‘index finger’ polysemy. In English it is possible to say to give some

one the finger when referring to tha t finger when it has a  special function. In contrast 

with the ‘finger’/ ‘index finger’ polysemy, the ‘finger/toe’ polysemy seems motivated by 

similarity of relative position and physical structure, rather than by identity of function.

It is possible to talk about the semantic structure of ’ecba by invoking Fillmore’s 

notion of a ‘frame’. Three different frames are necessary: the hand; the set of fingers; and 

the foot. The "hand frame" gives the ‘finger’ sense; the "set of fingers frame" gives the 

‘index finger’ sense; and the "foot frame" gives the ‘toe’ sense of the term ’ecba, which is 

simultaneously part of each of these frames. Knowledge about the world and the ability 

to recall past experiences play a role in understanding each of the different senses of the 

term ’ecba. Thus, for example, in (#113), the "hand frame" is accessed because people 

know th a t writing is typically done with a writing implement held in the hand and recall 

seeing this done and/or doing it themselves. Note tha t ’ecba takes its unmarked sense, 

‘finger’, relative to the most salient of these frames, the "hand frame" which is its proto

typical frame. Thus, frames and prototypes provide a  motivated account of the polysemy 

structure of the term ’ecba.

Given the three senses of ’ecba, the term links elements in the domain partonomi- 

cally and taxonomically. As a partonomic link, ’ecba - ‘finger’ is a part-of (kaf) 

yad - ‘hand’ which is a part-of yad - ‘arm’ which is a  part of gxif - ‘body’; and 

’ecba - ‘toe’ is a part-of (kaf) regel - ‘foot’ which is a part-of regel - ‘leg’ which is a 

part-of guf - ‘body’. As a taxonomic link, ’ecba - ‘index finger’ is a kind-of finger. There
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are other kinds of fingers including ’agudal - ‘thum b’, ’ama - ‘middle finger’, 

and zeret - ‘pinky’. Furthermore, ’ecba exemplifies two patterns of polysemy in the 

domain: genus/species polysemy (‘finger’/ ‘index finger’) and upper/lower polysemy 

(‘finger’/ ‘toe’).

The term ’ecba does not mean ‘digit’. The Hebrew term ’ecba differs from the 

English word digit in a number of ways. First of all, while ’ecba is commonly used in 

everyday conversation, digit is not. It is odd for a  speaker of English to say I  broke two 

digits. Secondly, while ’ecba is polysemous, as discussed above, digit is general since it 

refers to any one of twenty parts of the body.

The only toe that has a special name is the big toe. The simple term bohen - ‘big 

toe’ was used as such by 75% of the speakers who completed the picture-based elicitation 

task; the other 25% used bohen for ‘thum b’. The latter figure includes 16.6% who used 

’agudal as well as bohen for both ‘big toe’ and ‘thum b’ and 8.3% who used bohen alone for 

both digits. The very small percentage of speakers who used bohen alone for both digits 

provides some additional evidence for the claim that the meanings of the terms ’agudal 

and bohen are fairly well separated.

The expression la-lexet ’al ha-bhonot (to-walk on the-toes) - ‘to tiptoe’ suggests tha t 

the term bohen is also used for any toe. The typical response to the question ‘How many 

bhonot do you have?’ is: stayim  - ‘two’. Thus, it seems tha t bohen as a  special name for 

the big toe is different than ’ecba as a special name for the index finger. The term bohen 

names a particular toe and is generalized to mean any toe. The term ’ecba names any of 

the fingers and is narrowed to mean a particular finger.

The term  ciporen - ‘toenail’ is the same as is used for ‘fingernail’. As was the case 

with ’ecba - ‘finger, toe’, the polysemy of the term ciporen is based on the structural 

similarity of the two parts, one on the upper part of the body and the other on the lower

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



155

part of the body. The typical response to the question ‘How many cipornayim do you 

have?’ is ’eser - ‘ten’ confirming that ciporen is polysemous rather than general. The 

ambiguity of the term is resolved by the context in which it is used, as apparent from 

(#115) and (#116).

115)  n i S b d r a  I i  h a - c i p o r e n  k s e - g i r a d a t i
b r o k e  t o -me  t h e - f i n g e r n a i 1 w h e n - I - g r a t e d

’ e t  h a - y r a k o t  
OBJ t h e - v e g e t a b l e s

I broke my fingernail when I grated the vegetables.

116) n i s b s r a  l i  h a - c i p o r e n  k s e - b a ’a t d t i
b r o k e  to -me  t h e - t o e n a i l  w h e n - I - k i e k e d

’ e t  h a - k a d u r  
OBJ t h e - b a l 1

I broke my toenail when I kicked the ball.

In order to understand the different senses of ciporen, a  speaker must be able to access the 

different frames in which the term occurs, the "finger frame" and the "toe frame". Thus, 

for example, in (#115), can access the "finger frame" because they know that typically 

when grating vegetables fingers and fingernails are close to  the grater and can get dam

aged. Note that ciporen takes its unmarked sense, ‘fingernail’, from the more salient of 

these frames, the "finger frame", which is its prototypical frame.

It is also possible to select out one of the senses of ciporen with the compound noun 

ciporen ha-bohen (the-toe fingernail) - ‘toenail’, a derived term also based on the struc

tural similarity of two parts, one of which is part of the upper limb and the other of
ce

which is part of the lower limb.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



156

4.5.3 Sum m ary and  Com parison

The Hebrew term s for the limbs can be compared to  the English terms for the limbs. 

The primary distinction between the two languages is the ways in which they divide up 

the limbs. The English term arm names the upper limb and is used for the arm without 

the hand. The Hebrew term yad is used for the whole arm or just the hand. The English 

term leg names the lower limb and is used for the leg without the foot. The Hebrew term 

re gel is used for the whole leg or just the foot. In each case Hebrew uses a marked term 

to select out the narrower sense of the term: kaf yad - ‘hand’, kaf regel - ‘foot’. English 

has separate simple terms hand and palm; Hebrew has a single polysemous compound 

term kaf yad. English has separate simple terms foot and sole; Hebrew has a single 

polysemous compound term kaf regeL In all of the Hebrew terms, the polysemy obtains 

between a  whole and the salient part of that whole. Concerning their whole senses, each 

of the compounds is a  motivated term; none of the English words are motivated terms. 

The differences between the two languages are shown in the following diagrams.
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ARM

Hebrew

yad : 1 , 3
, 4

English
arm : 1,2 
hand : 3 
palm : 4

y
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LEG

Hebrew
regel : 1,3 
kaf regel : 3,4

4

E n g l i s h

leg : 1,2 
foot : 3 
sole : 4

>1

7 3

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



159

Hebrew and English also differ in the way th a t other sections of the limbs are named. 

Hebrew has the simple term zro’a and English uses the descriptive phrase upper arm. 

Similarly, Hebrew has the simple term ’ama while English uses the lexicalized term 

forearm  and also has the descriptive phrase lower arm, which includes the hand. Here the 

English words are motivated terms. Note the asymmetry in English: there is a lexicalized 

form for the lower part of the arm, but not for the upper part. Both Hebrew and English 

have simple terms for the upper part of the leg: yarex and thigh, respectively. However, 

the languages differ in the way that the lower part of the leg is named. Hebrew has the 

single term sok, while English names the front and back parts separately (shin and calf, 

respectively) and uses the descriptive phrase lower leg to refer to the whole thing.

While both languages have a variety of special names for the different fingers, most 

of the English finger names are motivated terms and most of the Hebrew finger names are 

not motivated terms. Whereas both languages name the big toe Hebrew has a simple 

unmotivated term, bohen, and English has a bilexemic motivated term big toe . Finally, 

Hebrew has a single unmotivated polysemous term ciporen - ‘fingernail, toenail’ where 

the context determines which sense is intended, while English can differentiate by using 

the compounds fingernail and toenail, both of which are motivated terms. In the absence 

of any context, the Hebrew term ciporen is comparable to the English word nail as in She 

polished her nails where ‘fingernail’ is the preferred reading.

4.6 Body Coverings and Body Fluids

4.6.1 Body Coverings

From the point of view of the observer of the visually apparent figure, a number of 

other lexical items are relevant here including ’or - ‘skin’ and s e ’ar - ‘hair’, both of 

which name body coverings. As mentioned above (section 1.1), many of the terms that
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name parts of the human body are general names for animal body parts—they name 

non-human body parts as well, ’or and se ’ar are two such terms. With respect to  

humans, ’or - ‘skin’ covers the entire body and se ’ar - ‘hair’ covers only parts of the 

body. (Some non-human animals have hair or hair-like coverings on virtually the entire 

body and others only have skin or skin-like coverings on their bodies.)

The simple term se ’ar - ‘hair’ is a collective noun and typically refers to head hair, 

as apparent from (#117).

117)  y e s  l a  s e ’a r  ’ a r o x
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  h a i r  l ong
She has long hair.

In the absence of any special context, the sentence is understood to be a statement about 

head hair. Not surprisingly, the term se ’ar is used to designate hair on other parts of the 

body, as shown in (#118).

118)  y e s  l a  s e ’ a r  ’ a r o x
t h e r e - i s  t o - h e r  h a i r  l ong

’a l  h a - r a g l a y i m  
on t h e - l e g s

She has long hair on her legs.

When referring to hair other than on the head, it is necessary to specify the part or parts.

The term sa’ara - ‘a (single strand of) hair’ is morphologically the feminine form of 

fifise’ar - ‘hair’. The word sz’ara is a noun of individuality as it refers to one individual 

out of a  whole which consists of many similar parts (W right 1967, Part I, p. 147). Like 

se ’ar - ‘hair’, when used alone sz ’ara - ‘a (single strand of) hair’ refers to head hair and 

can be used with other body part terms to designate hair covering them, as shown in
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(#119) and (#120), respectively.

119)  y e s  l a  s a ’a r o t
t h e r e - a r e  t o - h e r  s t r a n d s  o f  h a i r

’ a r u k o t  
1o n g - f  em. p 1.

She has long hair.

120)  y e s  l a  s a ’ a r o t
t h e r e - a r e  t o - h e r  s t r a n d s  o f  h a i r

’ a r u k o t  ’a l  h a - r a g l a y i m
l o n g - f e m . p l .  on t h e - l e g s

She has long hair on her legs.

There are several kinds of hair on the human body some of which are named with 

simple terms and some of which are named with compound terms. Each of the different 

kinds of facial hair is named with a simple term. These include gaba - ‘eyebrow’ and 

ris - ‘eyelash’ (see section 4.1) as well as safarn - ‘moustache’, pe’a - ‘sideburn’ (or 

‘sidelock’ when the sideburn is not cut for religious reasons), and zakan - ‘beard . 

Except for ris - ‘eyelash’, all of these refer to collections of hairs. In addition, the terms 

safam - ‘moustache’ pe'o - ‘sideburn’ (or ‘sidelock’), and zakan - ‘beard’ name collec

tions of facial hairs of adult males. The simple term z if - ‘whisker’ refers to a  single one 

of these hairs as apparent from the compound terms zifey safam  - ‘moustache whiskers’ 

and zifey zakan - ‘beard whiskers’. It is possible to  refer to  hair on other parts of the 

body with compound terms each of whose head noun is the collective noun se ’ar - ‘hair’. 

These include s e ’ar xaze - ‘chest hair’, se ’ar bet ha-sexi - ‘underarm hair’, and se ’ar 

’erva - ‘pubic hair’. In each case the modifying noun in the compound is a body part 

term which identifies the location of the hair on the body. Some of the compound terms 

which designate hair on different parts of the body are more like descriptions than names.
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(See section 2.2) Only the compound se’ar ’erva - ‘pubic hair’ is a lexicalized term. Note 

tha t it is more common to use the expression ha-se ’ar ’al ha-pipi (the-hair on the-genitals 

(children’s word)) for pubic hair. (See section 4.3.)

It is clear tha t neither ’or - ‘skin’ nor se’ar - ‘hair’ would fit into any partonomic 

structuring of the lexical semantic domain of body part terminology. As already men

tioned, ’or covers the entire body and is not a part of the body in the same way that, for 

example, ro i  - ‘head’ or gav - ‘back’ are parts of the body. Since there are several kinds 

of hair, se ’ar belongs to  a taxonomically structured part of the domain.

O ther terms relevant for the observer of the visually apparent figure, but not strictly

speaking names for a part of the human body are basar - ‘flesh’ and ’ever - ‘body p a rt’.

As was the case with ’or - ‘skin’ and se’ar - ‘hair’, basar is used for animals in general

and not only humans, as apparent from bsar bakar (cattle flesh)-*beef, bsar ’of (fowl

flesh)-‘fowl’, and basar va-dam (flesh and-blood)-‘(a) human being’. The word ’ever as in

the expression kol ramax ’evar-av (all two hundred and forty-eight body

RQparts-his) - ‘wholeheartedly’ is a general term for any part of the human body. As 

discussed above (section 4.3), ’ever is used to designate external parts such as ’evrey 

ha-min (the-sex organs)-'(the) genitals’ as well as internal parts as apparent from the 

phrase ’evarim pnimiyim - ‘internal organs’. Rather than naming a particular body part, 

’ever refers to every body part. As might be expected, ’ever is not only a  term used for 

humans; non-human animals have ’evarim also as apparent from the Mishnaic Hebrew 

expression ’ever min ha-xay (body part from the-live)-‘a part cut off from a living animal’.

4.6.2 B ody F lu ids

As previously mentioned, under certain circumstances the observer of the visually 

apparent figure sees body fluids. Some body fluids are waste products; when excreted from
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the body they are visible to the observer of the visually apparent figure. In Hebrew the

simple terms seten - ‘urine’ and ze ’a - ‘perspiration, sweat’ name liquid waste products

excreted from the body. In the spoken language the children’s term pipi as in la’asot

 ̂ 70
pipi (to-make pee-pee)-‘to pee’ is commonly used instead of seten - ‘urine’. Other 

body fluids are secretions which aid in the functioning of the body. The terms 

dim’a - ‘tear’, rir/rok  - ‘saliva, spit’, lex a - ‘phlegm’, and smark - ‘snot’ name secre

tions of the body visible to the lay observer There does not seem to  be any difference 

between rir and rok as shown in (#121).

121)  h a - r i r / h a - r o k  n a z a l  m i - p i - v
t h e - s a l i v a  d r i p p e d  f r o m - m o u t h - h i s  
The saliva dripped from his mouth.

Except for smark - ‘snot’, all of the terms for body fluids are native Hebrew words. The 

term smark - ‘snot’, which is rude, has been borrowed from Yiddish and has a negative 

connotation perhaps because of the fluid it names.

The simple term dam - ‘blood’ names the most im portant body fluid—without it the 

body would not function. For the most part, under normal circumstances blood is not 

visible to the observer of the visually apparent figure since blood is not secreted or 

excreted from the body. However, every observer has had occasion to see blood on the 

external body as for example when someone cuts a finger and bleeds.

While some body fluids are visible to the observer of the visually apparent figure 

because they leave the internal body where they are produced, other internal parts are 

visible to  the observer of the visually apparent figure without being secreted or excreted. 

For instances, bones, muscles, and veins are apparent on the external surface when certain 

bodily conditions obtain. As apparent from the expression skin and bones as in She’s all 

skin and bones, the bones of a very thin person are visible to observers of visually
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apparent figures. Similarly, the muscles of dancers, gymnasts, swimmers, and weight 

lifters are discernible on the surface of the body. Finally, the phrases swollen veins and 

varicose veins suggest that veins are also visible on the surface of the body and hence 

viewed by the observer of the visually apparent figure. The Hebrew terms for these parts 

are discussed with other terms for internal parts (section 5.1).

4.7 Summary: The Lay Observer o f  th e Hum an Figure

For the most part, in Modern Hebrew the words occurring in the frame of the lay 

observer of the human figure as a  visually perceived object are simple unmotivated terms, 

native to the body part domain and native to  the language. Relatively few body part 

terms in Hebrew are motivated. Motivated terms in the body part domain are listed in 

Table 2; the terms are divided into complex and compound forms.
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Motivated Terms

Compound Terms

Structure Location

’arubat ha-’ayin - eyesocket bavat ha-’ayin - pupil
galgal ha-’ayin - eyeball tnux ’ozen - earlobe
xalal ba-pe - mouthspace perek ha-yad - wrist
pikat ha-cavar - Adam’s Apple pirkey ha-’ecba’ot - knuckles
pikat ha-gargeret - Adam’s Apple se’ar ’erva - pubic hair
bet ha-Sexi - underarm 
’agan yrexayim - hip 
kaf yad - hand, palm 
kaf regel - foot, sole

sen bina - wisdom tooth

Com plex T erm s

panim - face 
'iSon - pupil 
mifsa’a - groin 
yasvan - buttocks 
’agudal - thumb

T ab le  2

The term xanixayim  is also a complex, because of the presence of the suffix -ayim. How

ever, it would be inappropriate to say that it was a motivated term because there is no 

corresponding singular form.

The compounds listed in Table 2 are lexicalized terms. Other compound forms, such 

as se ’ar bet ha-sexi - ‘underarm hair’, are not included here since they are more like 

descriptions than names. Three of the compounds have morphans as one of their terms: 

bava in bavat ha ’ayin - ‘((the) eye) pupil’; tnux in tnux ’ozen - ‘earlobe’; and sexi in bet 

ha-sexi - ‘(the) underarm ’. Except for len bina - ‘wisdom tooth’, those compounds listed 

in Table 2 name a body part based on its location or physical structure. Compound terms 

for body parts based on some aspect of the physical structure of the part (necessarily)
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include a word borrowed from another area of the vocabulary. Body part terms of this 

sort are likely to  be instances of independent development within the language rather 

than caiques, since the physical structure and arrangement of the body is the same all 

over the world.

Only a few words used by the lay observer are borrowed from other languages. 

These are listed in Table 3.

Borrowed Term s

’afarkeset - outer ear
pupik - belly button
smok - penis (slang)
kus - female genitals (vulgar)
tusik - buttocks (children’s word)
pipi - urine (children’s word)

Table 3

Except for ’afarkeset - ‘outer ear’, these words are in some sense non-standard, although 

they are known and used in the spoken language. Words borrowed from other domains 

and other languages tend to serve as names (or parts of names) for less basic body parts.

In Hebrew, among the nouns traditionally considered "primitive" are "...several 

names of members of the body in men and beasts....” because they are not related to and 

derived from verbs (Gesenius 1910:225). Matisoff (1978) suggests tha t body part terms 

are a core part of the vocabulary of a language. The words used by the lay observer of the 

human 6gure constitute most of the terms in the folk system cf body part terminology in 

Modern Hebrew. For the most part, these are simple unmotivated terms, native to the 

domain and native to the language. This provides further evidence tha t body part terms 

are "primitive" and tha t they are a core part of the Modern Hebrew vocabulary. (See sec

tions 2.2, 5.1, and 5.2 as well.)
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Many body part terms make use of the morphological dual for their plural 

(e.g. katef - ‘shoulder’, ktefayim  - ‘(two) shoulders)). Most often these are terms which 

name paired body parts. However, there are some terms tha t name paired body parts 

that do not use the morphological dual for their plural 

(e.g. gaba - ‘eyebrow’, gabot - ‘eyebrows’). Furthermore, there are some body part 

terms tha t use the morphological dual for their plural, but do not name paired body parts 

(e.g. ciporen - ‘fingernail, toenail’, cipornayim - ‘fingernails, toenails’). The tables given 

below are designed according to  these criteria. Table 4 includes term s which name paired 

body parts and Table 5 includes terms which name non-paired parts. In addition, the the 

terms are grouped according to gender.

T e rm s  fo r P a ire d  Body P a r ts

M orphologically D ual Plural Regular P lural

Feminine Feminine

’ayin - eye raka - temple
’ozen - ear gaba - eyebrow
lexi - cheek pitma - nipple
safa - lip zro’a - upper arm
katef - shoulder ’ama - forearm
yad - arm, hand kaf yad - hand, palm
regel - leg, foot kaf regel - foot, sole
yarex - thigh
berex - knee
sok - lower leg(w/o foot)

M asculine Masculine

’af’af - eyelid galgal ha-’ayin - eyeball
naxir - nostril ’iSon - pupil
sad - breast tnux ’ozen - earlobe
karsol - ankle marpek - elbow 

’asax - testicle 
’akev - heel

Table 4
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Term s for N on-Paired Body Parts 
using th e  m orphologically dual plural

Fem inine Masculine

sen - tooth xanixayim • gums
ciporen - fingernail ’axorayim - backside

toenail motnayim - waist

T able 5

Among the terms used by the lay observer for paired body parts (Table 4), there are

approximately the same number which take the morphological dual for their plural as

take the regular plural. Among the term s that use the "dual plural", there are many

71more which are feminine gender nouns than masculine gender nouns. There are few 

terms used by lay observer for non-paired body parts that take the morphological dual for 

their plural (Table 5). It was suggested th a t that teeth and fingernails are seen as paired 

parts becuase they come in sets of two. There are an upper set of teeth and a  lower set of 

teeth. Perhaps sinayim  is analogous to sfatayim  - ‘(two) lips’ where there is an upper 

lip and a  lower lip. Fingernails also come in sets of two, one set on each hand. Moreover, 

the term cipornayim is polysemous naming a similar set of parts on the feet, the toenails. 

Thus, it is possible to view the sets of two either as being on each side of the body or as 

being on the upper half and the lower half of the body. For two of the other terms which 

name non-paired parts of the body and take the "dual plural", xanixayim - ‘gums’ and 

’axorayim - ‘backside’, there is no corresponding singular form which is a body part 

word. Perhaps xanixayim - ‘gums’ is analogous to Sin ayim - ‘teeth’ since both can be 

seen in terms of upper and lower parts. Note that ’axorayim - ‘backside’ names a whole 

which might be viewed as having two sides. Finally, both moten and motnayim are used 

for ‘waist’. Here, the semantic history of the word might account for the existence of the 

"dual plural" for a non-paired part. It seems tha t it an earlier period of of Hebrew, the
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term named a paired part.

The im portant point here is th a t in contrast to  most other areas of the vocabulary, 

the terms in the domain of body part terminology use the morphological dual. The 

existence of many paired parts as well as the possibility of viewing the body in halves, 

either left and right or upper and lower, seems to have contributed to this phenomenon.

Among the terms used by the lay observer, most are well-defined as opposed to 

vague. This is not surprising since most terms name parts of the body th a t have clear 

physical demarcation because they are a different color or because their boundaries are 

determined by points of articulation of the body. Thus, the term safa - ‘lip’ is well 

defined because the lips are a different color in comparison to  the rest of the face; the term 

sok - ‘lower leg’ is well-defined because its boundaries are determined by the knee and the 

ankle. The vague terms used by the lay observer are given in Table 6.

Vague Term s

raka - temple 
lexi - cheek 
xaze • chest 
beten - belly 
mifsa’a - groin 
gav - back 
yasvan - buttocks

Table 6

A set of composite drawings for each of these term s complied from the responses of speak

ers who participated in the picture-based elicitation talk are given in Appendix II. These 

drawings show tha t in general speakers agree on the focal area of the referent of the 

term, but differ with regard to the boundaries.

Vague terms are characterized as such because the boundaries of their referents are 

not well-defined. Many terms in the frame of the lay observer have more than one
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referent. The polysemous terms in this frame are summarized in Table 7.

Polysem ous Term s

w hole/part volum e/surface

yad - arm, hand kaf yad - hand, palm
regel - leg, foot kaf regel - foot, sole
guf - body, trunk cavar - neck, front of neck
xaze • chest, bust

’ayin - eye, eyeball 
’ozen - ear, outer ear 
pe - mouth, lips

genus/species upper/low er

’ecba - finger ’ecba - finger, toe
index finger ciporen - fingernail

bohen - big toe. toe toenail

Table 7

Terms in Table 7 are organized according types of polysemy: whole/part, of which volume 

surface is a special kind; genus/species; and upper/lower. Notice that there are two types 

of volume/surface polysemy. In one type, the polysemy obtains between a volume and a 

part of th a t volume which is a  surface, as in kaf yad - ‘hand, palm’. In the other type, 

the polysemy obtains between a volume and a  part of tha t volume which is visible on the 

surface of the body. In the latter, the lay observer uses knowledge acquired from the 

expert observer for the whole sense of the term. (Note tha t most terms used by the lay 

observer name volumes, whether or not they are polysemous. Relatively few term s name 

surfaces. This is not surprising given th a t the human body is a three-dimensional object).

W hole/part polysemy is motivated by the salience of the part. Andersen character

izes polysemy in the body part domain as based on spatial contiguity and structural simi

larity. In both types of polysemy, "the motivating factor appears to be analogy based on 

shape, especially the shape features round and (secondarily) long" (1978:364). Many of
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the terms listed in Table 7 as whole/part polysemy in Modern Hebrew are included among 

those items which Andersen includes in her list of instances of polysemy based on spatial 

contiguity. In fact all whole/part polysemous terms in Table 7 name parts on the body 

which are spatially contiguous. Spatial contiguity is an implicit feature of any whole/part 

relationship. For some of the whole/part polysemous terms in Table 7, other aspects of 

the parts named are motivating factors. For instance, with both yad and regel, the 

polysemy is between a whole and a part which has an important function. Hands and feet 

are functionally im portant parts of arms and legs, respectively. Similarly, with guf the 

trunk holds most organs essential to the functioning of the body. With regard to ’ayin, 

the eyeball is the part of the eye which performs the important function. Finally, con

cerning xaze, while the breasts do not perform an im portant function of the chest, the 

polysemy of the term is evidence for a sociolinguistic function of language-i.e. providing a 

means of referring to something taboo. For some of these the shapes round and long 

figure in as well.

Notice that the word ’ecba is an example of genus/species and upper/lower 

polysemy and hence it is listed as both. Andersen (1978) characterizes this as polysemy 

based on structural similarity. While structural similarity motivates the upper/lower 

polysemy, function motivates the genus/species polysemy: the index finger has a special 

function.

Salience plays a key role in all of the types of polysemy listed in Table 7. Andersen 

(1978) claims tha t certain shapes and spatial orientations are perceptually salient and 

hence motivate the patterns of nomenclature in the body part domain. Here, I suggest 

tha t function is also a salient characteristic of a  part and may also motivate the polysemy 

structure of words in the body part domain. In addition, perceptual and functional sali

ence contribute to the determination of the prototypical frame for a polysemous term. In
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their study of basic level objects, Tversky and Hemenway found th a t "part terms proli

ferate in subjects’ listings of attributes characterizing category members" at that level. 

Furthermore, they note tha t "Perceptual salience and functional significance both appear 

to  contribute to perceived part goodness" (1984:169). Although they are not character

ized according to their category level within a hierarchical organization of the body part 

domain, all of the terms in Table 7 are part terms. As part terms, perceptual salience and 

functional significance of the parts they name contribute to their lexical structure.

Aside from those terms given in Table 7, in Modern Hebrew terms for joints in the 

limbs exhibit a noteworthy pattern of naming. These terms are given in Table 8.

T erm s fo r L im b Jo in ts

A rm  Leg

katef - shoulder berex - knee
marpek - elbow karsol - ankle
perek ha-yad - wrist 
pirkey ha-’ecba’ot - knuckles

T ab le  8

All refer to an inner point of articulation in the body as well as the corresponding surface 

area. Some also name a circumference. In contrast to English joint terms, some of which 

can be conceived of as well-bounded points and some of which can be conceived of as 

extents, in Modern Hebrew joints are perceived as links between body parts or parts of 

larger body parts.

Some areas of the frame of the lay observer of the human figure exhibit lexical den

sity. There are many more terms for the front of the head than for the back of the head. 

Similarly, there are more terms for the front of the trunk than for the back of the trunk. 

There are an equal number of fingers and toes, but there are more special names for
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fingers than for toes. This is in part a result of the physical structure of the human 

body—there are more parts on the face than on the back of the head and more parts on 

the front of the trunk than on the back. It is also a result of the way in which the human 

perceptual apparatus deals with spatial oreintation, as suggested by Andersen (1978) 

regarding lexical structure of body part terms. Thus, front is more salient than back and 

upper is more salient than lower. For example, consider the etymology of gav ha- 

yad ((the) hand back) • ‘back of the hand’. The term is understood when the back of the 

hand assumes a position parallel to the back of the body. In this situation, it becomes 

dear th a t the palm is the salient part of the hand because it faces frontwards. This then 

contributes to  the understanding of the polysemy structure of kaf yad - ‘hand, palm’, 

where the polysemy obtains between a whole and a salient part of that whole. Similarly, 

aspects of the polysemy of ’ecba - ‘finger, toe’ and ciporen - ‘fingernail, toenail’ can be 

understood in terms of the salience of the upper part of the body as compared to the 

lower part. In each case, the unmarked sense of the polysemous term is taken from the 

more salient frame i.e. the one which corresponds to a  section of the upper part of the 

body.

While some areas of the frame of the lay observer exhibit lexical density, other areas 

exhibit lexical elaboration. In other words, for some parts of the body, there are many 

different terms. These are usually involved in the sexual functioning of the body. The 

different terms have somewhat different connotations and may be euphemistic or obscene. 

In Modern Hebrew, it is noteworthy that there are many more terms for male sexual 

organs than for female sexual organs. The breasts are the only "typically" female part of 

the body for which there are several different terms.

Euphemistic terms tend to allude to the body part by referring to a physical charac

teristic of the part, as in ’axorayim - ‘backside’, where ’axor is a  space word, ‘back’, and
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ha-katan, literally, "the small one", to  refer to  the penis in a  way which avoids connection 

w ith its sexual function for which it is not small. Some terms for sexual organs allude to 

other biological functions of the part. For example, the children’s word pipi, as used to  

refer to either the male or the female sexual organs, avoids any mention of sex which sug

gests tha t elimination is less of a  taboo bioogical function.

Words for parts of the arm  have a  particularly interesting history. Table 9 (given in 

section 4.5.1 as Table 1) summarizes arm term s (without the fingers) in Biblical Hebrew 

and Modern Hebrew.

B iblical H ebrew M odern  H ebrew

yad arm, hand arm, hand

zro’a arm upper arm
(?upper arm) (arm)

’ama lower arm forearm
cubit (cubit)

kaf hand (?palm) spoon
utensil (hand)

kaf yad hand (?palm) hand, palm

gav ha-yad back of the hand

T able 9

In addition, note tha t while Biblical Hebrew has bohen for both ‘thum b’ and ‘big toe’ and 

Mishnaic Hebrew has both bohen and ’agitdal for both ‘thumb’ and ‘big toe’, in the 

modern language there seems to  be a  fairly clear separation with bohen used for ‘big toe’ 

and ’agitdal used for ‘thum b’. Furthermore, a  number of terms for parts of the arm  are 

used as measure words including ’ama-forearm, cubit’, ’ec6a - ‘finger, fingerbreadth’, and 

zeret - ‘pinky, span’. In each case, it is most likely th a t the measure sense of the term
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developed from the body part sense of the term. Finally, it seems tha t Modern Hebrew 

motnayim  - ‘waist’ once named parts on the lower back and yarex - ‘thigh’ once named 

a  part included in the area from above the knee to the hip.

A number of semantic relationships link the term s in the frame of the lay observer of 

the human figure. Most terms are linked by the ‘part-oF relationship. For example, 

’a f - ‘nose’ is a part-of panim  - ‘face’ which is a  part-of ros - ‘head’ which is a part-of 

guf - ‘body’ and yarex - ‘thigh’ is a  part-of regel - ‘leg’ which is a part-of guf - ‘body’. 

(Of course, there are many more examples of this sort.) There are also terms linked by the 

‘kind-of! relationship, as in ’agudal - ‘thum b’, ’ecba - ‘index finger’, 'tm i - ‘middle 

finger’, kmica - ‘ring finger’, and zeret - ‘pinky’, all of which are kinds of fingers. And 

there are other relationships, particularly ‘in’ and ‘on’. For example, sen - ‘tooth’ and 

laHon - ‘tongue’ are in the mouth; ’or - ‘skin’ and se ’ar - ‘hair’ are on the body. Rather 

than limiting the data and the discussion to those terms that fit into a partonomic struc

turing of the domain, I have characterized the semantic domain structure in terms of 

Fillmore’s ‘frame’ which permits a variety of semantic structures.
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N otes to  C h ap ter 4

1. While only one informant completed the card-sorting task, many others agreed that 
cavar - 'neck’ was not part of r o / -  ‘head’ or guf - ‘trunk’ and that 
katef - ‘shoulder’ could be categorized with either guf - ‘trunk’ or gad - ‘arm ’. 
One female informant was asked to  think of the body as a  book and divide the book 
into chapters reporting the name of each chapter. She included ros - ‘head’ and 
guf - ‘trunk’ in her list of chapters. When asked whether cavar belonged to  the 
chapter entitled ros or the one entitled guf, her response was tha t it belonged in its 
own chapter between ros - ‘head’ and guf - ‘trunk’.

2. Liston (1972) calls neck a connector. McClure (1975) excludes the category neck 
from the hierarchical ordering of body parts.

3. Indeed it is awkward to say ha-guf xelek set ha-guf - ‘The body/trunk is part of the 
body/trunk’. Clearly this awkwardness is a result of the polysemous term 
guf - ‘body, trunk’ which is interpreted as ‘body’ in the absence of a context which 
selects out ‘trunk’. Nevertheless ‘trunk’ is one of the senses of the term guf. See 
section 4.3.

4. panim  is either masculine or feminine in gender and hence either masculine adjec
tive forms (yafe - ‘pretty’) or feminine adjective forms ( ’agulot - ‘round’) may be 
used.

5. In Mishnaic Hebrew we find the terms ceda and cidSa for ‘temple’, where cidSa is 
morphologically the feminine form of ceda. In the modern language it occurs in 
connection with hair as in the expression se ’ar m a’ajir ba-cda'im (hair greying 
in-the-temples) - ‘greying hair a t the temples’ which conjures up an image of a 
dignified man. The term ceda is not commonly used in the modern spoken 
language.

6. Not everyone has such an indentation below the lower lip. More importantly, the 
illustration of the face used in the picture-based elicitation task did not have this 
marked.

7. The term gvin - ‘eyebrow’ is found in written literature, both prose and poetry. It 
is typically used in referring to a m an’s eyebrow. As is the case with gaba, gvin is 
related to gav - ‘back’.

8. Neither ’arubat ha-’agin - ‘(the) eyesocket’ nor galgal ha-’ayin - ‘(the) eyeball’ 
occur frequently in everyday conversations. They are included here since they are 
known and would not be considered technical terms. The term galgal ha-’ayin is 
additionally problematic since although more than half of the informants readily 
volunteered the term, three others simply refused to accept it as a name for the eye
ball. The term does appear in Even-Shoshan.

9. In Mishnaic Hebrew, the term z if - ‘bristle, whisker’ is used for ‘eyelash’. See 
Bekh. 44.
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10. Speakers are not always aware of the etymological relationship of nouns and verbal 
roots, especially if it is a root which contains a "defective" consonant such as W. 
’a f’a f - ‘eyelid’ which is underlyingly 5a/‘ui/ is unrelated to ’a f - ‘nose’.

11. The -on suffix is a  productive morpheme in Hebrew. It is used with nouns as in 
safsal - ‘bench5, safsalon - ‘little bench’ as well as with adjectives such as 
katan - ‘small’, ktanton - ‘very small’.

12. Neither Biblical Hebrew data  nor Mishnaic Hebrew data reveal exactly w hat part of 
the eye is designated with bavat ha- ’ayin.

13. Even-Shoshan lists the term kastit - ‘iris’ which is related to ke$et - ‘bow, arch’. 
No informant volunteered the term keset; some used the English term iris.

14. In the written language, the term xotem may be used of people without necessarily 
having a derogatory connotation.

15. The term ‘mouthspace’ has been made up for the purpose of translating xalal ha-pe 
in a way which conveys its sense to the reader; ‘oral cavity’ would not have accom
plished this.

16. Both xex - ‘palate’ and xanixayim  - ‘gums’, whose underlying tri-consonantal root 
is HNK, are cognate with the Arabic term hanak - ‘palate’. For 
xanixayim - ‘gums’ and Zinayim - ‘teeth’, see section 4.7 on body part terms that 
use the morphological dual for their plural forms.

17. Sentence (10) is a quote from a novel by A. B. Yehoshua (1982:278) who is well 
known for using what might be called ‘Modern Standard W ritten Hebrew’ in his 
fictional writing, in contrast to earlier writers who preferred using Mishnaic or Bibl
ical Hebrew. It is for this reason that this example is included here.

18. Informants had no problem considering ’ozen - ‘ear’ part of panim - ‘face' even 
though the ear is on the side of the face.

19. The word ’afarkeset is an old borrowing from Greek prochoos - ‘funnel’.

20. According to Even-Shoshan (1982) a katef is an end of a sexem—i.e. katef and lexem  
are not synonyms in Biblical Hebrew. The data presented in (#23  - #26) support 
the claim that katef and sexem are synonyms in Biblical Hebrew.

21. Curiously enough, sxamim, the expected plural of sexem does not occur. Rather, 
the plural of texem  is %xamot which is also the plural of sixma - ‘shoulder blade’ 
(see section 5.1).

22. The term bet ha-sexi seems to be of Mishnaic Hebrew origin. In Mishnaic Hebrew 
the form sexi occurs alone.

23. According to Even-Shoshan (1977) the term dad is used in Biblical Hebrew for ‘nip
ple’. Citing some of the data, Even-Shoshan (1982) claims that the term dad is used 
in Biblical Hebrew for ‘breast’. According to Kosawski (1957) the term dad is used
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in Mishnaic Hebrew for ‘breast’. Citing some of the same data Even-Shoshan (1982) 
claims tha t the term dad is used in Mishnaic Hebrew for ‘nipple’. The ambiguous 
data in the Biblical Hebrew and the Mishnaic Hebrew citations are sentences about 
children being breast-fed. In Modern Hebrew dad - ‘breast’ would only be used in 
poetry and formal prose.

24. The singular form pitma has the plural form ptamot in the pattern of
CiCCa/CCaCot as in simla/smalot - ‘dress/es’. Many informants used the form 
*pitmot for the plural of pitma following the regular pattern of alternation of fem
inine singular/plural endings -a/-ot, as in m ita/m itot - ‘bed/beds’. In addition, it 
follows a tendency in the modern language to abolish the distinction between the 
construct plural (pitmot) and the ordinary plural (ptamot).

25. Ben-Amotz and Ben-Yehuda (1982:158) offer the following:

’eyn l a - n u  x a z i y a  l J - ’ a v a t i x i m  k a - ’ e l e
n o t  t o - u s  b r a  f o r - w a t e r m e l o n s  l i k e - t h e s e

We don’t have a bra for watermelons like these.

It is clear tha t ’avatixim - ‘watermelons’ is being used metaphorically for 
sadayim - ‘(two) breasts'. The February, 1979 issue of National Lampoon included 
‘An Extensive List of Commonly Heard Funny Names for Parts of the Human 
Body’. Among the 33 names listed for breasts were cantaloupes, casabas, and 
melons. The use of names of various kinds of melons for breasts is based on similar
ity of shape,and in some cases size is also a factor. In additions, melons are good to 
eat and quench one’s thirst. The sexual association is clear.

26. The Yiddish word pupik is of Slavic origins. It is also a doublet of the Yiddish term 
pempik - ‘paunch, potbelly’.

27. None of the standard English dictionary definitions fits exactly one of the folk uses 
of groin which might be paraphrased as ‘the region of the genital organs’. It is this 
folk use of groin which is the best gloss for the Hebrew term mifsa’a . It should be 
noted tha t Even-Shoshan (1982) defines mifsa’a as "the lower part of the belly 
(beten) where it joins the thigh {yarex}' which is not the sense in which speakers use 
the term.

28. The term ’erva is used in Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew to refer to the 
external genitals of men or women. Standard editions of the Bible and the Mishna 
translate the word ’erva as ‘nakedness’, clearly a  euphemism. In Modern Hebrew 
’erva occurs in the compound noun se ’ar ’erva - ‘pubic hair’ without any special 
connotation.

29. In Hebrew any adjective can be nominalized by adding the definite article ha- to  it: 
gadol - ‘big’, ha-gadol - ‘the big one’.

30. In Mishnaic Hebrew ’ecba - ‘finger’ and ’ama - ‘middle finger’ are euphemisms for 
the penis. The extension is no doubt based on similarity of shape (Jer. Yev. 7:2; 
Mikv. 8:3). I have also heard regel Slifit - ‘third leg’ and ha-regel ben stey 
ha-bhonot - ‘the leg between the two (big) toes’ as ways of referring to the penis.
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The latter is comparable to  the English middle leg.

31. The term smok is undoubtedly related to the German word Schmuck - ‘jewelry’, 
making the Yiddish/Hebrew word reminiscent of the English phrase the family 
jewels as a euphemism for the male sexual organs.

32. In Biblical Hebrew the term set is used for ‘buttocks’. The plural form ’agavot 
(sg. ’agava - ‘lust’) is only used in the written language of Modern Hebrew for ‘but
tocks’.

33. While it appears tha t yasvan should be glossed ‘seat’, I have chosen to use ‘but
tocks’ mainly because both the Hebrew term yasvan and the English term buttocks 
seem to be the "official" names for this part of the body. I do not want to claim 
tha t English butt is equivalent to buttocks. I have chosen to translate (#39) and 
(#40) with butt simply because it sounds odd to say She has cute buttocks.

34. Obviously, the plural morpheme is already functioning as an indicator of more than 
one when it names the whole. Phonologically, it is impossible to add another plural 
morpheme.

35. The February, 1979 issue of National Lampoon includes 47 terms for the buttocks 
in ‘An Extensive List of Commonly Heard Funny Names for Parts of the Human 
Body’. It is far beyond the scope of the present study to discuss all of these terms.

36. I am told tha t ’akuz adds a slight ironic twist to a  statement perhaps because it is 
stylistically high yet has the kuz sound which echoes the vulgar word kus.

37. Amichai is a modern Israeli poet and writer. Examples (#46) and (#47) are taken 
from the single novel tha t he has written.

38. Other terms for measuring the circumference of the trunk a t different places are
xaze - ‘bust’ and hekef ha-yrexayim - ‘hips’.

39. It is not terribly helpful to the reader to provide a gloss for a  Hebrew term with an
uncommon sense of an English word. Although the definition given for loin in 
several standard English dictionaries (The Oxford English Dictionary. W ebster’s 
Third New International Dictionary, and The American Heritage Dictionary) is "the 
part of a human being or quadruped lying on each side of the spinal column between
the hip bone and the false rib" (s.v. loin, W3), few speakers of English actually use
loins (as the plural of loin) in this way. It seems tha t speakers of English use loins 
to designate an area which includes the lower abdomen and/or the pubic area 
and/or the upper thigh area. This may be as a result of confusion with groin (which 
is itself problematic) and/or as a result of knowing that a loin-cloth is a garment 
which covers the genitals. (Perhaps most speakers of English don’t  know tha t a loin 
chop is a cut of meat from the back part of an animal and above the rump.) In 
any event, the common usage of loins does not correspond to  the first definition in 
any of the standard English dictionaries. The common usage of loins corresponds to 
the second definition in Webster’s Third and the third definition in The American 
Heritage. The Biblical Hebrew data and the Mishnaic Hebrew data do not really 
provide much information about the exact location of motnayim. As such, it is
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difficult to  decide which of the English definitions is most appropriate. The data  
suggest th a t in these periods of Hebrew the location of motnayim  would be as stated 
in the first definitions of these English dictionaries. As such loins is used here.

40. Although no t in use in the modem spoken language, the term xalacayim  substitutes 
for motnayim  in Biblical Hebrew (see, for example Job 38:3 and Isa. 5:27) as an 
area of the body which is covered or bound. (See note 62 as well.)

41. Of further interest is the Old High German word lentin - ‘kidneys, loins’ which 
provides additional support for the claim tha t loins would be on the back of the 
body.

42. One wonders why Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew only have motnayim, the 
dual/plural form, especially if the term  refers to  parts on either side of the spinal 
column. It seems th a t even in a  context which specifies only one of these two parts 
(#53 - 2 Sam 20:8) the dual/plural form occurs, motnav =  motn +  -av, 3rd person 
masculine plural possessed of singular possessor pronominal suffix.

43. No speaker who accepted (#63a) - (#63c) interpreted break as in break a pen cil 
The interpretations of break included: render non-functional; break apart or dislo
cate; and break with a  hammer or smash. These speakers do not conceptualize 
elbows, knuckles, or knees as points.

44. While it is clear th a t yad is polysemous meaning ‘arm, hand’ (see section 4.5.1), here 
perek ha-yad m ust be interpreted as ‘(the) hand jo in t’ and not ‘(the) arm jo in t’. 
There is already another term for the arm joint— marpek - ‘elbow’. There does not 
seem to be a  word for the hip jo in t in Hebrew. The compound noun ’agan 
yrexayim  - ‘pelvis’ literally means ‘basin (of the) thighs’.

45. In Hebrew the term  xek is functionally similar to lap although they do not name the 
same anatomical area. The term xek names the area extending from the chest to  the 
arms when in the hugging configuration.

46. In the contexts given above (#70, # 7 4 , #81 , #82), the singular form perek ha-’ecba 
is particularly odd probably because there is not a  great chance th a t someone would 
have arthritis, scrape, break or dislocate just one.

47. According to  Even-Shoshan (1982), perek - ‘joint’ has been superseded by the term  
mifrak. In addition, he claims th a t perek is used for the sections between the joints. 
Informants used mifrak for ‘jo in t’ in the illustration of the skeleton, suggesting th a t 
this might be considered a more technical term than perek.

48. I am grateful to  Paul Kay and David Magier who helped me work out the general 
analysis on joints and to  Rutie Adler and Chana Kronfeld for many of the particu
lars regarding Hebrew joints.

49. There is an overlap of 16.6%—i.e. 16.6% of the speakers used the term zro ’a for 
both the whole arm  and the upper arm.
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50. W ithout synonymous parallelism, it would be possible to interpret the phrase yad 
xazaka u-zro’a rotuya as "hand strong and-arm extended" since the term yad means 
‘arm ’ and ‘hand’ in Biblical Hebrew.

51. In Mishnaic Hebrew there is an occurrence of zro’a that suggests the term referred 
to  just the upper arm of the human body (see Ohal. 1:8). However, for the most 
part, the term is used in the context of animal sacrifice and refers to  an animal’s 
foreleg or some part thereof. It is beyond the scope of the present work to  deter
mine the exact referent of zro ’a as a  non-human (i.e. quadruped) body part term .

52. In Mishnaic Hebrew the term ’amat ha-Sexi refers to the upper arm; the term is not 
used in Modern Hebrew. In this compound, the modifying noun sexi is the same 
noun as appears in the term bet ha-fexi - ‘underarm’. It seems tha t the term ’ama 
is generalized and used for sections above as well as below the elbow. This is not 
th a t surprising given the similarity of shape between the upper arm and the lower 
arm. There are other extended uses of the term ’ama for long narrow objects. As 
noted above, ’ama is the name for the middle finger; in Mishnaic Hebrew it is a 
euphemism for the penis.

53. The word kaf is also the name of a  letter in the Hebrew alphabet, the current form 
of which is a descendant of the Canaanite letter. According to Even-Shoshan 
(1982), the letter got its name because of its similarity in shape to  a hand. In spite 
of this, speakers of Modern Hebrew do not seem to associate the name of the letter 
with the body part term.

54. As discussed below, perhaps kaf is also ‘palm’.

55. In Mishnaic Hebrew the situation is similar to Biblical Hebrew except tha t there are 
no occurrences of kaf yad (Jastrow 1950).

56. An alternate form of ’agitdal is gudal; the latter is never used in Modern Hebrew.

57. Even-Shoshan (1982) defines the verb kamac as ‘take with three fingers’ and kmica 
as ‘the third finger, (the one) with which one takes’. None of the Biblical Hebrew 
data  tha t he cites suggests anything about ‘three fingers’. In fact kmica as a  finger 
name doesn’t  occur in the Bible. My informants rejected Even-Shoshan’s "etymol
ogy" of kmica.

58. According to Jastrow (1950) who cites Men. 11a zeret - ‘pinky’ is used for measur
ing zcret - ‘span’.

59. There is a suspicious similarity between the Hebrew word creda and the Slavic root 
srcd- meaning ‘middle’. It is unlikely th a t this is anything more than coincidence 
since the Hebrew word is of Mishnaic origin. It is unlikely tha t there was contact 
between speakers of Slavic languages and speakers of Hebrew before the end of the 
19th century when Hebrew began to be revived as a spoken language by Jews of 
Russian and Eastern European backgrounds.

60. It is likely tha t these two senses are related. Carnations are any of numerous
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varieties of Dianthus caryophyllus, commonly known as ‘clove pink’, a group of 
clove scented flowers. In spite of this, speakers do not necessarily associate the spice 
and the flower.

61. It might be significant th a t the speakers who used yarex for the outer hip area were 
all in the 50 year-old group. Furthermore, some of these speakers initially used 
sokaytm for ‘thighs’ instead of for ‘calves’, but changed their minds when they 
found themselves confused and/or without a term for ‘calf.

62. yrexayim also substitutes for xalacayim in Biblical Hebrew as an area of the body 
exhibiting procreative power. The word xalacayim is not commonly used in Modern 
Hebrew other than in these archaisms. (See note #40, as well.)

63. Obviously, there is no way of proving this.

64. For more on the verb ’akav, see section 6.2.

65. I have also heard ha-ciporen sel ha-’ecba ba-regel (literally, the (finger)nail of the 
finger/toe in the-leg/foot) for ‘toenail’, which seems to be a  description rather than 
a name. It is, however, a way of distinguishing the toenail from the fingernail.

66. The "correct" form sa'ara is less common than sa’ara - ‘a  (single strand of) hair’, 
the result of vowel reduction.

67. Even-Shoshan (1982) suggests that safam  - ‘moustache’ might be related to 
safa - ‘lip’.

68. See section 6.2 for a  suggestion about the relationship of zakan - ‘beard’ and the 
verb zaken - ‘be old’.

69. The word ramax is a kind of acronym. Every letter in the Hebrew alphabet has an 
assigned numerical value. The value of r(esh) is 200, of m(em) is 40, and of x(et), is
8. The total value of ramax is 248, the total number of parts of the body counted 
by the Jewish sages.

70. The Biblical Hebrew expression mey raglayim (leg water) - ‘urine’ is a  euphemism.

71. Curiously enough, sad - ‘breast’ is a masculine gender noun contrary to expectation 
given that it is most typically a female part. One female speaker spontaneously 
used the feminine form of an adjective in a phrase with this body part word rather 
than the correct masculine form. When I asked her about it, she said she knew that 
sad was a masculine gender noun, but thought it ought to be feminine. Clearly, she 
associated the term  with the thing it named, a  part of the female body, rather than 
with any grammatical information about the word itself.
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Chapter Five: T he Expert Observer and th e  Experiencer o f  Body Sensations

5.0 Introductory Rem arks

In the preceding chapter, I presented a  set of d a ta  corresponding to  one mode of 

experiencing the body—i.e. th a t of the lay observer of the human figure as a visually per

ceived object. The data, representing the "external" perspective, included names for 

external parts, visible internal parts, body coverings, and body fluids. In this chapter, I 

discuss two sets of da ta  each of which corresponds to  another mode of experiencing the 

body. These are the expert observer and the experiencer of body sensations. The discus

sion begins with the mode of the expert observer whose perspective is "internal".

5.1 The Expert Observer

The expert observer has special knowledge about the human body much of which has 

become part of the layman’s knowledge. For instance, the expert observer has knowledge 

about the internal body. (S)he knows about the position, size, shape, color, and functions 

of the internal organs, bones, blood vessels, etc., as well as the interconnections of these 

parts and the systems and sub-systems to which they belong. (Only the ideal expert 

observer possesses all of this information.) (S)he knows words which are part of everyday 

vocabulary and words which are not part of everyday vocabulary. An expert term in the 

sense intended here is a  term whose denotation has been stipulated by, or when challenged 

can be settled by, "authorities" recognized as possessors of specialized knowledge about 

the the domain in question. In this case, the "authorities" possess knowledge about the 

structure and function of the human body and its parts. The expert observer may use 

technical as well as non-technical terminology. A technical term in the sense intended 

here is a term whose form and/or precise meaning the layman would not know because 

they require special training.
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The layman who has acquired some of the expert observer’s knowledge about the 

body uses a  number of words including, for example, heart, lung, muscle, and nerve, none 

of which are technical terms. A t the same time, a  layman may use a term which for a 

variety of reasons is considered technical without full knowledge about the thing it names. 

Thus, it is also possible for technical terms to acquire folk uses. An example of this is the 

term solar plexus which is the technical anatomical term  for "a great network of nerves 

and ganglia, situated behind the stomach and in front of the aorta and crura of the 

diaphragm" (Gray 1909:997). Colloquially, solar plexus refers to a not very well defined 

spot "deep in the pit of the stomach" which is contemplated during meditation. Speakers 

of English who contemplate their solar plexuses are unlikely to know the anatomical 

details of the body part or even that the solar plexus is a body part. Perhaps they are 

aware th a t the term is of Latin origin or a t least not a typical sounding English word.

Different languages create technical terminology in different ways. Much of the 

English technical terminology used in anatomy, physiology, and medicine makes use of 

the morpholexical resources of Latin. Technical terminology in Hebrew tends to be 

created from the lexical material of the different periods of Hebrew using Hebrew word 

formation devices and processes.

For the most part, the data presented here are not technical terms. Technical terms 

are mentioned and discussed for the purpose of comparison with the better-known expert 

observer terms and to point out some differences between English and Hebrew.

5.1.1 Internal Organs

The first group of words to be discussed are names for internal organs followed by 

names for bones. In addition, names for blood vessels and other connective tissues are 

presented.
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The names for major internal organs include moaz - ‘brain’, lev - ‘heart’, 

re’a - ‘lung’, keva - ‘stomach’, kaved - ‘liver’, kilya - ‘kidney’, lavlav - ‘pancreas’, 

txol - ‘spleen’, rexem  - ‘uterus, womb’, and m e’ayim - ‘intestines’. Except for
1 A 4

m e’ayim - ‘intestines’, a dual/plural form, all of these are simple terms.

Some organs consist of various parts which are designated in a  variety of ways. For 

example, two parts of the brain are designated with noun +  adjective expressions: moax 

gadol (large brain) - ‘cerebrum’ and moax katan (small brain) - ‘cerebellum’. The term 

moax may also be used for ‘cerebrum’, suggesting tha t term is used for the whole brain as 

well as for the largest part of the brain. Note that moax in the sense of ‘brain’ is not a 

technical term and moaz in the sense of ‘cerebrum’ is technical. Another part of the brain 

is named with a compound term: moax ha-sidra (the-spine brain) - ‘(the) medulla’. The 

cerebrum and cerebellum are named based on their relative sizes and the medulla appears 

to be named based on its anatomical status as the continuation of the spinal cord.

The term moax appears in the Bible in the compound m o’ax ’acamot in the sense of 

‘marrow’, as shown in (#  1).

1) . . . u - m o a x  ’ a c m o t - a v  y ^ s u k a
a n d - m a r r o w  ( o f )  b o n e s - h i s  i s - m o i s t e n e d  

...and the marrow of his bones is moistened 
(Job 21:24).

Although moaz may have been used for ‘brain’ in Biblical Hebrew as well, there is no 

written record of it. There is evidence that in Mishnaic Hebrew moax is used for ‘brain’, 

as shown in (#  2).

2 ) ’ eyn  lo  moax b p - k o d k o d - o  
n o t  t o - h i m  b r a i n  i n - h e a d - h i s  
He has no brain in his head (Yev. 9a).
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In the same way th a t the marrow is the soft tissue in the bones, so too the brain is the 

soft tissue in the skull.^ ® Use of the same term for both ‘marrow’ and ‘brain’ presumes 

expert knowledge resulting from familiarity with the inside of bones and skulls, perhaps 

through the examination of corpses and carcasses. Only someone who has seen the si m i- 

larity between the tissue in the bones and the tissue in the skull could make the com

parison.

As mentioned above, terms used by the expert observer are not necessarily technical 

and sometimes there are technical terms alongside the commonly used expert observer 

terms. Such is the situation with terms that name parts of the brain. Thus, for example, 

alongside moax gadol (large brain) - ‘cerebrum’ there is moax - ‘cerebrum’ and alongside 

moax katan (small brain) - ‘cerebellum’, we find moxax - ‘cerebellum’. The form moxax 

is a diminutive of moax suggesting that moxax is a caique from Latin where cerebellum is 

also a diminutive of cerebrum. Finally, alongside moax ha-sidra (the-spine brain) - ‘(the) 

medulla’, we find moax m o’orax (elongated brain/marrow) - ‘medulla oblongata’ which 

also seems to be a  caique from Latin where medulla means ‘marrow’ and 

oblongata - ‘elongated’ is a derivative of longus - ‘long’. The difference between moax 

ha-sidra (the-spine brain) - ‘(the) medulla’ and moax mo ’orax - ‘medulla oblongata’ can 

also be characterized in terms of anatomical accuracy. Given the earlier sense of 

moax - ‘marrow’ (which has been replaced by bsad  (fat) - ‘marrow’), another possible 

analysis of moax ha-sidra is "the-spine marrow" or ‘spinal cord’. Indeed the spinal cord is 

the soft tissue inside the spinal column which consists of a  series of bones. Technically, 

moax ha-sidra is ‘spinal cord’, but xut ha-sidra (the-spine cord) - ‘(the) spinal cord’ is the 

more commonly used expression for this part of the body. Although moax ha-sidra is rea

sonable and can be motivated anatomically and linguistically, it is anatomically more 

accurate to call the medulla moax m o’orax.
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The forms used by the expert observer who is a  speaker of Hebrew differ from those 

used by the expert observer who is a  speaker of English. Whereas the Hebrew speaker 

uses native stock—Hebrew words—even for technical terms, the English speaker uses 

Latinate terms. Furthermore, in English there is no non-technical way of referring to 

some parts. Compare, for example, moax katan - ‘small brain’ motivated within Hebrew 

with its English equivalent cerebellum.

The intestines are divided into two major parts each of which is designated with a

noun +  adjective phrase. In Hebrew, mo’i dak (thin intestine) - ‘small intestine’ and ms’i

gas (bulky intestine) - ‘large intestine’ name the upper and lower parts of the intestines,

respectively. These sections of the intestines differ with respect to their relative widths;

only one of the Hebrew phrases specifies the width of the intestine: m o ’i dak (thin

intestine) - ‘small intestine’. Note th a t although both of the English terms refer to the

size of the intestine, neither specifies the width. Both the small intestine and the large

intestine are divided into several parts each of which is named; two of these are given

here. The term  tresaryan - ‘duodenum’ names the first section of the small intestine, the

part closest to  the stomach. The term tresaryan is a phonologically reduced form of the

Aramaic word tre-’asar - ‘twelve’ and the suffix -an (see section 6.2.1). The length of the

section— approximately twelve fingers—is the motivation for the name. The derived term

toseftan - ‘appendix’ names the small sac-like appendage which extends from part of the

large intestine. The term toseftan - ‘appendix’ consists of the word tosefet - ‘addition’ 

6and the suffix -an. As was the case with different parts of the brain, the expert observer 

who is a speaker of English uses Latin terms for these parts and the expert observer who 

is a speaker of Hebrew uses Hebrew (or Semitic) terms.

Other internal parts are named with complex or compound terms. Both 

sar’efet - ‘diaphragm’ and ’armonit - ‘prostate’ are complex forms; the etymology of
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each of these words is not immediately transparent. Both terms are comparatively new 

coinages—neither occurs in Biblical Hebrew or in Mishnaic Hebrew as a body part term. 

Even-Shoshan (1982) suggests tha t sar’efet - ‘diaphragm7 might be related to 

sar’apa - ‘branch’; the phonological similarity is obvious, but the semantic relationship is 

not. The Hebrew word ’armonit - ‘prostate’ appears to be derived from 

’armon - ‘chestnut’, reflecting the prostate gland’s similarity in size and shape to  a chest

nut (Gray 1909:1215). Note th a t the word prostata is commonly used for this internal 

organ; the Latin term prostata may have entered the Hebrew speaker’s lexicon through 

any of the European languages with which Hebrew was in contact early in this century.

Both kis ha-mara (the-gall/bile pocket) - ‘(the) gall bladder’ and salpuxit 

ha-Seten (the-urine sac) - ‘(the) bladder’ are compound terms which are clearly 

motivated. Note that the word mara is the morphologically feminine form of 

mar - ‘b itter’; gall/bile is a  bitter fluid. The word mara is sometimes used alone for ‘gall 

bladder’ which may be a result of a tendency to shorten long expressions. Some speakers 

use kis ha-seten (the-urine pocket) for ‘bladder’, perhaps by analogy with kis ha-mara.

There are two other terms used by the expert observer tha t name internal organs. 

These are Zaxala - ‘ovary’ and xacocra (trumpet) - ‘Fallopian tube’. The word 

saxala (often pronounced saxla) is an unmotivated term. The word xacocra - ‘trum pet’ 

has been borrowed into the lexical semantic domain of body part terminology. Perhaps 

xacocra - ‘trum pet’ is used for ‘Fallopian tube’ because the the shape of a  Fallopian tube 

resembles that of a trumpet.

As already mentioned, the layman only has some of the expert observer’s knowledge 

about the human body. Some of the responses from informants who completed the 

picture-based elicitation task provide evidence for this. When viewing the illustrations of 

the internal body, the informants (for the most part, laymen and not expert observers)
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usually knew the names for internal organs, but could not always identify the correspond

ing parts. Thus, moax - ‘brain’, lev - ‘heart’, re’a - ‘lung’, keva - ‘stomach’, 

kaved - ‘liver’, kilya - ‘kidney’, rexem - ‘uterus, womb’, m e’ayim - ‘intestines’, and 

toseftan - ‘appendix’ were named and identified easily. The parts which were not always 

identified correctly include lavlav - ‘pancreas’, txol - ‘spleen’, kis ha-mara (the-gall/bile 

pocket) - ‘(the) gall bladder’, sar’efet - ‘diaphragm’, ’armonit - ‘prostate’, 

saxala - ‘ovary’, and xacocra (trumpet) - ‘Fallopian tube’.

Knowledge of the existence of these words and knowledge of the existence of the 

body parts does not necessarily mean knowledge of anatomical information about the 

body parts. Many speakers claim only th a t someone with a special kind of expertise could 

identify all of the internal organs. It is not surprising tha t urban dwellers who do not 

butcher their own meat and who belong to a society which frowns upon autopsy know 

relatively little about the internal body. For the layman, the infrequently used terms for 

the lesser known internal organs have the status of medical or technical terms. It is only 

in these contexts tha t the non-expert would have the occasion to use these lexical items.

5.1.2 Bones, Blood Vessels, Muscles, and Other Connectives

Having discussed terms which name internal organs, I will now present terms for 

bones, blood vessels, muscles, and other connective tissues.

While some bones and sets of bones have special names, most bones are designated 

with a compound form whose head noun is the simple term  ’ecem - ‘bone’ and whose 

modifying noun is the term for the appropriate body part. Some examples of these 

include ’ecem ha-zro’a (bone (of) the-(upper) arm) - ‘(the) (upper) arm bone’, ’ecem 

ha-yarex (bone (of) the-thigh) - ‘(the) thigh bone’, and ’ecem ha-’akev (bone (of) 

the-heel) - ‘(the) heel bone’. The data presented here include terms for bones and sets of 

bones with special names.
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The simple term seled - ‘skeleton’ refers to  the entire assembly of bones in the body.

V •The term  seled occurs in Mishnaic Hebrew in reference to the remains of a  burnt or 

decayed body still distinguishable in shape, as shown in ( #  3).

3) m et s e - n i s r a f  v j - s i l d - o
c o r p s e  r e l . - w a s  b u r n t  a n d - r e m a i n s - i t s

k ay erne t 
ex i s t s

A corpse which was burnt and its remains exist...(Nid. 27b).

Perhaps seled came to be used for ‘skeleton’ because a body retains its shape only if the

skeleton remains intact.

The complex term gulgolet - ‘skull’ is related to  the nominal root GLGL - ‘sphere’, 

a reduplicated form. The derivation of the term gulgolet - ‘skull’ from GLGL - ‘sphere’ 

is based on the similarity in shape between a  skull and a  sphere. The simple term 

leset - ‘jaw ’ names one of the bones of the face. In Hebrew, as in English, the mandible 

and the maxilla are taken as two entities in the same category and have the same superor

dinate, leset/jaw. In Hebrew these are designated with noun -I- adjective phrases: leset 

’elyona. - ‘upper jaw’; and leset taxtona - ‘lower jaw ’. The English technical terms for 

these parts are of Latin origin: maxilla - ‘upper jaw ’; and mandible - ‘lower jaw ’.

The compound noun bet ha-xaze (house (of) the-chest) - ‘(the) rib cage’ names the 

connected set of bones which "house" the organs in the chest. The head noun of the com

pound, bet- (the construct form of bay it - ‘house, enclosed place’) has been borrowed 

from another semantic domain into the body part domain. (See sections 2.2 and 4.3) 

Notice the difference between the Hebrew term and the English term for this set of bones. 

The Hebrew term suggests the similarity in appearance between the structure of the set of 

bones and a house (or enclosed place) and the English term focuses on the composition of
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the structure—a rib cage is a cage made up of ribs.

The simple term cela - ‘rib’ names the most numerous of the bones of the rib cage

which is made up of other bones as well. In Biblical Hebrew there are some examples of

the term  cela used to  refer to the side of objects such as tables (Bxod. 26:35) or mountains

(2 Sam. 16:13). Perhaps this developed as a result of viewing the ribs as being on the side

of the body. The compound noun ’ecem ha-bariax (bone the-latch) - ‘(the) clavicle’

names a bone at the top end of the rib cage. The term ’ecem ha-bariax seems to be more

commonly used for this bone than the technically correct word mafteax (key) - ‘clavicle’,

a caique from the Latin term clavicle (small key), a learned word for this bone among

English speakers. The commonly used English term collarbone names the bone based on

its position with respect to an article of clothing worn on or near it. If used at all, the

terms mafteax (key) or mafteax ha-lev (key (of) the-heart) name the bone to which the

7ribs are connected a t the front of the rib cage—‘breastbone’.

At the back of the body the ribs are joined to the spine which is made up of many 

small bones. In Hebrew the compound term ’amud sidra (column (of) spine) - ‘spine’ or 

‘spinal column’ names this set of connected bones. Each of the small bones is named by 

the term xulya - ‘vertebra’ which is borrowed into the body part domain as apparent 

from the phrase xulyot ha-Xarseret (links (of) the-chain) - ‘links of the chain’. The 

top-most group of vertebrae are called mifreket, a derived word related to  the root 

PRK - ‘section’. (The term mifreket occurs in the phrase savar ’et mifraki-o (broke OBJ 

neck vertebrae-his) - ‘broke his neck’.) The bottom-most bone of the spine is designated 

with compound terms one of which is a technical anatomical term and the other of which 

may be a caique from English. The compound form ’ecem ha-’ace (bone (of) 

the-coccyx) - ‘(the) coccyx’ is a  technical term and the compound form ’ecem 

ha-zanav (bone (of) the-tail) - ‘(the) tail bone’ is so named because of the vestigial tail
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tha t it represents in the human body. Another bone a t  the back of the rib cage is named 

by the term sixma - ‘shoulder blade’, morphologically the feminine of sexem - ‘shoulder’. 

(See section 4.4)

There are two other bones named with special terms: ’agan yrexayim (basin (of) 

thighs) - ‘pelvis’ (see section 4.6) and pikat ha-berex (protrusion the-knee) - ‘(the) 

kneecap’. Each of these are compound terms whose head nouns are not from the body 

part domain and whose modifying nouns are body p art terms. In each case the bone is 

named with a term tha t compares its shape to the shape of another entity. ’agan 

yrexayim - ‘pelvis’ is similar in shape to ’agan - ‘basin’: pikat ha-berex - ‘(the) kneecap’ 

is shaped like pika - ‘protrusion’.

Since there is an anatomical and developmental relationship between the bones in 

the body and the various kinds of cartilage in the body, the Modern Hebrew term for car

tilage is discussed here. The term sxus - ‘cartilage’ is an abbreviated form of the term 

xisxus which is used in Mishnaic Hebrew in reference to  part of the ear, as shown in ( #  4).

4) n i fga ma ’ o z n - o  min h a - x i s x u s
i s  s p l i t  e a r - h i s  f r om t h e - c a r t i 1 age 
Its ear is split from the cartilage... (Bekh. 37a)

As was the case with bones, cartilage in different parts of the body can be referred to with 

compound terms as for instance sxus ha-kane (cartilage (of) the-trachea) - ‘(the) tracheal 

cartilage’ and sxus ha-mifrakim (cartilage (of) the-articulations) - ‘(the) articular car

tilage’. These term s are technical, as are the English glosses.

There are several kinds of kley dam - ‘blood vessels’ in the body each of which is 

named with a  simple term. These are ’orek - ‘artery’, vrid - ‘vein’, and 

nim  - ‘capillary’. Note tha t only ’orek - ‘artery’ occurs in the Bible (Job 30:17). Both 

vrid and nim first appear in Mishnaic Hebrew, but only vrid - ‘vein’ is exclusively a body
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part word. The term nim  has been borrowed from Greek nema - ‘thread’ and is used in 

Mishnaic Hebrew for ‘fringe’ or ‘cord’ as well as for ‘(a single) hair’ or ‘bristle’. The 

Modern Hebrew usage of nim  seems to derive from the similarity in shape of these enti

ties. While there are many arteries, veins, and capillaries some of which are designated 

with compound terms based on their location in the body, the most commonly known 

artery is ’av ’orkim (father (of) arteries) - ‘aorta’. The term ’av ’orkim - ‘aorta’ names 

the blood vessel according to its relative status and relies upon an extended use of 

’av - ‘principal, main’. The aorta is the main artery in the set of arteries in the body. In 

spite of its literal meaning, the term ’av ’orkim is technical.

Aside from blood vessels, there are muscles, tendons, and nerves in the body. In 

Hebrew each of these is named with a simple term: srir - ‘muscle’; gid - ‘tendon’; and 

’ecev - ‘nerve’. In general, muscles in the body can be categorized in terms of how they 

function— srir n co n i - ‘voluntary muscle’ and srir bilti-rficoni - ‘involuntary muscle’—or 

in terms of their location in the body, for example, srir ha-xaze (muscle (of) 

the-chest) - ‘(the) pectoral muscle’ and srir ha-’akuz (muscle (of) the-buttocks) - ‘(the) 

gluteal muscle’. In Biblical Hebrew the term gid is used in the compound gid ha-na.se in 

reference to a  particular nerve in the hind-part of animals which is forbidden to 

eat—‘ischiadic nerve’ (Gen. 32:32). It also seems to be used for cord-like tissues in the 

body, as shown in (#  5). In these cases gid appears to mean ‘sinew, tendon’.

5 ) v ^ - r a ’ i t i  v ^ - h i n e  ’ a l e y - h e m  
a n d - I  saw a n d - l o  o n - t h e m

g i d i m  v d - b a s a r  ’ a l a  
s i n e w s  and- f l e sh  came up

And I beheld, and, lo, there were sinews 
upon them [the bones] and flesh came up....
(Ezek. 37:8).
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The Modern Hebrew loan translation gid 'axiles - ‘Achilles tendon’ confirms tha t the 

term gid is used for ‘tendon’ a t present. Perhaps the term  gid ha-nase is used to  name a 

nerve rather than a tendon because the term ’ecev - ‘nerve’ was not used a t the time of 

the Bible. There is no written documentation of ’ecev - ‘nerve’ in Biblical Hebrew. 

There are, of course, many nerves and many tendons in the body. For the most part the 

terms that name the different tendons and nerves are technical as for example gid 

ha-tanbur (cord (of) the-tympanum) - ‘(the) tympanic cord5 and ’ecev ha-’akuz (nerve 

(of) the-buttocks) - ‘(the) gluteal nerve’. Nerves can also be designated according to the 

function they perform as for example ’ecev ha-sema (nerve (of) the-hearing) - ‘(the) audi

tory nerve’ and ’ecev ha-rs’iya (nerve (of) the-seeing) - ‘(the) opthalmic nerve’.

As mentioned above, only the ideal expert observer possesses all the information 

about the parts of the internal body and hence only the ideal expert observer would know 

and use all the terms th a t name the many different organs, bones, blood vessels, muscles, 

tendons, and nerves. Even the limited amount of data presented here indicates the way in 

which these parts are named. The well-known internal parts tend to  be named with sim

ple terms and the less-known parts are named with complex or compound terms. The 

more specific parts—the different bones, blood vessels, muscles, tendons, and nerves tend 

to be named with compound terms or noun +  adjective expressions.

5.2 The Experiencer o f  Body Sensations

As mentioned above, lay observers of the human figure and experiencers of body sen

sations are average people who have acquired some of the information possessed by the 

expert since it has become part of everyday knowledge. The experiencer of body sensa

tions has basic knowledge of the body (including the internal body), the functioning of the 

body, and the connection between the body part, its function, and the feeling (s)he associ

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



195

ates with the p a rt and its (mal)function. We know this because we know tha t the 

experiencer of body sensations talks about these things, sometimes using the same terms 

as the lay observer and sometimes using the same terms as the expert observer. Thus, in 

some sense, the best evidence for the layman’s awareness of and knowledge about the 

body can be provided when considering the perspective of the experiencer of body 

sensations—i.e. the "personal" perspective.

The experiencer of body sensations has contact with the outside world through the 

sense organs. (S)he can see, hear, taste, and smell with the eyes, ears, tongue, and nose, 

respectively, as well as feel through the skin. Of course, these experiences can be verbal

ized. For example ba-’enayim iel-i ra’iti nes (with-the-eyes of-mine I-saw 

miracle) - ‘W ith my own eyes I saw a miracle’ and ’ani lo m a’amin Ut-misma ’oznay (I 

NEG believe to-hearing (of) ears-my) - ‘I don’t  believe my ears’ show th a t seeing and 

hearing are experienced through the eyes and ears, respectively.

Aside from talking about the sensations experienced through the sense organs, there 

are different ways for the experiencer of body sensations to express what (s)he feels includ

ing ’ani poxed - ‘I’m afraid’ ’ani ko’es - ‘I’m angry’, ’acuv li (sad to-me) - ‘I’m sad’, 

na ’im li (pleasing to-me) - ‘I’m pleased’, noge’a li (touches to-me) - ‘It concerns me’ 

xam li (warm to-me) - ‘I’m warm’ and kar li (cold to-me) - ‘I’m cold’. Which expression 

is used depends upon the particular sensation that is being experienced. Sometimes there 

are ways of expressing these sensations which include names for parts of the body. For 

example, the sensation of fear can be verbalized with a variety of phrases including names 

for different parts of the body. Some of these are: birkayim ro’adot - ‘trembling knees’; 

sinayim noksot - ‘knocking teeth’; yarad li ha-lev la-taxtonim/mixnasayim  (fell to-me 

the-heart to-the-underpants/pants) - ‘My heart fell to my (under)pants’; and ’amdu 

sa ’arot-av (stood hairs-his) - ‘His hair stood on end’.
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5.2.1 P ain : T he 'P e rso n a l” Perspective

Here, the phrase ko’ev li (pains to-me) - ‘(It) hurts me’ indicating pain is used to 

illustrate the perspective of the experiencer of body sensations. The sensation of pain 

serves as a paradigm for this perspective in part because it is a  particularly subjective 

experience the precise nature of which is often difficult to convey. In some respects the 

sensation of pain is an inner feeling par excellence. (See section 4.4) As was the case 

with a number of other phrases for expressing body sensations, this phrase is a  dative con

struction as apparent from the prepositional li - ‘to me’; the verb ko 'ev is in the present 

tense.

In Hebrew it is possible to indicate that one is in pain by saying ko’ev li ha-X (pain 

to-me the-X) - ‘X hurts me’ where X can be any body part th a t has sensations. Thus, 

one can say ko ’ev li ha-Tos (pain to- the -head) - ‘My head hurts’, but not * ko’ev li 

ha-se’ar (pain to-me the-hair) - *‘My hair hurts’. It is physically impossible to experi

ence the sensation of pain in a part of the body which does not have nerves. When X, the 

body part word which serves as the subject of the sentence, is specified there must be 

number and gender agreement. For example, when X is a feminine gender noun, the verb 

must also be in the feminine as apparent in ko’evet li ha-yai (pains to-me 

the-hand) - ‘My hand hurts’.

There is a  difference between ko’ev li ha-X (pain to- the-X) and ko’ev li ha-X (pain 

to-me in-the-X). The former indicates the general area of pain and the la tter locates a 

specific point, as shown in sentences (#6) and (#7).
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6) k o ’ ev l i  h a - t a x a t  
p a i n  t o -me  t h e - a s s  
My ass hurts.

7 ) k o ’ ev l i  b a - t a x a t  
p a i n  t o-me i n - t h e - a s s  
My rectum hurts.

Since it is culturally frowned upon to be too specific about pain, speakers of Modern 

Hebrew typically use sentences of the form ko ’ev li ha-X. Note that ko ’ev li ba-X is a sub- 

jectless dative construction. When X is a  feminine gender noun (or a  plural noun) the 

form of the verb does not change as apparent from ko’ev li ba-beten (pains to-me 

in-the-belly) - ‘It hurts me in the belly’.

Aside from the types of sentences illustrated in examples (#6) and (#7), a 

smixut construction of the form k je v  X, where X is a  body part term, can also be used to 

indicate pain. Thus, for example, one can have a kd’ev ros (head pain) - ‘headache’ or a 

ks>’ev garon (throat pain) - ‘sore th roat’. As suggested by these examples, the 

smixut form is used when indicating pain resulting from conditions or diseases, but not 

when indicating the sensation of pain in a particular body part. Thus, for instance, forms 

such as *k?’ev ’a f (nose pain) and *ka’ev marpakim (elbows pain) do not occur in Hebrew. 

Another point worth noting about the use of this construction is tha t when X is a body 

part term which uses the morphological dual for its plural, the smixut form must also use 

the morphological dual form of the noun. To illustrate, the forms lo ’ev sinayim  ((two) 

teeth pain) - ‘toothache’ and ksfev 'oznayim ((two) ears pain) - ‘earache’ occur, but 

*ks’ev sen (tooth pain) and *k9’ev ’ozen (ear pain) do not occur.

There are also instances of the construction ifcp’ev X  which have metaphorical rather 

than literal interpretations. For example, fa ’ev lev (pain heart) - ‘heartache’ refers to 

emotional rather than physical pain. (Note that the form does not mean ‘angina' as 

implied by the literal translation of the two nouns.) This usage suggests that the
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experiencer of body sensations associates the heart with emotions. Additional evidence 

for this is provided by the adjective lovavi - ‘warm, kind’ which is derived from another 

word for heart, lavav. (See section 6.2.1) Other extensions of the term lev - ‘heart’ sug

gest th a t speakers have a certain amount of knowledge about the position and function of 

the heart. (See section 6.1) Another expression which has a metaphorical rather than a 

literal interpretation is ks’ev becim (balls pain) - ‘horniness’ which refers to a  psychologi

cal s ta te  as much as to a physical state. In any event, it would not be used to indicate the 

sensation of pain, for example, as a result of physical injury. Again, this expression sug

gests th a t the experiencer of body sensations knows about the function of the named part.

The form ks’ev lev - ‘heartache’ shows tha t the sensation of pain is not limited to 

physical pain, nor is it limited to external parts of the body. It is possible to talk about 

pain emanating from other internal organs. A particularly interesting usage is ko’ev li 

ha-cad (pain to-me the-side)-‘My side hurts’ for pain emanating from any of several inter

nal organs including the spleen, the pancreas, the liver, and the gall bladder. These can 

be characterized as non-central front organs. Notice that this use of cad avoids being 

specific about the source of the pain. A speaker of Modern Hebrew would not use any of 

the possibilities listed in (#8).

8) * k o ' e v  l i  h a - t x o l
h a - 1a v 1av 
h a - k a v e d

p a i n  t o -me  t h e - s p l e e n
t h e - p a n c r e a s  
t h e - 1 i ve r

* k o ’ e v e t  l i  h a - m a r a
p a i n  ( f em.  ) to-me t h e - g a l l  b l a d d e r

In addition to the desire to avoid being specific, as already mentioned, speakers may know
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of the existence of internal organs and the existence of their names without knowing too 

much more about the organs themselves. Here the difference between lay observers and 

experiencers of body sensations on the one hand and expert observers on the other hand is 

apparent. The expert observer knows about internal organs, their specific location and 

function. Furthermore, in an appropriate context, the knowledge tha t expert observers 

possess would enable them to pinpoint the source of the pain. (See section 5.1) Although 

average speakers are not likely to know it, there are no pain receptors in these organs. 

The sensation of pain in this area of the body is a result of the sensitivity of the surround

ing tissues to other actions such as pressure and stretching.

Thus, it seems that cad - ‘side’ would best be characterized as a word used by the 

experiencer of body sensations; the term prototypicallv belongs to this experiential frame. 

Of course, the lay observer may also have occasion to use the term as apparent from yes 

la nakudat xen bo-cad yamin (there-is to-her beauty mark on-side right) - ‘She has a 

beauty mark on the right side’. As such, the term cad, prototypically referring to  some 

internal part, can also refer to  an external area.

Another example of a term  for an internal organ used for an external area is 

klayot - ‘kidneys’, as shown in (#9a).

9) a .  k o ’ ev l i  b a - k l a y o t
p a i n  to -m e  i n - t h e - k i d n e y s  
My lower back hurts.

b . * k o ’ev  l i  h a - g a v  h a - t a x t o n  
p a i n  to -me  t h e - b a c k  t h e - l o w e r

As already mentioned, the use of a sentence of the form ko ’ev li ba-X indicates the specific 

location of the pain. Notice th a t (#9b) is unacceptable. If a speaker of Modern Hebrew 

wants to avoid being too specific (s)he could use sentence (#10).
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10) k o ’ ev 1 i h a - g a v  
p a i n  t o - me  t h e - b a c k  
My back hurts.

As discussed above (section 4.2), from the perspective of the lay observer who sees 

the external body, the terms cavar - ‘neck’ and garon - ‘th ro a t’ can both be used to refer 

to the front part of the neck. Thus, garon - ‘th roat’, the name for an internal body part, 

can also designate an external area of the body. However, when talking about pain, the 

two terms are not interchangeable, ko’ev li ka-cavar (pain to-me the-neck) - ‘My neck 

hurts’ and ko’ev li ha-garon (pain to-me the-throat) - ‘My throat hurts’ are not 

equivalent.

Sometimes an external body part term is used for an internal part. To indicate pain 

from the stomach a speaker of Modern Hebrew would always use sentence (# l la ) ,  not

(#H b).

11) a .  k o ’ e v e t  l i  h a - b e t e n
p a i n  t o -me  t h e - b e l l y
I have a belly ache.

b . k o ’ e v e t  l i  h a - k e v a
p a i n  to-me t h e - s t o m a c h
I have a stomach ache.

Note tha t ( # l l b )  is unacceptable because it is inappropriate for someone to talk about 

pain using an expert term such as keva - ‘stomach’. When referring to a sensation other 

than pain both beten - ‘belly’ and keva - ‘stomach’ are equally acceptable as apparent 

from the phrases beten m le’a - ‘full belly’ and keva m le’a - ‘full stomach’.

The data given in (#12) show that the experiencer of body sensations knows about 

the function of of the brain. In fact, it is this function which is the source of the pain. 

Note tha t while ( #  12a) is not a possible utterance in Modern Hebrew, (#12b) is accept
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able.

12) a .  * k o ’ ev l i  ha-m oax
p a i n  to -m e t h e - b r a i n

b .  k o ’ ev l i  h a - s e x e l
p a i n  to -m e t h e - i n t e l l e c t
I’m mentally exhausted.
(literally- My intellect hurts.)

Perhaps (#12a) is not a possible utterance because the brain does not "feel" in the same 

way as other parts of the body. While there are many nerves connected to different areas 

of the brain which enable body sensations to  be experienced, there are no pain receptors in 

brain tissue so that pain from the organ itself cannot be experienced. Sentence (# l2 b ) is 

used to express the feeling of being tired as a  result of using one’s brain a  lot, as for exam

ple, in thinking about a problem.

5.2.2 O ther Discom forts

Although there is no explicit reference to pain the sentence in (#13a) indicates an 

unpleasant sensation in the intestines (or intestinal area), for instance, from disgust.

13) a .  h i t h a p x u  l i  h a - m e ’ ay i m
t u r n e d - o v e r  t o - me  t h e - i n t e s t i n e s  
My intestines turned upside down.

b . h i t h a p x u  l i  h a - k i s k o l
t u r n e d - o v e r  t o - me  t h e - g u t s
My guts turned upside down.

Another way of indicating the same sensation is given in sentence (#13b) where a term 

borrowed from Yiddish is used instead of the native Hebrew word. The difference between 

the two sentences is one of register. (# l3 b ) being the more colloquial form.
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There are a  variety of phrases which provide evidence that speakers taking the "per

sonal" perspective experience body sensations in some of the other internal parts. Some of 

these include: xatafti ’acabim (I caught nerves) - ‘I got nervous/upset’; yes li hitkavcut 

sririm  (there- is to-me grouping (of) muscles) - ‘I have a (muscle) cramp’; mataxti gid - ‘I 

strained a tendon’; and hitnapzu li ha-vridim (became swollen to-me the-veins - ‘My 

veins became swollen’. Although there is no explicit reference to pain, each of these con

veys a sense of discomfort the source of which is the body part mentioned.

For the most part, in this section I have discussed the words used by the experiencer 

of body sensations in terms of pain. This was done because pain is a particularly subjec

tive feeling and conveys the general sense of this mode of experiencing the body. Of 

course, as noted above, there are many other body sensations and some of these can be 

talked about using phrases which include names for parts of the body. Note that the ter

minology of the "personal" perspective overlaps to  some extent with the terminologies of 

both the "external" and the "internal" perspectives.
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Notes to  C h ap ter 5

1. Many speakers use klaya rather than kilya - ‘kidney’. This seems to  be a result of 
treating the plural form klayot - ‘kidneys’ like other regular feminine plurals that 
end in -of. Note that the plural form is the most frequently used.

2. The term lavlav - ‘pancreas’ is phonologically a reduplicated from, but there is no 
word lav to which it might be related.

3. The phonological similarity between kaved - ‘liver’ and kaved - ‘heavy’ is clear and 
according to Even-Shoshan (1982) there is a semantic connection as well: the liver is 
a heavy organ. Matisoff (1978:154) also points out this relationship, but speakers of 
Modern Hebrew do not acknowledge it. In contrast, they do believe there is a con
nection between rexem - ‘uterus, womb’ and its root RXM - ‘sympathy’.

4. Matisoff observes that the association between BRAIN and MARROW is found all 
over the world (1978:182) and in particular reports th a t in Lepcha, a 
Tibeto-Burman language, the compound term a-t’yak yon - ‘brain’ is made up of 
a-t’yak - ‘head’ and a-yon - ‘marrow’.

5. The term kdxay  - ‘marrow’ is found in Mishnaic Hebrew (Jastrow 1950). 
Even-Odem and Rotem (1967) cite the term mokar - ‘marrow’ based on the 
Aramaic/Syrian word mokra - ‘marrow’. Speakers were not familiar with either of 
these terms.

6. During the picture-based elicitation task, a few speakers used 
’apendScit - ‘appendix’ borrowed from Latin most probably via English.

7. Even-Odem and Rotem (1967) do not include ’ecem ha-bariax (the-latch 
bone) - ‘(the) clavicle’ in their dictionary. They do include mafteax 
(key) - ‘clavicle’ and the Biblical Hebrew term xoten (breastplate) - ‘sternum, 
breastbone’. Speakers were not familiar with the use of the term  xoszn for a  name 
of a bone.
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C hap ter Six: Extensions of Body P a r t  Term s

6.0 Introduction

In the preceding chapters, I discussed term s in the body part domain in Modern 

Hebrew according to  three different modes of experiencing the human body. In this 

chapter, I shall examine extended meanings of body part terms in Modern 

Hebrew-i.e. metaphorical or morphologically derived uses of body part terms to  name, 

describe, or designate an object or action outside the body part domain.

Over twenty years ago VVeinreich proposed a direction for research on the semantic 

structure of language. Among the many questions suggested for linguists to address were 

a number regarding metaphorical extensions and metonymic associations of terms in the 

body part domain (VVeinreich 1963). Since then linguists and anthropologists studying 

the lexical semantic domain of body part terminology have devoted some time to 

extended meanings and metaphorical uses of body part terms. While some have done lit

tle more than allude to these topics (e.g. Stark 1969, Liston 1972, Stross 1976, Swanson 

and Witkowski 1977), others have dealt with them explicitly.

Basso (1967) documents the extended use of anatomical terms as names for various 

parts of vehicles in the Cibecue dialect of Western Apache. Friedrich (1969) claims that 

the use of semantically complex body part suffixes in Tarascan outside the body part 

domain, as for example in naming parts of a house or pottery, represent metaphor-like 

extensions based on underlying similarity. Lehrer (1974) claims tha t when speakers of 

English make extensions from the body part domain to other domains (house, pottery) 

shape is an im portant factor and speakers’ spatial orientation depends on the human 

body.

Both Basso (1967) and Friedrich (1969) report systematic extension of terms from
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the body part domain to  other domains. Although other languages don’t  necessarily use 

body part terms outside of the body part domain with the same degree of systematicity, it 

is still interesting to examine which body part terms are used metaphorically, in what 

domains they are used, and what motivates their extended senses.

In the present study the term ‘extension’ refers to  two different, but related 

phenomena—‘metaphorical and metonymic extension’ and ‘morphosyntactic elaboration’, 

or derivation. While both of these phenomena are found all over the language, I am par

ticularly interested in their manifestation with respect to the body part domain.

Extension by metaphor and metonymy refers to the use of a  body part term as a 

name for something outside the body part domain. In the present study, this includes 

those lexical items which when naming something outside the body part domain exhibit 

no change in morphological structure.* For example, the body part term ros - ‘head’ 

refers to the top part of an object as in ros ha-har (head (of) the-mountain) - ‘(the) sum

mit’. The position of the head at the top of the body is the basis of the metaphorical 

extension.

The metaphorical uses discussed here are ‘egressive’—native to the body part domain

and extended in use to some other domain—not ‘ingressive’—native to some other domain

2and extended in use to the body part domain.

As Matisoff (1978) points out in his discussion of "trans-field semantic associations of 

body part terms" in the Tibeto-Burman language family, sometimes the directionality of 

the association is clearly from the body part domain to the outside world. (However, it 

should be noted tha t it is not necessarily the case tha t the concrete or specific sense of a 

word is closer to its original meaning than the abstract or general sense of a word.) Thus, 

for example, in English it is clear that the term shoulder first referred to a part of the 

body and then to parts of clothing and roads. Similarly, in Hebrew’ it seems clear that
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ros - ‘head’ applied to a part of the body before applying to the top portions of objects. 

Other times it is clear that a word belongs to some other semantic domain and was 

extended into the body part domain. In English, "the names of the three im portant bones 

of the middle ear, the ‘hammer’ {malleus), the ‘anvil’ (incus), and the ‘stirrup’ (stapes) 

referred originally to artifacts and have only secondarily applied to body parts" (Matisoff 

1978:190). In Hebrew, the slang term becim (literally, "eggs") - ‘balls’ (influenced by Yid

dish ey/eyer (egg/eggs) - ‘balls’) for testicles exemplifies the same process of extension 

into the body part domain from some other domain. The difference between ‘egressive’ 

and ‘ingressive’ can be demonstrated by considering a man seated in a chair. Calling a 

part of the chair its back is ‘egressive’ and calling a part of the man his seat is ‘ingressive’.

Sometimes it is not possible to determine which of a word’s senses is the primary one 

and which is a secondary one. In such cases the linguist can only document the different 

senses of the word and provide evidence for the belief tha t the senses are indeed related. 

It is also important to distinguish between the direction of extension as determined by 

linguistic analysis and the beliefs of native speakers regarding the direction of extension 

since these do not always coincide. In this section, the discussion is limited to  egressive 

extensions—words tha t are native to the body part domain and extended in use to some 

other domain. (See section 4.7 for some discussion of ingressive terms.)

6.1 M etaphor and M etonym y

Metaphorical and metonymic extensions of body part terms may be based on any 

one of a variety of physical and/or functional characteristics of the body part. The data 

presented here are organized according to the semantic basis of the extension. W hat is 

the underlying similarity between the body part sense of the term and its extended sense 

outside the body part domain tha t allows the metaphor to obtain? Is there any sys

tematic extension of body part terms in Modern Hebrew to other semantic domains? Is
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the metaphor broader than an isolated incidence of extension from the body to another 

entity in the world? Based on the kinds of extensions made, what things in the world can 

be seen as structured in the same way as the human body?

6.1.1 Function

The term seled • ‘skeleton’ is used outside the body part domain in the sense of

V  9
‘frame’ as in seled ha-binyan (skeleton (of) the-building) - ‘building frame’. While the 

function of the body part (or set of parts) seems to  be the basis of the extension, its physi

cal structure and position are also im portant for the metaphor. The skeleton serves as the 

internal frame for the body. W ithout such an internal frame the body would not have its 

stability and form; it would be a mass of various kinds of tissue without a  fixed form. 

Similarly, the frame of a building provides the internal structure for the building onto 

which parts of the building attach and connect one to  the other. Furthermore, in some 

respects skeletons and building frames are similar in appearance—the horizontal parts of 

the mid and upper sections of a building frame can be compared to the ribs of a skeleton. 

The use of a construction term, borrowed into the body part domain, for the naming of 

certain bones has been discussed regarding bet ha-xaze (house (of) the-chest) - ‘(the) rib 

cage’. The term bet (the construct of bayit) - ‘house’ serves as the head of a compound 

noun which names the set of bones in the chest. W ith seled ha-binyan (skeleton (of) 

the-building) - ‘building frame’ a  body part term is borrowed into the semantic field of 

construction to name part of a  building.

As discussed above (section 4.5.2), the term regel has two senses within the body 

part domain—it names the whole leg including the foot or ju st the foot. The term regel is 

used metaphorically to name other things which perform the same function as a leg or a 

foot. Thus, for example, ragley ha-sulxan (legs (of) the-table) - ‘(the) table legs’ refers to 

the long and relatively thin objects which support the tabletop. Notice that the extension
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obtains in part because of the shape of the referent. If a  support for a tabletop is not 

sufficiently leg-shaped the term regel - ‘leg’ is not used; the word basis - ‘base’ would be 

used for a box-like table support. The metaphor in the expression yes raglayim la- 

davar (there-are legs to-the-thing) - ‘there’s a basis to  the thing’, where the "thing" 

might be an argument or an explanation in a line of reasoning, seems to derive solely from 

the function of the body part, which is to support the body. Both ragley ha-sulzan and 

yes raglayim la-davar presume the canonical vertical orientation of the human body. 

While ragley ha-srtlzan refers to a  concrete entity, raglayim, as in yes raglayim la-davar, 

refers to an abstract one. With a bit of imagination, it is possible to "see" raglayim in the 

expression yes raglayim la-davar as the "legs" which support the "thing".

The term regel in the sense of ‘foot’ is also used metaphorically where the position of 

the foot at the bottom of the body is the basis of the extension. This and other body p a rt 

terms with metaphorical extension based on position are documented in greater detail fol

lowing the present discussion of extensions based on function and the discussion of exten

sions based on shape.

There are two other terms in the body part domain of Modern Hebrew for which the 

function of the body part is the basis of the metaphorical extension of the term. These 

are las on - ‘tongue’ and safa - ‘lip’: in both cases the extended sense of the term is 

‘language’. Both the tongue and the lips are used in the production of speech sounds. In 

both, there is a  metonymic relationship between the body part as an instrument and the 

work to which the instrument can be put. As such, there are not really two disjoint 

semantic fields. However, they are included here because in both cases the metaphorical 

use of the term refers to something other than a part of the body.

The term /aiorailanguage’ occurs in expressions such as hson xaxamim (language (of) 

wise (ones)--sages’ language) - ‘Mishnaic Hebrew’ and /<? son ha-ra (language (of)
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the-evil) - ‘(the) gossip’. Thus, lason can refer to a codified or institutionalized language, 

such as Mishnaic Hebrew or a kind of talk such as gossip. The term safa occurs in the 

nominal compound sfat ’em (mother language) - ‘mother tongue’ and in phrases such as 

safa zara - ‘foreign language’ and safa sel tabat (language of sabbath) - ‘fancy 

language’. As was the case with lason, safa refers to a  language (e.g. a national language 

such as Hebrew) as well as to types of talk. Although somewhat more restricted, the 

English term tongue is used metaphorically comparable to  the use of lason in Hebrew, as 

apparent from foreign tongue. The slang usage of the term  lip can be used to refer to a 

kind of talk, as shown by D on’t give me any more of that lip!

6.1.2 Shape

Both lason and safa have metaphorical extensions based on other characteristics of 

the body part. In particular the shape of the tongue and the position of the lip serve as
y

the basis of extended senses of lason - ‘tongue-shaped en tity’ and safa - ‘edge’, respec

tively. Metaphorical extensions of body part terms based on the shape of the body part 

are presented followed by those based on the position of the body part.

The shape of the tongue is the basis of metaphorical uses of lason as in bson ha- 

na’al (tongue (of) the-shoe) - ‘(shoe) tongue’ and bson  yam - ‘fjord’, literally (tongue 

(of) sea) "sea tongue". While b$on ha-na’al - ‘(shoe) tongue’ might be a caique from 

English, /a son yam - ‘fjord’ clearly is not since we don’t  speak of "sea tongues" in 

English. Thus, it seems that shape as the basis of extension for this body part term exists 

in Hebrew independently of the English.

Several other body part terms in Modern Hebrew are extended metaphorically based 

on the shape of the body part. These are sen - ‘too th’, pe - ‘mouth’, yad - ‘arm ’, 

beten - ‘belly’, and ros - ‘head’. Each of these is discussed below.
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* VThe term sen - ‘too th’ occurs in the compound forms siney ha-masrek (teeth (of) 

the-comb) - ‘(comb) teeth ' and sen sum  (tooth (of) garlic) - ‘clove of garlic’. In the 

former, as the head noun of the compound, siney refers to the teeth-like protrusions of the 

comb. In the latter, sen also refers to a  tooth-like part of a bulb of garlic. Although 

siney ha-masrek - ‘(comb) teeth’ might be a caique from English, sen sum  (tooth (of) 

garlic) - ‘clove of garlic’ is not since in English we do not talk about the individual pieces 

of a bulb of garlic as "teeth". Metaphorical extension based on shape for the body part 

term sen - ‘tooth’ exists in Hebrew aside from any borrowing from English

Another metaphorical extension based on the shape of the body part is the use of 

pe - ‘mouth’ in the sense of ‘opening’ as in pi ha-md’ara (opening (of) the-cave) - ‘mouth 

of the cave’ and pi ha-bz’er (cpening (of) the-well) - ‘mouth of the well’. The term pi 

ha-mDi’ara - ‘mouth of the cave’ assumes a vertical orientation and pi ha-bs’er - ‘mouth 

of the well’ assumes a horizontal orientation of the human body. Furthermore, in both 

cases it seems tha t the metaphor obtains because a mouth is an opening and it is easy to 

imagine the configuration of an open mouth necessary for this particular extension. It 

seems that the metaphor is based on the shape of the mouth in a specific configuration.

The term pe also occurs in compounds tha t name other openings in the body: pi ha- 

taba’at (opening (of) the-ring) - ‘(the) anus’; and pi ha-kares (opening (of) 

the-stomach) - ‘(the) womb’, both of which are euphemisms. The term pi ha- 

taba’at - ‘(the) anus’ is a technical term in Modern Hebrew and might be a caique from 

Latin anus - ‘ring’. Even-Shoshan (1982) glosses pi ha-kares as tabur ha-beten - "navel 

of the stomach/belly" perhaps suggesting tha t the analogy is between the round shape of 

a mouth and a navel. However, the form occurs in Mishnaic Hebrew in the context of .a 

discussion on purity and women’s monthly cycles which suggests tha t ‘womb’ is the more 

appropriate interpretation, (cf. N’id. 9.8) The term pi ha-kares is not commonly used in
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the modern language. Both pi ha-taba'at - :(the) anus’ and pi ha-kares - ‘(the) womb’ 

are of Mishnaic Hebrew origin.

As discussed above (section 4.5.1), the term t/ad has two senses—it names the arm 

including the hand or just the hand. Outside the body part domain the term yad is used 

in the sense of ‘monument’ as in yad la-banim - ‘Monument to  the Sons’ and yad 

’avsalom - ‘Absalom’s Monument’.^ The metaphorical extension seems to be based on 

the similarity of shape of an arm (extended upward) and an obelisk-shaped structure, 

which in some sense might be considered a typical monument. It is not arbitrary that 

Hebrew chooses the term that names the limb on the upper part of the body for this 

extension rather than  the term for the lower limb even though the upper limb and the 

lower limb are similarly shaped. While legs support the body on the ground, arms extend 

into space. The metaphorical extension of yad goes back to  the Bible and has a meto

nymic base, yad xazaka u-zro’a natuya (arm strong and-arm extended) signifying God’s 

power and providence. Originally, to erect a  yad was an act of commemorating God’s 

power. In Modern Hebrew the expression yad ’elohim, literally "God’s arm", is still used 

as a metaphor for fate, the will of God.0

Both 6e£en-belly, stomach’ and ros - ‘head’ are used outside the body part domain 

in metaphors based on their round(ed) shape. As shown above (section 4.3), the term 

beten names an external area of the trunk—‘belly’ as well as an internal organ—‘stomach’. 

The external body part sense of the term beten - ‘belly’ figures in the metaphor in the 

phrase ha-beten sel ha-mandolina (the-belly of the-mandolin) - ‘the body of the mando

lin’ which is a rounded object. Of course, the belly of a mandolin also has an inner space. 

A similar use of beten is given in (#1).
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1) ze m d ’ i 1 Mm b e t e n  hu lo  munax x a l a k
t h i s  c o a t  w i t h  b e l l y  i t  n o t  l i e  sm ooth

This is a coat with a bulge—it doesn’t  lie smooth.

The term ros - ‘head’ occurs in phrases such as ros kruv - ‘head of cabbage’, sney rasey 

bacal (two heads (of) onion) - ‘two onions’, and ros Kum (head (of) garlic) - ‘bulb of 

garlic’. Although cabbages, onions, and bulbs of garlic are different sizes and somewhat 

different shapes, they are all sufficiently head-like in shape to  be designated with the term

Vros.

6.1.3 Position

y
Both ros - ‘head’ and beten - ‘belly, stomach’ are also used metaphorically based 

on their respective positions: ro)f - ‘head’ is a t the top of the body; and beten in the sense 

of ‘stomach’ is inside the body. Metaphorical extensions of ros - ‘head’ and of other 

external body part terms based on position are presented followed by a discussion of 

extended uses of terms which name internal body parts.

The position of the head at the top of the body also serves as the basis of extended 

uses of the term ros - ‘head’. The compound form ros ha-har (head (of) 

the-mountain) - ‘(the) summit’ and ros ha-’ilan (head (of) the-tree) - ‘(the) tree top’ pro

vide evidence th a t the location of the head is the basis of another extended sense of the
y

term ros. Both compounds refer to concrete objects and presume the canonical vertical 

orientation of the human body. In these contexts the term ro /m igh t best be translated as 

‘top end’. The compound forms ros ha-sulxan (head (of) the-table) - ‘head of the table’ 

and ros ha-Sura (head (of) the-line) - ‘head of the line’ also show tha t the position of the 

head serves as the basis of the metaphor, but here a horizontal orientation of the human 

body is presumed. In these contexts, the term ros might best be translated as ‘front end’.

In English, the opposite end of the head of the table is called foot of the table and the
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opposite end of the head of a  line is called tail o f the line. As is the case in Hebrew, both 

"heads" are a t the front end. However, while the head o f the table/ foot o f the table oppo

sition suggests a horizontal orientation of the human body, the head o f the line/tail o f the 

line opposition suggests a  down-on-all-fours orientation of the human body, the orienta

tion of quadrupeds. In other words, the human body schema is not used in the same way 

for the two extended senses. Note that in Hebrew no body part term, human or qua-

y y
druped, is used to refer to either the opposite end of ros ha-sulxan - ‘head of the table’ or

yf y
the opposite end of ros ha-sura - ‘head of the line’.

v
It should be pointed out tha t although both of the body part terms ros - ‘head’ and 

regel - ‘leg’ name parts of a table, ros ha-sulxan-'he&d of the table’ presumes a horizontal 

orientation of the human body and ragley ha-sulxan - ‘(the) table legs’ presumes a verti

cal orientation, as illustrated in Figure 1.

raglayim - legs

ro^- head

/ \
ros ha-sulxan - head o f the  table

ragley ha-sulxan - (the) table legs

Figure 1

The distinction between the vertical and the horizontal orientations can be demon' 

strated with the verbs 'ala - ‘go up’ and ’avar - ‘pass’, respectively.
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2 ) a .  d an  ’ a l a  I s - r o s  h a - h a r
Dan w en t up t o - t h e - s u m n i t  
Dan went (up) to  the summit.

b .  * aan  ’ a v a r  l a - r o l f  h a - h a r
Dan p a s s e d  t o - t h e - s u m n i t .

3 )  a .  da n  ’ a v a r  1.3- r o s  h a - s u r a
Dan p a s s e d  t o - h e a d  ( o f )  t h e - l i n e  
Dan went to the head of the line.

b .  *dan  ’a l a  l ? - r o s  h a - s u r a
Dan w en t up t o - h e a d  ( o f )  t h e - l i n e

While both ’a/a - ‘go up’ and ’avar - ‘pass’ indicate movement to  a place, ’a/a requires 

tha t the place be "horizontally away” from the starting point. Thus, (#2b) is unaccept

able because a  summit is "vertically away" from some understood starting point and 

(#3b) is unacceptable because the head of a line b  "horizontally away” from some under

stood starting point.

The term  ros - ‘head’ also occurs in ros ha-’ir (head (of) the-city) - ‘(the) mayor’, 

ros ha-memsala (head (of) the-government) - ‘(the) prime m inbter’, and ros ha- 

mispaxa (head (of) the-family head) - ‘head of the family’. Mayors, prime ministers, and 

heads of families are not physically a t the top or the front end of cities, governments, or 

families. Rather, they are the leaders of these artificially constructed "bodies" who figura

tively "head” those who have chosen or appointed them. Figuratively, they are a t the top 

or the front end. In these contexts, the term ros might best be translated as ‘leader’. 

Thus, there b  a  systematic metaphor of a  political or social organization as a  living 

"superorganbm".

Another metaphorical extension deriving from the position of the body p a rt b  

pney - ‘surface’, the construct form of panim  - ‘face’, as in pney ha-binyan (surface (of) 

the-building)-‘surface of the building’, pney ha-yam  (surface (of) the sea) - ‘surface of the 

sea’, and pney ha’adama (surface (of) the-land) - ‘surface of the land’. These are
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illustrated in sentences (#4), (#5), and (#6), respectively.

4 ) c a v ’u p a s i m  y r u k i m
t h e y - p a i n t e d  s t r i p e s  g r e e n - p l .

’ a l  pney  h a - b i n y a n  
on s u r f a c e  ( o f )  t h e - b u i l d i n g

They painted green stripes on 
(the surface of) the building.

5) h a - ’o n i y a  h a - k t a n a  c a f a  ’ a l  p n e y  h a - y a m  
t h e - s h i p  t h e - s m a l l  f l o a t e d  on s u r f a c e  ( o f )  t h e - s e a  

The small ship floated on (the surface of) the sea.

6) h a - s e l e g  k i s a  ’ e t  pney  h a - ’adama
t h e - s n o w  c o v e r e d  OBJ s u r f a c e  ( o f )  t h e - l a n d

The snow covered (the surface of) the land.

Example (#4) assumes a  vertical orientation and examples (#5 ) and (#6) assume a hor

izontal orientation of the human body. With respect to the human body panim - ‘face’ 

refers to the external part of the front of the head. In contrast, pney as in pney ha-binyan 

is not restricted to  the front surface of the building. Rather, pney ha-binyan - ‘surface of 

the building’ can refer to any of the building’s four vertical surfaces as long as it is visible 

to the speaker/viewer. The expression pney ha-'ir (appearance (of) 

the-city) - ‘appearance of the city’, as illustrated in (#7), suggests that pney may be used 

without assuming either a vertical or a horizontal orientation of the human body, pney 

ha- ’ir refers to the general appearance of the city and not, for example, the skyline which 

would typically be viewed assuming a vertical orientation of the human body.
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7) m i v c a  h a - n i k a y o n  s i n a  ’ e t  
p r o j e c t  t h e - c 1e a n n e s s  c ha nge d  OBJ

p ne y  h a - ’ i r
a p p e a r a n c e  ( o f )  t h e  c i t y

The cleaning project changed the appearance of the city.

As already mentioned, safa - ‘lip’ is used outside the body part domain in the sense 

of ‘edge’ as in sfat ha-yam (edge (of) the-sea) - ‘(the) seashore’ are sfat ha-nahar(edge (of) 

the-river) - ‘bank of the river’, a metaphor based on the position of the body part, the 

lips being the outer edge of the mouth. Some example sentences follow.

8) y a s a v n u  ’ a l  s f a t  h a - y a m  ’ad s k i ’ a t  h a - s e m e s
w e - s a t  on t h e - s e a s h o r e  u n t i l  s e t t i n g  ( o f )  t h e - s u n
We sat on the seashore until sunset.

y
9) s ax a v n u  ’ a l  s f a t  h a - n a h a r  v ? - h i s t a k a l n u

w e - l a y  on b an k  ( o f )  t h e - r i v e r  a n d - w e - 1ooked

h a -  samay lm-a
t h e - h e a v e n - d i  r ec  t i o n a l  suffix 

We lay on the bank of the river and looked towards heaven.

Perhaps it is significant tha t this metaphor occurs in a part of the world where a  sea can 

be conceived of as "closed". (Consider the Mediterranean Sea.) Thus, the seashore 

(example #8 ) is a t the edge of the sea in the same way tha t the lips are a t the edge of the 

mouth. Once the metaphor has been established with "closed" bodies of water, it may 

then be further extended and applied to rivers (example #9).

As mentioned above, the position of the foot a t the bottom of the body serves as the 

basis of an extended meaning of the term regel - ‘foot’. The compound noun ragley ha- 

har (feet (of) the-mountain) - ‘foot of the mountain’ illustrates this sort of extension. It 

is interesting tha t in Hebrew mountains have "feet" and not "a foot" as in English--* regel
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ha-har is an unacceptable form. The terms ros - ‘head’ and ragley- - ‘feet’, the top 

most and the lower most parts of the body, respectively, as applied to mountains also 

designate the top most and lower most parts. The way in which certain parts of moun

tains are designated— ros ha-har - ‘(the) summit’ and ragley ha-har - ‘foot of the 

mountain’—reflects a  correspondence with the vertical orientation of the human body.

The term ’akev - ‘heel’ names a body part as well as a part of a shoe. The shoe 

sense of the term seems to  derive from the position of the body part, the back and bottom 

part of the foot. The shoe sense of the term is illustrated in sentence (#10).

10) n a s i m  n o ’ a l o t  n a ’ a l a y i m  b a ’ a l o t
women w e a r - s h o e s  s h o e s  p o s s e s s o r s  ( o f )

’ a k e v i m  g voh i m 
h e e I s  h i g h - p  1 .

Women wear shoes with high heels.

The body part term gav - ‘back’ occurs in a number of compound forms including 

gav ha-har (back (of) the-mountain) - ‘back of the mountain’, gav ha-kise (back (of) 

the-chair) - ‘back of the chair’, and gav ha-sefer (back (of) the-book) - ‘spine of the 

book’. Different languages choose different ways of orienting objects in the environment 

which do not inherently provide front/back orientations. In Hebrew, as in English, 

objects in our environment are schematized as "facing" us, so th a t the close part is 

"front" and the more distant part is "back". Thus, given a typical encounter, the back of 

a mountain, a chair, or a book is its distant part. The phrase yisuvey gav ha- 

Aar(settlements (of) back (of) the-mountain) - ‘settlements of the back of the mountain’ 

refers to a group of settlements located behind the city of Jerusalem which sits on the 

Judaean Hills. The phrase presumes that the city is viewed as being at the close part, 

i.e. the "front" of the mountain. The use of the compound gav ha-kise - ‘back of the
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chair’ is illustrated below.

11) dan  t a l a  ’ e t  h a - m » ’ i 1 ’ a l  ga v  h a - k i s e
Dan hung OBJ t h e - c o a t  on ba c k  ( o f )  t h e  c h a i r
Dan hung the coat on the back of the chair.

12) gav  h a - k i s e  ^ i f s e f  ’ e t  h a - k i r
ba c k  ( o f )  t h e  c h a i r  s c r a p e d  OBJ t h e - w a l l
The back of the chair scraped the wall.

Given the term gav ha-yad (back (of) the-hand) - ‘back of the hand’ in which 

gav - ‘back’ focuses on the location of the part, it might be suggested tha t gav ha- 

kise - ‘back of the chair’ refers to the rear part of the chair, as opposed to the part of the 

chair which supports one’s back. Obviously, with a typical chair the rear part is the part 

which supports one’s back. Notice the difference between the Hebrew phrase gav ha- 

sefer (back (of) the-book)-‘spine of the book’ and the English back o f the book. In 

Hebrew, the "back" of a book is the ‘spine of the book’, suggesting a scenario in which a 

person encounters a book on a shelf where the spine of the book is the close part of the 

book. This scenario differs from the typical encounter of a person reading a book in which 

the "back" is the distant part of the book. Thus, the Hebrew phrase gav ha-sefer differs 

from the English back of the book since the former requires some modification of the typi

cal kind of encounter for interpretation and the latter does not.

A number of terms which name internal body parts are used metaphorically outside 

the body part domain. These are lev - ‘heart’, ’ecem - ‘bone’, and 

beten - ‘(belly)/stomach’. In each case it seems th a t the position of the body part inside 

the body is an important part of the metaphor.

When used outside the body part domain, the term lev - ‘heart’ occurs in the sense 

of ‘center’ as in lev ha-’ir (heart (of) the-city) - ‘center/heart of the city’ and lev ha- 

’inyan (heart (of) the-matter) - ‘heart of the m atter’. Although the heart is not at the
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physical center of the body, it does play a  "central" role in the functioning of the body. 

Comparably, lev ka-’ir - ‘center/heart of the city’ is the part of a city where much 

activity takes place. Furthermore, while lev ha-Hr is not necessarily a t the precise geo

graphical center of the city, it is more likely to be an inner section of the city as opposed 

to  near its outskirts. The expression lev ha-Hnyan - ‘heart of the m atter’ refers to a 

much more abstract ‘heart’. Although lev ha-Hnyan can be reached, it is not physically 

findable the way th a t lev ha’ir - ‘center/heart of the city’ is. Compare the following sen

tences.

If

13) h a - x a n u t  s e l  g r o s s m a n  n i m c e t  
t h e - s t o r e  o f  Gr os s ma n  i s - f o u n d

b? - 1e v h a - ’ i r 
i n - h e a r t  ( o f )  t h e - c i t y

Grossman’s store is in the heart of the city.

14) * h i t v a k x u  s a ’ a t a y i m  v 2 - l o  m a c ’u ’ e t  
t h e y - a r g u e d  two h o u r s  a n d - n o t  t h e y - f o u n d  OBJ

1ev h a - ’ i n y a n
h e a r t  ( o f )  t h e - m a t t e r

15)  h i t v a k x u  s a ’ a t a y i m  v ^ - h i g i ’u 
t h e y - a r g u e d  two h o u r s  a n d - t h e y - r e a c h e d

1* - 1 ev h a  ’ i nyan 
t o - h e a r t  ( o f )  t h e - m a t t e r

They argued for two hours and got to  the heart of the m atter.

Example (#14) is unacceptable in part because of the presence of the verb m ac’u - ‘they 

found’. The verb maca - ‘find’ locates something which in some sense is physically tangi

ble. Unlike xanut - ‘store’ (example #13), lev ha-Hnyan - ‘heart of the m atter’ is not 

physically tangible. In contrast, the object of the verb higi'a - ‘reach’ need not be some

thing which is physically tangible (example #15).
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The body part term ’ecem - ‘bone’ is used metaphorically in the sense of ’essence’ or 

‘substance’ as in ’ecem ha- ’inyan - ‘essence of the m atter’ and ’acm-o - ‘himself. Phy

sically and tangibly, the bones inside the body provide the body with its essence or sub

stance. In English essence is defined as "basic underlying or constituting entity" 

(s.v. essence # la , W ebster’s Third). Thus, ’ecem. ha- ’inyan - ‘essence of the m atter’ is 

the substantive part of an issue. A literal morpheme for morpheme translation of the 

reflexive pronoun ’acm-o would be "his bone", metaphorically "his essence" or "his sub

stance" and idiomatically ‘himself’. Hence, the metaphorical transfer is not only from 

‘bone’ to ‘essence', but also from ‘bone’ to ‘self, the defining feature of self-identity. 

Another physical property of bones plays an im portant role in this metaphorical exten

sion. In particular, bones are solid hard objects; they are substantive entities (cf. seled., 

above). It is interesting th a t other Semitic languages use different parts of the body for 

the reflexive pronoun. In Arabic, nafs - ‘soul’ is the term to which pronoun suffixes are 

attached to form reflexive pronouns. Thus, for example, nafs-o - ‘himself’ literally means 

"his soul". And in Geez r a ’s - ‘head’ is the stem of the reflexive pronouns— r d ’s- 

o - ‘himself is literally "his head".

The internal organ sense of the term beten - ‘stomach’ is extended metaphorically in 

the naming of internal parts of things outside the body part domain. For instance, as the 

head noun in the compounds beten ha’adama (stomach (of) the-earth) - ‘bowels of the 

earth’ and beten ha-’oniya (stomach (of) the-ship) - ‘hold of the ship’, 6efen designates 

inside parts. In addition, the internal body part beten - ‘stomach’ is a container which 

may be full as shown in example (#16).

16) h a - b e t e n  s e l - i  m l e ’ a ’ o xe l  
t h e - s t o m a c h  o f - m i n e  f u l l  f ood  
My stomach is full of food.
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Similarly, beten ha- ’adama - ‘bowels of the earth’ and beten ha-’oniya - ‘hold of the ship’ 

are also container-like things. Some examples follow.

17) m a ’ a y a n o t  xam im n o v ’ im 
s p r i n g s  h o t - p l .  g u s h  f o r t h

m i - b e t e n  h a - ’ adama 
f r om bo w e l s  o f  t h e  e a r t h

Hot springs gush forth from the bowels of the earth.

18) h i t ’ i nu  ’ e t  h a - n w x o n i o t  h a - x a d a s o t
t h e y - l o a d e d  OBJ t h e - c a r s  t h e - n e w - f e m .  p i .

b a - b e t e n  h a - ’ o n i y a  y a r a d n u  
i n - h o l d  o f  t h e - s h i p  w e - w e n t - d o w n

1 i - r ’ o t  ’o t a n  
t o - s e e  t h e m - f e m . p l .

They loaded the new cars in the hold of the 
ship—we went down to see them.

In both cases it is clear that beten refers to an internal container. In (#17), water can 

only gush forth from a place in which it is being held; in (#18), things are loaded into 

containers which hold them.

The metaphorical extension of the body part term cavar - ‘neck’ is particularly 

interesting because it is based upon both the shape and the position of the body part. As 

noted above (section 4.2), the position of cavar - ‘neck’ determines its status as a transi

tional link between the head and the trunk. The compound noun cavar ha-bakbuk (neck 

(of) the-bottle) - ‘(the) bottleneck’ refers to the narrowed area of the upper part of a bot

tle. This compound would not be used for the upper portions of containers that are not 

narrowed nor for containers that are narrowed a t the bottom. The compound noun cavar 

ha-bakbuk - ‘(the) bottleneck’ may be a  caique from English bottleneck. Both the English 

and the Hebrew have a more figurative sense which is primarily based on the shape of the
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body part. In English the term bottleneck refers to  a  narrowed area, for example, in a 

stretch of road where traffic is obstructed. The term is used comparably in Hebrew as 

shown in example (#19).

19) h a - k e t a  beyn  k i k a r  c i o n  v a - t a x a n a t  
t h e - s e c t i o n  b e t w e e n  Z i on  S q u a r e  a n d - s t a t i o n

’ e ge d  hu c a v a r  h a - b a k b u k  s e l  h a - ’ i r  
E gged i s  t h e - b o t t 1e n e c k  o f  t h e - c i t y

The section between Zion Square and the Egged 
station is the bottleneck of the city.

The compound noun cavar ha-rexem (neck (of) the-uterus) - ‘(the) cervix’ names the nar

rowed outer end of the uterus. Thus, it seems tha t the metaphorical transfer of 

cavar - ‘neck’ based on the shape of the body part occurs within the body part domain as 

well as outside of the domain. Note that the English term cervix, as used by the expert 

observer, comes from Latin cervix - ‘neck’.

6.1.4 Size

As discussed above (section 4.3), the term guf has two senses within the body part 

domain—it names the entire body and it names the trunk, a major portion of the body in 

terms of its size and in terms of its importance to the body. The extended sense of the 

term guf - ‘main p art’ as in guf ha-‘avoda - ‘main part of the work’ (i.e. ‘body of the 

work’) seems to derive from the ‘trunk’ sense of guf. An example follows.
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2 0 ) d an  gam ar l i - x t o v  ’ e t  g u f  h a -  ’a v o d a  
Dan f i n i s h e d  t o - w r i t e  OBJ body ( o f )  t h e - w o r k

hu ’ a d a y i n  c a r i x  l i - x t o v  ’ e t  h a -h ak d am a 
h e  s t i l l  m u s t  t o - w r i t e  OBJ t h e - i n t r o d u c t i o n

v ? - h a - s i y u m  
a n d - t h e - c o n c l u s i o n

Dan finished writing the body of the work-he 
still has to write the introduction and the conclusion.

In terms of size and in terms of its importance, guf ka- ‘avoda - ‘body of the work’ is the 

major portion of the work. Similarly, guf ha-’oniya (main part (of) the-boat)-‘(the) hull’ 

names the major portion of a ship in terms of its size and its importance to the function

ing of the ship. This is based on the implication that guf is not the whole thing.

Note th a t guf is comparable to  ’ecem - ‘bone’ since both can be used to describe the 

essence: guf ha-’inyan (body/trunk (of) the-matter) and ’ecem. ha-’inyan (bone (of) 

the-matter) are equivalent and mean ‘the essence of the m atter’.

The term guf is also used in the sense of ‘person’ as in guf rison - ‘first person’, guf 

seni - ‘second person’, etc. This sense of the term guf is illustrated in sentence (#21).

21 ) h a - s i p u r  m i s u p a r  b ^ - g u f  r i S o n  
t h e - s t o r y  i s - t o l d  i n - p e r s o n  f i r s t  

The story is told in the first person.

The first person voice in a narrative is the direct manifestation of the narrator in a  way 

comparable to the way in which the body is the physical manifestation of a person. In 

English, to harm his person is to physically harm someone’s body. Related to this is the 

use of the term parcuf - ‘(unattractive) face’ to refer to an individual—‘someone’. This 

slang usage, illustrated in example (#22), indicates that the speaker does not think highly 

of the person designated with the term parcuf. This is somewhat comparable to the
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English expression what’s his face.

2 2 ) h a - p a r c u f  h a - z e  me ’ i z  t e - d a b e r  
t h e - s o m e o n e  t h e - t h i s  d a r e s  t o - s p e a k  
This so-and-so dares to  speak.

The use of guf in example (#21) is an instance of metonymy; the voice of the person is 

replaced by the person’s body, parcuf in example (#22) is also an instances of metonymy, 

more specifically synecdoche; the face, a  part of the person, represents the whole person.

A number of terms in the body part domain of Modern Hebrew are extended in use 

to the domain of measure terms. More specifically, several terms that name parts of the 

arm also name units of distance. These include ’ama - ‘lower arm, forearm’ or ‘cubit’; 

’ecba - ‘finger’ or ‘finger(breadth)’; and zeret - ‘pinky’ or ’span’. For each of the Hebrew 

terms mentioned above, the first sense given is the body part sense and the second is the 

measure sense of the term. (See also section 4.5.1) With ’ama and ’ecba, the measure 

sense of the term derives from the size of the body part. For ’ama it is the length of the 

body part and for ’ecba it is the width of the body part th a t serves as the basis of the 

extension. With zeret the measure sense of the term is not based solely on the size of the 

body part. The size of the pinky contributes to the length of the span, but it is not the 

sole determiner of the hand span size. Note tha t all of these terms occur in Biblical 

Hebrew and are used in literary Modern Hebrew, but not in the colloquial language. In 

addition, the term regel is used as a translation of the English measure term foot; it is 

familiar to speakers of Modern Hebrew from translated literature.

Although not a body part term in English, the word cubit - ‘the length of the 

forearm from the elbow to the tip of the middle finger’—is ultimately related to  the Latin 

term cubitum/cubitus - ‘elbow, cubit’. It is reasonable to presume that the measure sense 

of the Latin term derives from the body part sense of the term in the same way that the
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measure sense of the Hebrew term ’ama derives from the body part sense of th a t term. 

Similarly, the measure term  ell, whose Old English reflex eln - ‘ell’ constitutes part of the 

body part word elbow, is akin to Old Norse eln - ‘forearm, ell’ and Latin ulna - ‘elbow’. 

Comparable to  the Hebrew term ’ecba, the English term finger also names a unit of length 

based on the width of a  finger as apparent from the phrase a finger o f whiskey.

Hebrew only uses body part terms from the upper part of the body as names for 

9some units of measure. In addition, since no numerical value is given and since the size 

of a particular body part may differ from person to person, the measure sense of each term 

is vague. Along with the measure terms th a t are etymologically related to upper body 

part terms (cubit, ell), English uses one upper body part term  as a  measure term (finger) 

as well as one lower body part term. The word foot is a unit of length based on the 

length of a human foot. Human feet may differ in size from person to person, but the 

measure term has been stipulated with a numerical value-twelve inches.

6.1.5 Miscellaneous

Apart from those body part terms already discussed as having metaphorical exten

sions outside the body part domain, two other lexical items are worth mentioning 

separately. These are ’ayin - ‘spring’ which might be related to ’ayin - ‘eye’ and 

regel - ‘(one) time’ which might be related to  regel - ‘foot’. These terms are considered 

separately because for each pair of words, it is not clear whether the words are related 

semantically by some kind of metaphorical extension or if they are examples of accidental 

homophony. Traditional scholars of the Hebrew language go to great lengths to  deter

mine semantic connection between words which share a  common consonantal root. 

Even-Shoshan (1982) suggests that ’ayin - ‘spring’ might be an extension of ’ayin - ‘eye’, 

the source of tears. The semantic connection between the two words derives from a com

mon function—both are sources of flowing liquids. Even-Shoshan (1982) also suggests that
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regel - ‘(one) tim e’ might be related to regel - ‘foot’ through their mutual connection to 

pa’am - ‘once’ whose original sense is ‘footstep’. (There are a number of such uses of 

pa’am in Biblical Hebrew. See, for example, Isa. 26:6 and Song of Sol. 7:2.) Related to 

this is the expression solos rsgalim  (three times) to  refer to the three major festivals 

pesax - ‘Passover’, tavo’ot - ‘The Feast of Weeks’, and sukot - ‘Tabernacles’. During 

the time of the Temple people went on pilgrimages to  Jerusalem on these three occasions 

to celebrate the festival. Thus, there seems to be a connection between regel - ‘(one) 

tim e’ and regel - ‘pilgrimage, feast’.

While these connections may seem far-fetched a t first, one’s imagination need only 

be slightly stretched to find them plausible. Remarks made by Michel Breal in an essay 

entitled ‘The History of Words’ are fitting here: "The changes which have supervened in 

the meaning of words are as a rule the work of people...we must be prepared...for associa

tions of ideas, sometimes unexpected and strange, but always easy to follow" 

(1900:279-280).

6.1.6 S um m ary

The summary of this section is divided into two parts: some of the data given in the 

course of the discussion is reviewed for the purpose of examining those things outside the 

body part domain which seem to be structured in ways which parallel the structure (and 

structures) of the human body; body part terms used metaphorically are categorized in 

two different ways each of which reveals something about the nature of metaphorical 

extension of these terms.

It would be impossible to list all of the things outside the body part domain of 

Modern Hebrew named with body part terms. The examples used in the above discussion 

are only representative. They were chosen for inclusion here in part because they illus

trate  different aspects of metaphor, in part because they are easily elicited from native
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speakers, and in part because they often appear in (standard) Hebrew dictionaries. The 

items listed in Table 1 are limited to  those examples already cited which designate physi

cal entities outside the body part domain tha t name more than one part with a term from 

the body part dom ain .^  When two parts of an object are named with body part terms 

it is possible to examine the ways in which the structuring of th a t object corresponds to 

the structure of the human body.
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binyan - building

seled ha-binyan - frame of the building 
pney ha-binyan - surface of the building

har - mountain

ros ha-har - (the) summit
ragley ha-har - foot of the mountain
gav ha-har - back of the mountain

’oniya - ship

guf ha-’oniya - hull of the ship 
beten ha-’oniya - hold of the ship

suixan - table
/  V

ros ha-sulxan - head of the table 
ragley ha-sulxan - legs of the table

yam - sea

pney ha-yam - surface of the sea 
sfat ha-yam - (the) seashore 
lPson yam - fjord

na’al - shoe

bson na’al - (shoe) tongue 
’akev - heel

’adama - land, earth

pney ha-’adama - surface of the land 
beten ha-’adama - bowels of the earth

sum - garlic

ro l sum - bulb of garlic 
sen sum - clove of garlic

Table 1

skeleton'
face

head
foot
back

trunk
stomach

head
leg

face
lip
tongue

tongue
heel

face
stomach

head
tooth
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It seems tha t the general structuring of a  binyan - ‘building’ corresponds to the 

structuring of the human body a t least as far as can be determined from seled ha- 

binyan - ‘frame of the building’ and pney ha-binyan - ‘surface of the building’. In a 

body and in a building seled names an internal all-over p art (set of parts); in a body and 

in a building panim/pney- names a readily visible external surface area. Note th a t in 

both of these collocations the metaphor is based on the position of the body part. Simi

larly, the structuring of a har - ‘mountain’ parallels the structure of the human body. In 

both, ros names the top-most part, raglayim/ragley- refers to  the lowest part, and guv 

designates a back part. ̂  As was the case with the terms which refer to the parts of the 

building, in each of these the metaphor also derives from the position of the body part. 

The terms guf ha-’oniya - ‘hull of the ship’ and beten ha-'oniya - ‘hold of the ship’ also 

suggest a structural correspondence between an ’oniya - ‘ship’ and the human body. In 

both guf names a main part in terms of size and importance and beten designates an inter

nal container-like part.

When describing the structuring of the human body, the canonical vertical orienta

tion is presumed, ros ha-sulxan - ‘head of the table’ and ragley ha-sulxan - ‘legs of the 

table’ presume different orientations of the human body as do sfat ha-yam - ‘(the) 

seashore’ and pney ha-yam - ‘surface of the sea’. (In each pair, the first item of the pair 

presumes a  vertical orientation and the second member presumes a horizontal 

orientation.) In order to say tha t the structuring of sulxan - ‘table’ or yam  - ‘sea’ 

corresponds to the structuring of the human body, it is necessary to allow for the imposi

tion of two different orientations.

Based on the two examples given, it does not seem th a t na’al - ‘shoe’ corresponds to 

the human body in terms of their structuring. This is no doubt in part a function of the 

fact tha t one of the parts of a shoe— Isson na’al - ‘(shoe) tongue’—uses a metaphor based
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on shape and the other one— ’akev - ‘heel’ is a  metaphor based on position. While pney 

ha-’adama - ‘surface of the land’ is similar to panim  - ‘face’ since both designate visible 

external surface areas and beten ha-’adama - ‘bowels of the  earth’ is similar to 

beten - ‘stom ach’ since both refer to internal container-like parts, the structuring of 

’adama - ‘land’ does not seem to correspond to the structuring of the human body. 

Although beten - ‘stomach’ is an internal part, it is not an internal part whose 

corresponding external part is panim - ‘face’.

Finally, it is possible although perhaps fanciful to conceive of sum  - ‘garlic’ as being 

structured comparable to the human body In the same way th a t a sen - ‘tooth’ is inside 

the ros - ‘head’, so too is a sen sum - ‘clove of garlic’ "inside" a ros sum  - ‘bulb of 

garlic’.

When talking about the structuring of the human body or any other physical entity 

in the world, we are essentially talking about the relative position of parts. Given the 

limited am ount of data in Table 1, it seems tha t the structuring of concrete objects out

side the body part domain corresponds to the structuring of the human body when parts 

of the object are named with metaphorical extensions of body part terms based on the 

position of the body part. Furthermore, all parts of the object must assume the same 

orientation as the presumed orientation of the human body.

Tables 2 and 3 include lists of the body part terms covered in the discussion of meta

phorical extension.
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guf - trunk

E X TER N A L

U pper

ros - head 
panim - face 
parcuf - face 
pe - mouth 
sen - tooth 
lason - tongue 
safa - lip

cavar - neck 
yad - arm 
beten - belly 
gav - back

guf - trunk

Lower

guf - trunk

regel - leg, foot 
’akev - heel

Table 2

The terms given in Table 2 are organized according to readily apparent anatomical

characteristics of the body part. The primary distinction is between external and internal

parts; external parts are further divided between the upper part and the lower part of the 

12body. Note that there are more metaphorical extensions of terms which name external 

parts than internal parts. There are only two metaphorical extensions of terms that 

exclusively name parts on the back of the body: gav - ‘back’ and ’akev - ‘ankle’. Obvi

ously, this is a result of only having a few body part terms for the back of the body. 

Among the terms for external parts, there are more metaphors with terms for parts on the 

upper body than the lower body. Most of the terms extended metaphorically from the

INTERNAL

All Over

seled - skeleton 
’ecem - bone

Upper

lev - heart 
beten - stomach
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upper part of the body axe names for the head and parts of the head. Again, this is in 

part a  function of the fact th a t there are many named parts on the face. Among the 

terms for internal parts, two lexical items name parts tha t are all over the body: 

seled - ‘skeleton’ and ’ecem - ‘bone’. The other two name organs are situated in the 

upper part of the body: lev - ‘heart’ and beten - ‘stomach’. Note, however, tha t this 

information is not a factor in the metaphorical extensions of lev and beten outside the 

body part domain.

Most of the metaphorical extensions of body part terms in Modern Hebrew presented 

here are based on similarities of shape, position, and size, all of which are physical 

features that must be visually perceived. Table 3 lists body part terms with metaphorical 

extensions according to the characteristic of the body part which is the basis of the meta

phor.

F U N C T IO N SH A PE P O S IT IO N

seled - skeleton 
lason - tongue 
safa - lip 
regel - leg

ros - head 
pe - mouth 
sen - tooth 
lason - tongue 
yad - arm 
beten - belly

ros - head 
panim - face 
safa - lip 
gav - back 
regel - foot 
’akev - heel 
lev - heart 
’ecem - bone 
beten - stomach

SIZE

g u f- trunk 
’ama - lower arm 
’ecba - finger 
zeret - pinky

SH A PE  & P O S IT IO N : cavar - neck

T ab le  3
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Among the body part terms given in Table 3, only a  few have extended senses based 

on a function of the body part. These are seled - ‘skeleton’ or ‘frame’; lason - ‘tongue’ 

or ‘language’; safa - ‘lip’ or ‘language’; and regel - ‘leg’ or ‘basis’. It has already been 

noted tha t the physical structure and the position of the body part sele-d - ‘skeleton’ play 

a role in the extended sense of the term. It has also already been noted tha t aside from 

the extension based on function, lason - ‘tongue’ and safa - i i p ’ have other extended 

meanings based on a physical characteristic—/sion yam  (sea tongue) - ‘fjord’ derives from 

the shape of the tongue and sfat yam (sea edge) - ‘seashore’ derives from the position of 

the lip. It seems th a t even for those terms tha t are extended metaphorically based on 

function, physical properties of the body part are nevertheless recognized and ack

nowledged in some way. Given tha t visual perception seems to be an im portant factor in 

the creation and existence of metaphorical extensions of body part terms in Modern 

Hebrew, it stands to  reason that the most visually perceivable parts of the 

body—i.e. those on the upper part of the body—would participate in these metaphors.

Within the body part domain of Modern Hebrew, there are various kinds of 

polysemy including part-whole polysemy of which surface-volume polysemy is a  subtype, 

genus-species polysemy, and upper-lower polysemy. (See section 4.7 for a detailed 

summary.) The data  presented here on metaphorical and metonymic uses of body part 

terms suggest tha t another kind of polysemy is relevant as well—polysemy by metaphori

cal extension, some quite close to a word’s basic sense (e.g. ’ama - ‘lower arm, forearm’ 

for ‘cubit’) and others requiring greater imagination (e.g. raglayim - ‘legs’ for ‘basis’ as 

in yes raglayim la-davar - ‘there’s a basis for the th ing’. Of course, polysemy by meta

phorical and metonymic extension is not limited to  the  domain of body part terminology. 

It pervades the vocabulary operating across all kinds of semantic domains effecting a 

language diachronically and synchronically. It is clear tha t metaphorical extension is an
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im portant factor in semantic change as well as in the existence of multiple meanings of 

lexical items a t  a single point in the history of a language. As Lyons states, 

"...polysemy—the product of metaphorical creativity—is essential to the functioning of 

languages as flexible and efficient semiotic systems" (1977:567).

6.2 D erivation

As mentioned above, ‘extension1 refers to two different, but related 

phenomena—‘metaphorical and metonymic extension’ and ‘morphosyntactic elaboration’, 

or derivation. Having covered ‘metaphorical extension’. I shall now discuss ‘morphosyn

tactic elaboration’, or derivation.

Extension by derivation refers to one of a variety of derivational processes operating 

on a body part term  the result of which is a morphologically and semantically more com

plex word which names, describes, qualifies, or designates an object or action. The deriva

tional process changes the morphological structure of the word in one or more of a  variety 

of ways and may also change the lexical category of the term. In other words, in this sec

tion I examine denominate derived from body part term s including nouns, adjectives, and 

13verbs. Of utm ost importance is the fact th a t the derived word is semantically related 

to the body part term from which it was derived.

As discussed above (section 2.2), content words—nouns, adjectives, and verbs—in 

Hebrew can be characterized in terms of two components—consonantal root and morpho

logical pattern. While many of these lexical items have a tri-consonantal radical base and 

are related to other words in the language, especially verbs, some nouns are traditionally 

considered "primitive" (Gesenius 1910:225), "basic or non-derived" (Berman 1978:69). 

Gesenius himself pointed out that "...several names of members of the body in men or 

beasts..." (Gesenius 1910:225) are included in the group of "primitive" nouns. In the
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present work, the predominance of morphologically simple monolexemic terms in the body 

part domain of Modern Hebrew has been noted along with the paucity of deverbal body 

part nouns and the small number of ingressive transfers to the body part domain. (See 

section 4.7)

Body part terms as well as other "primitive" nouns may serve as the basis of mor

phologically and semantically more complex words. ̂  The formal apparatus of Hebrew 

derivational morphology is such that the creation of vocabulary using native material is a 

relatively simple and straight-forward matter. It is easy enough to determine the con

sonantal stem of an existing noun and "plug it into" one of the many verbal or nominal 

morphological patterns. Similarly, other existing derivational processes 

(e.g. reduplication or suffixation) can be employed in the formation of lexical items.

What follows is a discussion about the various kinds of derivation or morphosyntac

tic elaboration involving body part terms in Modern Hebrew. It is important to consider 

the semantic motivation behind the derivation as well as the form and the meaning of 

these morphosyntactically elaborate words. Which body part terms serve as the basis for 

the derived words? W hat feature of the body part term is focused upon and lexicalized in 

the derived form? W hat morphological patterns are used? What, if any, is the correspon

dence between the form and the meaning of the morphologically complex term? How do 

these data fit into theories about word formation in Hebrew? What do the data reveal 

about the lexical semantic domain of body part terminology?

The order of presentation of derived words is nouns, adjectives, and verbs. This ord

ering suggests th a t deriving a noun from a noun is in some respect simpler than, for exam

ple, deriving a verb from a noun and in part to acknowledge the traditional treatment of 

nouns and adjectives together "under the category of ‘substantives’" (Berman 1978:70).
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6.2.1 Nouns

6.2.1.1 Body P a rt R oot +  Suffix

The first group of words to be discussed are derived nouns. The data presented 

below are organized according to the miskal — morphological pattern—of the derived 

word where for the most part this can be characterized as Body Part Root + Suffix. In 

addition, there are two other mtskalim represented in these data as well as words which 

have been formed by reduplicating parts of the base word and by the blending of two 

other existing lexical items. The discussion begins with those derived nouns which are 

characterized as Body Part Root + Suffix.

A) Body P a r t  R oot +  -a

bitna • lining I
kfafa - glove 1
piya - mouthpiece ]

spout
’ikvot - traces ’
(plural of ’ikva)

beten - stomach
kaf - hand (see section 4.5.1)
pe - mouth

’akev - heel

The derived nouns given in (A) are feminine gender nouns marked as such with the

suffix -a. There is no unitary derivational process linking the nouns with the -a suffix to

those without final -a. In strictly morphological terms, except for piya - ‘mouthpiece’

and pe - ‘mouth’ (where piy- is the construct form of pe), the -a form is never the

straightforward feminine form of its "masculine" counterpart; for each pair of words, the

relationship between the two mtskalim is idiosyncratic—even the underlying vowel 

15differs. In spite of this it is clear tha t for each pair of words listed in (A), the body 

part term is the root of the corresponding derived word and there is a semantic relation

ship between the two words, even though the entire set cannot be characterized in terms 

of a single semantic relationship.
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Two of the derived terms given in (A) are clothing words: 6ifna - ‘lining’; and 

kfafa - ‘glove’. The terms bitna - ‘lining’ and beten - ‘stomach’ are semantically related 

in tha t they both name inside parts, the former an inside part of clothing and the latter 

an internal organ. Thus, it seems th a t the position of the body part serves as the basis of 

the extension. The word kfafa - ‘glove’ refers to an article of clothing worn on the body 

part named by the term from which it is derived. That there would be names for articles 

of clothing derived from body part terms is not particularly surprising given the purpose 

of clothing and given the physical closeness of clothing and the body. There is a meto

nymic link between body part terms and clothing terms. The English term glove is in fact 

related to a name for a part of the body also. The word glove has been traced back to a 

Germanic reconstructed form ‘ lofa - ‘palm of the hand’. There is a distinct difference 

between the Hebrew terms and their English equivalents, a t least in terms of their form. 

The Hebrew clothing terms are much more obviously related to their corresponding body 

part terms than the English term. It is likely that a speaker of Hebrew could identify the 

consonantal stem of a derived word and perhaps even connect it with other semantically 

related words with the same consonantal stem. As for the English term, only a trained 

specialist with knowledge of the structure of the English lexicon and expertise in etymol

ogy is likely to make the connection between the clothing term and the corresponding 

body part term. It should be noted that there are a number of clothing terms derived 

from body part words in Modern Hebrew which surface in several different mifkalim  each 

of which is discussed in the section on the appropriate miskal.

Each of the remaining two derived nouns given in (A) bears a different relationship 

to the body part term with which it is associated. The term piya designates either an 

instrument used by the mouth (‘mouthpiece’) or a mouth-like instrument (‘spout’). The 

latter sense is evident from the compound piyat ha-kumkum (mouth (of) the
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teakettle) - ‘(the) spout’. Whereas articles of clothing are worn on a particular part of the

body, piya - ‘mouthpiece’ is used in the mouth and piya - ‘spout’ does not involve the

use of the mouth a t all. As already mentioned (section 4.5.2), the term ’akev - ‘heel’ is

morphologically related to the verbal root ’KV - ‘follow’. Obviously, ’ikvot - ‘traces’

derives some of its meaning from its relationship to the verbal root as well. With regards

to  the relationship between ’ikvot - ‘traces’ and ’akev - ‘heel’, ’ikvot - ‘traces’ is tha t

which remains from ’akev - ‘heel’ when, for example, it has been placed in sand and then

1 filifted out. Thus, ’ikvot is quite literally a  trace of ’akev.

The morphological pattern of the data in (B) can be characterized as Body Part Root 

+ -on. The data are divided into two groups, one of which designates something worn on 

the body part with which the derived word is associated and the other of which designates 

a  diminutive.

B) Body P a r t  R oot +  -on

1) ’ecba’on - thimble ’ecba-finger
cavaron - collar cavar - neck

2) sfamon - small moustache safam - moustache
batnon - small belly beten - belly
’apon - small nose ’af - nose
y asv anon - small bu tt yalvan - buttocks

Although a thimble is not an article of clothing in the same way that a collar is, it is worn 

on a finger. As mentioned above, many clothing terms in Modern Hebrew derive from 

body part terms and the derived terms occur in a variety of morphological patterns, one 

of which is Body Part Root + -a and another of which is Body Part Root + -on.

As was the case with clothing terms of the pattern Body Part Root + -a, it is 

interesting to compare the Hebrew terms of the form Body Part Root + -on with their 

English equivalents. Whereas the Hebrew' word ’ecba’on - ‘thimble’ is based on the term
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’ecba -  ‘finger’ (or ‘index finger’), the English word thimble derives from the body part 

term thumb. The different etymologies of the terms might su g g est different views of sew

ing given that a thimble is worn as a protection on the finger which pushes the needle. 

While the Hebrew term ’ecba’on suggests that a thimble may be worn on any finger 

including possibly the thumb, the English term thimble suggests only the thumb. As any

one who sews can verify, when sewing towards oneself the thimble is worn on the index 

finger or possibly the middle finger; when sewing away from oneself the thumb pushes the 

needle through the fabric and hence the thimble is worn on the thumb. The Hebrew term 

’ecba’on allows either view; the English term allows only the latter view. Furthermore, 

given that there are a number of homophonous -on suffixes in Hebrew, it is not clear 

which of these occurs in ’ecba’on. The term ’ecba’on - ‘thimble’ has been grouped 

separately from sfamon - ‘small moustache’ and bainon - ‘small belly’, both of which are 

clearly diminutives (cf. ’won - ‘pupil’, literally "little man"—’is - ‘man +  

-on - diminutive suffix—in section 4.1). ’ecba’on names something that is "worn” in a 

different way from batnon and sfamon—a thimble is added on to the body from an exter

nal source; bellies and moustaches, even small ones, are added on to the body from inside 

the body. While ’ecba’on - ‘thimble’ is metaphorical, batnon - ‘small belly’ and 

sfamon - ‘small moustace’ are literal. Nevertheless, it seems possible to analyze 

’ecba’on - ‘thimble’ as ’ecba -  ‘finger’ +  -on, d im in u tiv e  suffix, given the size and shape 

of a thimble. In this case the morphological structure of ’ecba’on and thimble would be 

parallel—the term thimble is also a diminutive as apparent from the suffix.

The Hebrew term cavaron - ‘collar’ is obviously related to the body part term 

cavar - ‘neck’. Interestingly enough the English word collar is also related to the body 

part term neck, but in a much less obvious way. The term collar is ultimately related to 

the Latin word collum - ‘neck’. As previously mentioned, both ’ecba’on - ‘thimble’ and
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cavaron - ‘collar’ are worn on the body part with which the word is associated. Unlike 

’ecba’on, it does not seem possible to analyze cavaron as having been formed with a 

diminutive suffix.

The other two derived words given in (B) are also diminutives: ’apon - ‘small nose’; 

and yasvanon - ‘small buttocks’. They are similar to  batnon - ‘small belly’ and 

sfamon - ‘small moustache’ in tha t they are literal and name parts of the body desig

nated as small. They differ in tha t they name small parts with which one is endowed as 

opposed to  small parts added on to  the body.

Another set of derived nouns is given in (C). The morphological pattern of these 

nouns can be characterized as Body Part Root + -i t

C) Body P a r t  R oot +  -it

resit - beginning ros - head
xazit - facade, front xaze - chest 
yadit - handle yad - hand
karsolit - gaiter karsol - ankle
bsonit - lingule lalon - tongue

Each of the derived words given in (C) is a feminine gender noun in part a result of 

adding the -it suffix to the body part stem. As has been the case with the other two sets 

of data  presented here so far, there is a semantic relationship between the complex word 

and the corresponding body part term, but several different semantic relationships are 

needed to characterize all of the data in the set.

Both of the complex terms resit - ‘beginning’ and xazit - ‘facade, front’ seem to 

derive from the position of the body part with which they are associated. With 

resit - ‘beginning', the position of the head a t the top of the body serves as the basis of 

the extension. Here the -it suffix creates an abstract noun from a  concrete noun,
^ j  w

ros - ‘head’. 1 With xazit - ‘facade, front’, the position of the chest at the front of the
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body serves as the basis of the extension. Notice th a t the English word facade is related 

to the body part term face, both of which derive from the Latin word facies - ‘face’. 

Although both resit - ‘beginning’ and xazit - ‘facade’ derive from the positions of the 

body parts with which they are associated, the -it suffix serves a different function in each.

The term  yadit - ‘handle’ names an object used by the hand in some way. Thus, for

example, yadit ha-delet - ‘(the) door handle’ is tha t part of the  door with which the hand

makes contact in order to  open the door. The -it suffix is a  diminutive. As a diminutive

suffix, -it occurs rather commonly in Modern Hebrew as for example in nakbuvit - ‘small

pore’ from nakbuv - ‘perforation’ (itself a diminutive by reduplication from

ISnekev - ‘hole’) and luxit - ‘plate’ related to luax - ‘board’.

The term  karsolit - ‘gaiter’ names an article of clothing worn on the body part with 

which it is associated: karsolit - ‘gaiter’ is worn around the ankle. Other clothing words 

derived from body part term s name articles of clothing worn on the body part. This is no 

doubt in part a function of the different physical structures of the particular body part. 

Derived nominals of different morphological patterns are used for names of articles of 

clothing, no m atter how they are worn. The non-correspondence of form and meaning in 

derived nominals in Modern Hebrew is discussed further below.

The technical botanical term ksonit - ‘lingule’ is most probably a caique from Latin. 

In botany the Latin term lingula names a small tongue-shaped part of a plant. The 

motivation for the use of the Latin term is clear: lingua - ‘tongue’ and lingula - ‘small 

tongue’. Thus, the Hebrew term lesonit is a morpheme by morpheme caique from Latin in 

which the suffix -it is a diminutive.

The derived nouns given in (D) are characterized as Body Part Root + -iya. Most of 

these complex terms name articles of clothing or parts of articles of clothing worn on or 

near the body part with which the term is associated.
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D) Body P a r t  R oot +  -iya

gufiya - undershirt guf - trunk
xaziya - bra xaze - breast
motniya - vest moten - waist
ktefiya - shoulder strap katef - shoulder 
micxiya - visor mecax - forehead
’ozniya - earphone ’ozen - ear
rosiya - header ros - head

For several clothing terms where Hebrew uses a complex term English has a  compound 

form. Compare gufiya with undershirt, motniya with vest, and ktefiya with shoulder 

strap. In addition, the English terms do not always include a body part term. Compare 

gufiya with undershirt: the Hebrew term derives from the part of the body on which the 

article of clothing is worn; and the English term derives from the name of another gar

ment under which this one is worn. While the connection between the forms xaziya and 

xaze is readily apparent, the connection between 6ra and a body part term is not. In fact, 

bra is a shortened version of brassiere which is ultimately related to the French term 

bras - ‘arm ’. Thus, the English term bra is etymologically related to a body part word, 

but it  is unlikely that the average speaker of English knows this. Similarly, whereas the 

relationship between the forms micxiya and mecax is apparent, the relationship between 

visor and a body part term is not. The English term visor is etymologically related to the 

French body part word visage - ‘face’ (and ultimately to the Latin verb videre - ‘see’), 

suggesting that a visor was originally something worn on the face. The etymology of the 

Hebrew term micxiya suggests tha t it is worn on (or near) the forehead.

Notice that neither ’ozniya - ‘earphone’ nor rosiya -‘header’ refer to  articles of 

clothing, although ’ozniya - ‘earphone’ can be viewed as something tha t is worn. In par

ticular, ’ozniya is worn on or in the ear. The term rosiya - ‘header’ is a h it of a soccer 

ball with the head. With both ’ozniya - ‘earphone’ and rosiya - ‘header’, it is necessary 

to use the body part with which the complex term is associated, albeit in different ways.
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With ’ozniya - ‘earphone’ the ear is more like a  patient or recipient and with 

roXiya - ‘header’ the head is the agent. ̂

Although there seems to be a  high degree of correspondence between Body Part Root 

+ -iya forms and the meaning of such words, it should be pointed out tha t there are many 

derived nouns with the suffix -iya in Modern Hebrew which have nothing to do with cloth

ing. Some of these include: cimxiya - ‘vegetation’ related to  the verbal root CMX-‘grow’; 

knesiya - ‘church’ related to  the verbal root KNS-‘gather’; and xanukiya - ‘Hanukkah 

lamp’, derived from xanuka - ‘Hanukkah, Feast of Lights’ related to the verbal root 

XNX - ‘inaugurate, have a house-warming (of the Temple)’ In each case, the -iya suffix 

serves a  different function and hence it is not possible to  assign a single meaning to it.

As discussed earlier (section 4.7), many body part term s use the morphological dual 

for their plurals where the suffix of the word is -ayim. Thus, for example, the plural of 

?ad - ‘breast' is sadayim - ‘(two) breasts’ and the plural of regel - ‘leg, foot’ is 

raglayim - ‘(two) legs, feet’. There are also derived words which name things outside the 

body part domain which can be characterized as Body Part Root + -ayim. The term 

yarkatayim - ‘(two) ends’ is the dual form of yrexa - ‘end’, the morphological feminine of 

yarex - ‘thigh’, and occurs in the compound yarkatey ha-sfina (ends (of) the-ship) - ‘(the) 

stern of the ship’. The word moznayim  - ‘scale’ is ultimately derived from the body part 

term ’ozen - ‘ear’ through the denominal verb ’tzen - ‘balance’ (See section 6.2.3). The 

term moznayim  names the type of scale on which something is weighed by balancing it 

with an object whose weight is known. The scale is a  kind of balance, literally "two bal-
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6.2.1.2 O ther Mi£kalim

All of the data presented in (A)-(D) can be characterized as Body Part Root + Suffix. 

There are other miskalim— morphological patterns—represented in derived nominals 

related to body part terms. One of these is the pattern CaCeCet mentioned above as 

denoting diseases, some additional examples of which are given in (G).

E) CaCeCet

damemet - hemophilia dam - blood
kavedet - cirrhosis of the liver kaved - liver
’acevet - neurosis ’ecev - nerve
satenet - urosis seten - urine

Each of the derived words given in (E) names a disease of the body part with which the

term is associated. In each case the consonantal root of the body part term has been

extracted and plugged into the pattern CaCeCet. In most cases, the body part term has a 

tri-consonantal root as for example kaved - ‘liver’ (KBD) and seten - ‘urine’ (&TN). 

With other terms the language resorts to  different devices to ensure a tri-consonantal 

root. For example, with damemet - ‘hemophilia’ it seems tha t the underlying form of 

dam - ‘blood’, which is tri-consonantal, is used to create the "root" DMM.

There is another way to name diseases in Modern Hebrew. A compound noun whose 

first term is daleket - ‘inflammation, infection’ and whose second term is the inflamed or 

infected part may be used as for example, daleket ha-prakim (inflammation (of) 

the-joints) - ‘arthritis’ and daleket re’ot (infection (of) lungs) - ‘pneumonia’. Notice that 

the morphological pattern of daleket - ‘inflammation, infection’ is CaCeCet.

Two other word formation processes have been used in the derivation of complex 

nouns related to body part terms: reduplication and blending. Some examples of complex 

words formed by reduplication are given in (F).
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F) Reduplication

gufif - corpuscle guf - body
bvav - heart lev - heart

sfamfam - small moustache safam - moutache 
zkanakan - small beard zakan - beard

The data in (F) illustrate different kinds of reduplication: reduplication of the final con

sonant as in gufif - ‘corpuscle’ from guf - ‘body’; and reduplication of the final syllable 

as in sfamfam  - ‘small moustache’ from safam  - ‘moustache’. These data also show th a t 

reduplication is used in the creation of expert terms such as gufif - ‘corpuscle’ from 

guf - ‘body’ as well as everyday terms such as zkankan - ‘small beard’ from 

zakan - ‘beard*. Note tha t although the term gufif - ‘corpuscle’ is technical in origin, it 

is used quite commonly. In all but one case (bvav - ‘heart’), the reduplication creates a 

diminutive. Note that reduplication is used for other body part terms including 

’a f’af - ‘eyelid’ (see section 4.1) and lavlav - ‘pancreas’ (see section 5.2).

The process of blending involves the joining of two or more existing words to create 

a new word. This can be done by deleting parts of the existing words and joining the 

remaining parts together or by joining together the two existing words as such. Two 

examples of derived words formed by blending one or more body part terms are 

ragleset - ‘maxillipedes’ and senhav - ‘ivory’.

The term ragleset - ‘maxillipedes’ is a  blend of the body part terms regel - ‘foot’ 

and leset - ‘jaw ’ in which the term regel has been shortened and attached to the term 

leset. The morpheme by morpheme translation of the term ragleset is ‘foot jaw’; ragleset 

names the part of a crustacean which is a foot tha t has turned into a jaw used for gather

ing food or emitting poison. The motivation for the blending of the two terms is clear. 

Although ragleset is a technical term in zoology, its morphological structure has the flavor 

of a folk term; ragleset appears to be more similar to a novel compound such as footjaw
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than to the Latin zoological term maxillipedes. It is likely tha t the Hebrew term is a 

caique from the Latin perhaps by way of English where its use predates the revival of 

Hebrew as a  spoken language. The term senhav - ‘ivory’ is believed to be a blend of the 

body p art term sen - ‘tooth’ and the Hebrew version of an Egyptian word 

’ev - ‘elephant’ (Even-Shoshan 1S82). The Hebrew version of the Egyptian word is hav. 

Assuming this etymology is correct, the morpheme by morpheme translation of 

senhav - ‘ivory’ is ‘elephant tooth’. The term senhav is an example of a  blend in which 

two existing words are joined together without changing the form of either one. Unlike 

ragleset - ‘maxillipedes’, the term senhav - ‘ivory’ is well-known among speakers of 

Modern Hebrew. This is no doubt in part a function of the different status of each word 

in the vocabulary and in part a function of the age of the word, ragleset - ‘maxillipedes’ 

is a relatively new coinage; senhav - ‘ivory’ occurs in Biblical Hebrew.

As has been the case with other data presented here, doubling and blending are 

processes of word formation in Modern Hebrew in general and not only in the creation of 

derived lexical items related to body part terms. Some examples of doubling outside the 

body part domain are xelkik - ‘particle’ from xelek - ‘p a rt’ and smanman - ‘chubby’ 

from samen - ‘fa t’. Some examples of blending outside the body part domain are 

ramzor - ‘traffic light’ from remez - ‘hint’ and ’or - ‘light’, kolno’a - ‘cinema’ from 

kol - ‘sound’ and no’a - ‘move’, and smartaf - ‘baby-sitter’ from samar - ‘watch, 

guard’ and ta f - ‘children’.

6.2.1.3 Sum m ary of Nouns

The da ta  presented here on nouns derived from body part terms in Modern Hebrew 

can be summarized as follows. Some of these derived nouns are folk terms and others are 

technical terms. Among the folk terms there are many names for articles of clothing. 

Among the technical terms there are many names for medically related people, conditions,
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and processes. Whereas the technical terms can be characterized in terms of a one-to-one 

correspondence between form and meaning, the folk terms cannot be characterized in this 

way. A recapitulation of the different milfkalim used for clothing terms illustrates this 

point.

There are clothing terms derived from body part nouns in four of the miskalim  

exemplified here. These include: Body Part Stem + -a as in bitna - ‘lining’; Body Part 

Stem + -on as in cavaron - ‘collar’; Body Part Stem + -it as in karsolit - ‘gaiter’; and 

Body Part Stem + -iya as in gufiya - ‘undershirt’. In addition, each of these miskalim  is 

used for a variety of other kinds of nouns including instruments such as 

piya - ‘mouthpiece’ and yadit - ‘handle’, diminutives such as batnon - ‘small belly’ and 

’apon - ‘small nose’, and abstract nouns such as rosiya - ‘header’. Furthermore, it is 

also possible to designate parts of articles of clothing with body part terms as for example 

gav ha-sveder (back (of) the-sweater) - ‘back of the sweater’, ’ecba’ot ha-kfafa (fingers 

(of) the-glove) - ‘fingers of the glove’, marpakim mutla ’im - ‘patched elbows’, and bir- 

kayim kru’ot - ‘torn knees’. In each of these the body part term is the head noun of an 

expression, either a nominal compound or a noun 4- adjective phrase. Finally, there are 

also clothing terms that bear no relationship at all to body part terms Some examples are: 

xaca ’it - ‘skirt’; sarvul - ‘sleeve’; and gerev - ‘sock’. These data provide additional evi

dence for the non-correspondence of of form and meaning in Hebrew nominals.

6.2.2 Adjectives

6.2.2.1 -i Adjectives

Perhaps the most common way of forming adjectives based on nouns in Modern 

Hebrew is the addition of the suffix - i . The addition of the suffix -i creates a word which 

denotes an attribute. Sometimes the derived word refers to one aspect or feature of the
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body part; other times the derived adjective is more general, meaning ‘of or related to X’ 

where X is the body part. Some examples are given in (G).

G) Body P art Root +  -i A djectives

1) rasi - main, chief ros - head
’ikvi - consistent ’akev - heel
Isloni - linguistic Ia£on - tongue
groni - guttural garon - throat
bvavi - warm, kind bvav - heart
sriri - muscular srir - muscle
bsari - meaty basar - meat, flesh

2) ’crki - arterial ’orek - artery
vridi - venous vrid - vein
kvedi - hepatid kaved - Her
lavlabi - pancreatic lavlav - pancreas
re’ati - pulmonary re’a - lung

The data in (G) are divided into two groups for several reasons. The adjectives listed in

22(G-l) are used in everyday speech while those listed in (G-2) are not. The derived 

words listed in (G-2) are technical terms used by trained specialists, if a t all. For the 

most part, each of the items listed in (G-l) denotes an attribute related to  the body part 

from which it was derived, but the set as a whole cannot be characterized in terms of a 

single attribute. In other words different features of the related body part have been lexi- 

calized into the different adjectives. In contrast, the adjectives listed in (G-2) can be 

characterized as a whole set. Rather than focusing on a single feature, these adjectives 

regularly and literally refer to the body part in question. The derived adjectives in (G-l) 

are discussed below with particular attention to the feature of the related body part which 

has been incorporated in the adjective.

The denominal adjective rasi - ‘main’ is related to the body part term  ros - ‘head’ 

and occurs in expressions such as kviXrasi - ‘main road’ and rat; raXi - ‘chief rabbi’. The 

important function of the head and the position of the head a t the top of the body play a
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role in the meaning of the derived adjective. The word ’ikvi - ‘consistent’ is derived from 

the body part term ’akev - ‘heel’. In some respect the preposition ba- ’ikvot - ‘following’ 

(literally, on heels (of)) elucidates the relationship between ’ikvi - ‘consistent’ and 

’akev - ‘heel’. (Perhaps ’ikvi is a  secondary derivative of ’akev - ‘heel’ being more closely 

related to  ’ikvot - ‘traces’.) Someone or something ’ikvi follows an established pattern as 

in the sentence hu ben ’aiam  ’ikvi rr&’od - ‘He’s a  very consistent man’. The derived 

adjective hsoni - ‘linguistic’ ultimately derives from the body part term  lason - ‘tongue’ 

and occurs in the phrases du-lssoni - ‘bi-lingual’ and m i ’abada lasonit - ‘linguistic labora

tory’. Note tha t the adjective b so n i - ‘linguistic’ is based on the extended sense of 

lason - ‘language’ and not the body part sense of the term. The term groni - ‘guttural’ 

is related to the body part noun garon - ‘th roat’ and occurs in the expressions ’otiyot 

groniyot - ‘guttural letters’ and sa’ul groni - ‘guttural cough’. The position of the throat 

is incorporated into the meaning of the adjective groni - ‘guttural’. The derived form 

bvavi - ‘warm, kind’ as in xiyux bvavi - ‘warm smile’ and ’ixulim lavaviyim  - ‘kind,

heartfelt greetings’ is related to the body part term lev - ‘heart’ (as well as 

23lavav - ‘heart’). Notice tha t bvavi - ‘warm, kind’ does not mean ‘hearty’. Here it 

seems tha t the meaning of the adjective is based on an association made between the part 

of the body and its connection to the emotions. The adjective sriri - ‘muscular’ derives 

from the body part term  srir - ‘muscle’. Notice th a t sriri - ‘muscular’ as in the phrase 

guf sriri - ‘muscular body’ describes an entity with lots of muscles and not an entity 

which is like a muscle in some way. Finally, bsari - ‘meaty’, a  denominal adjective from 

the term basar - ‘meat, flesh’, occurs in the phrase ’oxel bsari - ‘meaty food’ or 

‘meat-like food’. The term  bsari - ‘meaty’ differs from the other derived adjectives listed 

in (G-l) in tha t it does not incorporate a particular feature of meat.
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6.2.2.2 -ani Adjectives

Another adjectival sufRx used in the creation of attributives related to  body part 

terms is -ani. Some examples of Body Part Root + -ani adjectives are given in (H ).^

H) Body P a r t  R o o t +  -an i A d jec tiv es

1) gufani - physical guf - body
’acbani - nervous ’ecev - nerve
basrani - fleshy basar - meat, flesh

2) ’orkani - arterial ’orek - artery
vridani - venous vrid - vein
kvedani - hepatic kaved - liver

The terms given in (H-l) are comparable to those in (G-l) in that they are used in every

day speech; the terms in (H-2) are comparable to those in (G-2) in that they are not used 

in everyday speech. Furthermore, the derived adjectives in (H-2) are consistently general 

in meaning while those in (H-l) are not.

The term gufani - ‘physical’ is derived from guf - ‘body’ and occurs in the phrases 

xinux gufani - ‘physical education’ and maga gufani - ‘physical contact’. The adjective 

gufani literally means ‘of the body’--i.e. ‘bodily’. The derived form ’acbani - ‘nervous’, 

related to ’ecev - ‘nerve’, is comparable to  sriri - ‘muscular’ since they both refer to a 

great quantity of the body part. Thus, for example, the expression yeled 

’acbani - ‘nervous child’ characterizes a child in terms of the amount of active or 

activated nerves. Similarly, keva ’acbanit - ‘nervous stomach’ refers to a stomach with 

much activity "nerve-wise". Note tha t ’acbani does not mean ‘nervey’—i.e. ‘with a lot of 

nerve’. A folk theoretical explanation of this involves people’s beliefs tha t emotional and 

mental problems are located in the nerves. Thus with keva ’acbanit - ‘nervous stomach’, 

the folk theory is that an upset stomach is caused by emotional i.e. "nerve" factors. 

Finally basrani - ‘fleshy’ (i.e. ‘fatty, fleshy’), as in sfatayim basraniyot - ‘corpulent lips’
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and cemax basrani - ‘succulent plant’, incorporates a  physical feature of basar - ‘m eat’.

Each of the -ant adjectives listed in (H-2) has an -i counterpart with the identical 

meaning given in (G-2). (In the present data there is one occurrence of an -i /-ant pair of 

adjectives w ith a meaning difference: bsari - ‘m eaty’; basrani - ‘corpulent.) The 

existence of the -t /-an i pairs of adjectives without any meaning difference seems to  indi

cate a concern for creating words with stipulated meanings as well as a  desire to make use 

of as many morphological patterns in the language as possible. This provides additional 

evidence that these derived adjectives have been created purposely.

The adjectives listed in (G-2) and (H-2) are considered technical for several reasons. 

They are derived from terms that name internal organs—i.e. terms used by the expert 

observer of the human body. (See section 5.2) While a speaker of Hebrew is likely to 

recognize these words as adjectives because of their forms and even determine their mean

ings, it is unlikely that they would ever use these terms. Furthermore, the one-to-one 

correspondence between form and meaning is a result of the fact tha t the meaning of the 

form has been stipulated. Stipulating meanings of words is characteristic of expert termi

nology. The technical terms given in (G-2) and (H-2) differ distinctly from the 

non-technical terms in (G-l) and (H-l) in another im portant way. Whereas the technical 

terms only have a literal meaning, the non-technical terms are not restricted to literal 

meanings. The meaning of any one of these technical terms is determinable from the 

meaning of the sum of its parts. The meaning of any one of the non-technical terms is 

not predictable since there is no way of determining a priori which of the features of the 

part that serves as the basis of the derived word will be lexicalized in tha t word.

The data presented here on derived adjectives related to  body part terms are limited

to two miskalim: Body Part Root + -i and Body Part Root + -ani. This was done mainly

25because these were the most frequently occurring forms in the data. Even this limited
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amount of data illustrates the variety of kinds of information th a t can be incorporated 

into words derived from body part terms. In addition, these data  provide additional evi

dence for the distinction between folk terms and technical terms, as well as the difference 

between real words and made-up words.

6.2.3 Verbs

As discussed above (section 2.2), content words-nouns, adjectives, and verbs—in 

Hebrew can be characterized in terms of two components—consonantal root and morpho

logical pattern. Nouns (and adjectives) are classified according to their 

miskal - ‘pattern’; verbs are classified according to their btnyan - ‘conjugation’. In the 

following section, I shall discuss verbs which are morphologically and semantically related 

to  body part terms In most cases it is clear tha t the verb is denominal; a few problematic 

cases are included as well. 1 am particularly concerned with characterizing the semantic 

relationship between the derived word and the body part with which it is associated. 

Assuming tha t a  verb derived from a body part term incorporates the notion of using the 

body part, it is important to consider in what way the body part is used.

6.2.3.1 P A ’AL Verbs

The data are presented according to the ftt'nyan-conjugation—of the verb. The dis

cussion begins with verbs in the p a ’al (or kal) conjugation, traditionally considered the 

"pure" stem (Gesenius 1910:115). Verbs in the pa’al conjugation related to body part 

terms are given in (I).
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I) P A ’AL Body P a r t  V erbs

’araf - behead a t the neck ’oref - neck, nape 
’akav - follow ’akev - heel
naxar - snore nxir - nostril
yarak - spit rok - spit
zaken - be old zakan - beard
pana • turn panim - face

It seems intuitively obvious th a t the verbs ’araf - ‘behead at the neck’, 

’akav - ‘follow’, and naxar - ‘snore’ are derived from ’oref - ‘neck, nape’, ’akev - ‘heel’, 

and nxir - ‘nostril’, respectively. In each case were it not for the existence of the body 

part, the action designated by a verb with the same consonantal root as the body part 

term would be odd. To illustrate, some example sentences demonstrating the use of these 

verbs are given.

23) h a - t a l y a n  ’ a r a f  ’ e t  r o s - o  
t h e - e x e c u t i o n e r  " n e c k e d "  OBJ h e a d - h i s

s e l  h a - n e ’ esam 
o f  t h e - i n d i c t e d

The hangman beheaded the indicted man (at the neck).

24) h a - b a l a s  ’ a k a v  ’ a x a r e y  h a - x a s u d
t h e - d e t e c t i v e  " h e e l e d "  a f t e r  t h e - s u s p e c t
The detective followed the suspect.

25 ) dan  n a x a r  k o l  h a - l a y l a  v j - I o  n a t a n
Dan " n o s t r i l e d "  a l l  t h e - n i g h t  a n d - n o t  gave

* •  * •  V11 I i - son
to -me  t o - s l e e p

Dan snored all night and didn’t let me sleep.

In sentence (#1), the action designated by the verb ’araf occurs a t the location of the

body part ’oref - ‘neck, nape’; the notion of location is incorporated into the verb.

Notice tha t the obligtory object of the (transitive) verb ’araf is ros - ‘head’;
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Y
ros - ‘head’ is the affected object. As indicated in sentence (#24), in Hebrew

’akav - ‘follow’ does not take a direct object; rather, it is necessary to "follow after"

someone. The body part ’akev - ‘heel’ is incorporated into the verb ’akav - ‘follow’ in 

that the heel is being followed. The Biblical Hebrew name ya ’akov (rendered in English as 

‘Jacob’) is the third person masculine singular imperfect form of the verb ’akav. Accord

ing to the Bible, Y a’akov was so named because he was holding on to  his older twin 

brother’s heel when he was born (Ber. 25:26). A t birth Ya’akov "follows" his older 

brother Esau by holding his heel. In (#25) it is difficult to  imagine snoring without the
A C

nose or some part of the nose. With both ’araf - ‘behead a t the neck’ and

’akav - ‘follow’, the body part affected by the action indicated with the verb is not on the

person performing tha t action.

Both ’araf and ’akav can be used figuratively as shown in sentences (#26) and (#27).

26) ’ im ’ a l i y a t  h a - m i s t a r  h a - x a d a s  l a - s i l t o n  
w i t h  r i s e  ( o f )  t h e - r e g i m e  t h e - n e w  t o - t h e - p o w e r

y j ’ a r f u  h a r b e  r a s i m
w i 11 - b e - " n e c k e d "  many h e a d s

With the rise to power of the new regime, many heads will roll.

27) h a - k a t a v  ’ a k av  ’ a x a r e y  
t h e - c o r  r e s p o n d e n t  " h e e l e d "  f o l l o w e d

h i s t a l s j l u t  h a - m i k r e
d e v e l o p m e n t  ( o f )  t h e - i n c i d e n t

The correspondent followed the development of the incident.

In (#26), the verb has a figurative sense because nobody is actually beheaded; in (#27), 

the verb has a figurative sense because incidents don’t  have heels which can be followed 

the way human heels can be followed.
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The verb yarak - ‘spit’ is similar to  other verbs mentioned so far in tha t it is neces

sary for Tok - ‘sp it’ to  exist before any action can be performed with it. However, 

yarak - ‘sp it’ differs from these other verbs in that the noun related to  it names a body 

fluid. Body fluids th a t serve as the basis of derived verbs are also the products that result 

from the action designated by the verb.

While it is clear that zaken - ‘be old’ and zakan - ‘beard’ are related morphologi

cally and semantically, it is not intuitively obvious th a t the verb is derived from the noun, 

although traditional lexicographers (e.g. Even-Shoshan) do make this claim. Both the 

verb and the noun appear in the early books of the Bible, the only documentation of Bibli

cal Hebrew. As such, which form appeared first cannot be determined. Perhaps in Bibli

cal times having a beard implied being old. If so, zaken - ‘be old’ might have originally 

meant ‘be bearded1. Of course, nowadays one need not be old to  have a beard nor must 

someone who is old have a beard. While all adult males have beards, not all adult males 

let their beards grow.

Similarly, the verb pana - ‘turn’ and the body part noun panim  - ‘face’ seem to be 

related, although their derivational history is not clear. The semantic relationship 

between pana - ‘tu rn ’ and panim  - ‘face’ is apparent-typically when someone turns their 

face is in the direction they turn. The English verb face, a back-formation from the body 

part word face, captures the connection between pana - ‘tu rn ’ and panim  - ‘face’.

6.2.3.2 P I’EL Verbs

27Verbs in the pi'el conjugation derived from body part terms are given in (J).
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J) P I’EL Body P a r t  Verbs

’inpef - talk nasally ’af - nose
’iyen - look into ’ayin - eye
’izen - balance ’ozen - ear
ziyen - fuck zayin - penis (slang)
yida - throw yad - arm, hand
rigel - spy regel - leg, foot
’ife f  - wink, blink ’aTaf - eyelid
girger - gargle garon - th roat

gargeret - Adam’s Apple 
dimem - bleed dam - blood
libev - warm the heart lev - heart
’icben - annoy ’ecev - nerve

For the most part the denominal verbs derived from body part terms listed in (J) can be 

characterized as designating actions performed by the possessor of the body part where 

the body part is the instrument used to perform the action. The exceptions are 

dimem - ‘bleed’, libev - ‘warm the heart’, and ’icben - ‘annoy’; these verbs will be dis

cussed following the discussion of the others.

The verb ’inpef - ‘talk nasally' is derived from the term ’af - ‘nose’. The quadrili- 

teral verb ’inpef is formed by duplicating the final consonant of the underlying form of ’af 

which is ’NP. Note tha t the sign itself imitates its signification: ’a f is the basis of ’inpef 

in which nasalization represents nasal speech. An example illustrating the use of ’inpef is 

given in (#28).

28) b a - m e s e x  h a - r a ’ayon dan  l o  x a d a l
i n - d u r i n g  t h e - i n t e r v i e w  Dan n o t  r e f r a i n - f r o m

me - 1 3 - ’ anpe  f 
f rom- t o - " n o s e "

During the interview Dan didn’t  refrain from talking nasally.

As is apparent from sentence (#6), in Hebrew to "nose" is to use one’s nose to talk 

nasally. In contrast, in English to nose as in to nose around in someone ’s business means
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to pry and to nose one’s way into a crowd means to push or move with the nose forward. 

Both of these have a negative connotation. In Hebrew, one achieves this effect with the 

phrase doxef ’et ha- ’a f b- (push OBJ the-nose into) - ‘stick the nose in’ shown in (#29)

29) dan  d o x e f  ' e t  h a - ’a f  l<?-’ i n y a n i n  s e l  ’ a x e r i m
Dan p u s h e s  OBJ t h e - n o s e  t o - m a t t e r s  o f  o t h e r s
Dan sticks his nose in other peoples’ business.

The verb ’iyen - ‘look into’ is based on the body part term ’ayin - ‘eye’. The body

part is the instrum ent with which the action is performed. Looking into something by

definition involves using the eye as does seeing, although looking is more conscious and 

deliberate than seeing. The verb ’iyen is illustrated in (#30).

30) d an  ’ i y e n  ba - mi sma x i m s e - n a t n u  l o
Dan " e ye d"  i n t o - t h e - d o c u m e n t s  R E L - t h e y  gave  t o - h i m
Dan looked into the documents that they gave him.

The verb ’iyen incorporates the idea of looking carefully and examining. In this respect it 

is similar to the English denominal verb eyeball as in eyeball the data. Note that the 

Hebrew verb ’iyen is different from the English verb eye as in eye the girls on the beach in 

the sense of noticing and watching with fixed attention. A comparable Hebrew expression 

for this is sam ’ayin ’al (put eye on) - ‘take notice o f  which can also have the sense of 

‘watch over’ or ‘keep an eye on’. These are illustrated in (#31) and (#32), respectively.

31) r i n a  sama ’a y i n  ’ a l  h a - g e v e r  ’ i m h a - s a f a m
Re na  p u t - f e m .  eye on t h e - m a n  w i t h  t h e - m o u s t a c h e
Rena noticed the man with the moustache.
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3 2 ) s im  ’ a y i n  ’ a l  h a - t i n o k  ’ ad s e - h u  y e r a d e m
p u t  e y e  on t h e - b a b y  u n t i l - h e  f a l l s  a s l e e p
Keep an eye on the baby until he falls asleep.

The verb ’izen - ‘balance’ is derived from the body p a rt term ’ozen - ‘ear’. This 

verb, which occurs in Biblical Hebrew, reveals folk knowledge about certain anatomical 

processes. In particular it  suggests an awareness of the connection between the ear and 

balance. While the possessor of the body part is the one who performs the action desig

nated by the verb, the body part is not the instrument w ith which the action is per

formed. However, the (internal) ear can be viewed as the instrument with which a 

person’s sense of balance is controlled. Thus, in a metaphorical sense, the ear is the 

instrument with which the action of balancing is performed. Parts of the internal ear con

trol balance "inside" the body. The ear, as a sense organ providing contact with the out

side world, handles balance "outside" of the body. (See sections 4.1 and 5.2)

The denominal verb ziyen - ‘fuck’ is based on the slang term  zayin which names the 

28male sexual organ. (See section 4.3) The verb is used as in (#31) to designate the 

action of sexual intercourse.

3 3 ) dan  z i y e n  ’ e t  h a - x a v e r a  s e l - o
Dan " p e n i s e d "  OBJ t h e - g i r 1f r i e n d  o f - h i m  
Dan fucked his girlfriend.

It is also used figuratively as in te-zayen ’et ha-moax (to "penis" the brain) - ‘to confuse, 

to bother’.

The verbs yida - ‘throw’ and rigel - ‘spy’ are derived from the body part nouns

29yai - ‘arm, hand’ and regel - ‘leg, foot’, respectively. The verb yida - ‘throw’ is 

somewhat restricted occurring in expressions such as Id-yadot ’avanim (to-"hand" 

stones) - ‘to throw stones’ and b-yadot goral(to "hand" lot) - ‘to cast lots’ both of which
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are of Biblical origin. Note th a t only b-yadot ’avanim  - ‘to throw stones’ is used in the 

modern language. The body part with which the verb is associated is the instrum ent with 

which the action is performed. Notice tha t the Hebrew verb yida - ‘throw’ differs from 

the English denominal verb hand which means ‘give with the hand’ although both involve 

using the hand (and arm). The verb rigel - ‘spy’ is illustrated in (#34).

34 ) dan  n i s l a x  l s - r a g e l  b a - c a f o n
Dan was s e n t  t o - n f o o t B i n - t h e - n o r t h  
Dan was sent to spy up north.

The Hebrew verb rigel - spy' lexicalizes the notion of going by foot which is somewhat 

different than using the foot to  perform the action as spying involves the eyes as well. As 

discussed above (section 4.5.2), the Hebrew term regel names the whole leg including the 

foot or just the foot. The action designated by the verb rigel - ‘spy’ obviously presumes 

the use of the whole leg. The verb rigel - ‘spy’ can be compared to the English denomi

nal verbs foot and leg as in to foot it and to leg it out o f here both of which refer to walk

ing, an action which involves the use of the leg and foot.

Both ’i f ’ef - ‘blink, wink’ and girger - ‘gargle’ are reduplicated forms. The verb

’i f ’e f  is derived from the body part term ’af’a f - ‘eyelid’ which is itself a reduplicated

form. (See section 4. t  ) The verb girger - ‘gargle’ is derived from the body p a rt noun

garon - ‘th roat’ (or perhaps from gargeret - ‘Adam’s apple’) by reduplicating the first

two of the three consonants in the word (or by extracting the consonants from the stem of 

30the word). Both ’i f ’ef - ‘blink, wink’ and girger - ‘gargle’ designate actions per

formed by the possessor of the body part associated with the verb and in each case the 

body part is the instrument with which the action is performed. Some examples follow.
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35) h a - m a ’a v a r  m e - x o s e x  l a - ’o r  g a r a m  
t h e - t r a n s i t i o n  f r o m - d a r k  t o - l i g h t  c a u s e d

l i  b - ’ a f ’ e f
t o - me  t o - " eye  1 i d"

The transition from dark to light made me blink.

V v
36) k s e - y e s  l i  k a ’ ev g a r o n  ’ a n i

w h e n - t h e r e - i s  to -m e p a i n  t h r o a t  I

m a g a r g e r e t  ba-m ey  m e l a x
" t h r o a t " ( A ’ s a p p l e )  w i t h - w a t e r  s a l t

When I have a sore throat I gargle with saltwater.

In (#35) the syntactic object of the verb ’i f ’e f  is understood to be

’a f’apayim - ‘eyelids'--i.e. l i - ’a f’e f ’et ka- ’a f’apayim (to blink OBJ the-eyelids) - ‘to 

blink’.

As previously mentioned, dimem. - ‘bleed’, libev - ‘warm the heart’, and 

’icben - ‘annoy’ cannot be characterized in the same way as the other p i’el body part 

verbs. The term dam - ‘blood’ names a body fluid which is the basis of the derived verb

dimem. Similar to rok - ‘sp it’, dam - ‘blood’ is also the product resulting from the

action designated by the verb. An example illustrating the use of dimem is given in 

(#37).

37) r i n a  madamem et h a r b e  b? -zman  h a - m a x z o r  
Rena  " b l o o d s "  a l o t  a t - t i m e  ( o f )  t h e - p e r i o d  
Rena bleeds a lot during her period.

While both the Hebrew verb dimem  - ‘bleed’ and the English verb bleed (also related to 

the noun blood) are intransitives, only the English verb can be used transitively. As a 

transitive verb bleed means ‘let blood’ where the person who performs the action is not 

the possessor of the product resulting from that action. The verb bleed is also used figura
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tively as in bleed him dry in the sense of ‘extort money’. A comparable Hebrew expression 

conveys a  similar meaning: macac ’et dam-o (sucked OBJ blood-his) - ‘exploit, take 

advantage’.

The body part term lev - ‘heart’ is the basis of the derived verb libev - ‘warm the

heart’, the use of which is illustrated in (#38).

38) mamas m d l a b e v  l i - r ’o t  ’o t a m  k o l  kax  m 5 ’u s a r i m
r e a l l y  " h e a r t s "  t o - s e e  t hem a l l  so  happy

It really warms the heart to see them so happy.

As is apparent from (#16), according to the folk theory the heart is the object affected by 

the action designated by the verb. In addition, the possessor of the body part is not the 

performer of the action. The verb nalabev - ‘warm the w eart’ is somewhat comparable 

to the English verb hearten meaning ‘encourage’ or ‘cheer’.

Both dimem - ‘bleed’ (DMM) and libev - ‘warm the heart’ (LBB) are derived from 

biliteral nouns. In each case the final consonant of the noun has been duplicated to create 

a triliteral verbal root. The quadriliteral verb ’icben - ‘annoy’ derives from the adjective 

’acbani - ‘nervous’ (sharing its consonantal base ’CBN) and ultimately is related to the 

body part term ’ecev - ‘nerve’. An example illustrating the use of ’icben - ‘annoy’ is 

given in (#39).

39) d an  ’ a d a y i n  m s ’ac b e n  ’o t i  
Dan s t i l l  " n e r v e s "  me 
Dan is still annoying me.
Dan still gets on my nerves.

As was the case with libev - ‘warm the heart’, the body part which ultimately serves as 

the basis of ’icben - ‘annoy’ is the object affected by the action indicated in the verb and 

the possessor of the body part is not the performer of the action. Whereas the Hebrew
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verb ’icben - ‘annoy’ refers to  an action which increases the amount of nerves, the 

English verb enervate, related to the body part term nerve, refers to an action which 

decreases the amount of nerves.

6.2.3.3 HIF’IL V erbs

Verbs in the hif’il conjugation derived from body p art terms are given in (K).

K) H IF ’IL Body P a r t  V erbs

hivrix - cause to kneel berex - knee
hixtif - put on the shoulder katef - shoulder
hicbi’a  - raise a finger ’ecba - finger
he’ezin - listen ’ozen - ear
histin - urinate seten - urine

Traditional grammarians characterize the hif’il conjugation as being the causative or

31inchoative counterpart of the •pa’al. Among the h if’il body part verbs given in (0 ) only 

one is explicitly causative: hivrix - ‘cause to kneel’. Note, however, tha t there is no 

non-causative pa ’al form of this verb in use in Modern Hebrew. The verb hivrix is derived 

from the body part term berex - ‘knee’; an illustration of its use is given in (#40).

40) dan  h i v r i x  ’ e t  h a - g m a l i m  
Dan " k n e e d "  OBJ t h e - c a m e l s  
Dan made the camels kneel.

Notice that the affected body part does not belong to the person performing the action. 

Furthermore, it is not possible to hivrix oneself; the subject and the object of the verb 

hivrix may not be identical.

Another derived verb which designates an action affecting the body part with which 

it is associated is hixtif - ‘put on the shoulder’ as in the commonly heard army command 

kaxtef sek ((you) "shoulder" weapon) - ‘Shoulder arms!‘ (sek is an abbreviated form of
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nesek - ‘weapon’.) The body part katef - ‘shoulder’ is the affected object of the action 

and also designates its location. With hixtif - ‘put on the shoulder’, the affected body 

part does belong to  the person performing the action.

Both hicbi’a - ‘raise a finger’ and he’ezin - ‘listen’ can be paraphrased as "use the 

32body part". The way in which the body part is used depends in part on the physical 

structure and the anatomical function of the body part. A finger is a  relatively flexible 

part of the body which can be raised; listening is the conscious and deliberate counterpart 

to hearing, an anatomical function of the ear. Some example sentences are given below.

41) t a l m i d i m  n o h ag i m l P - h a c b i ’ a 
s t u d e n t s  a r e  a c c u s t o m e d  t o - " f i n g e r "

b a - k i  t a  
i n - t h e - c l a s s

Students are accustomed to raising their hands in class.

42 ) h a - ’ e z r a x i m  h i c b i ’u b a - b x i r o t  
t h e - c i t i z e n s  " f i nge red"  i n - t h e - e 1e c t i o n s  

The citizens voted in the election.

43) d an  h e ’ e z i n  l a - x a d a s o t  
Dan " e a r e d "  t o - t h e - n e w s  
Dan listened to the news.

In (#41) and (#42), two slightly different but obviously related uses of hicbi’a are illus

trated; the common factor in these is getting recognition as a  result of raising the finger. 

In the context of a  classroom l&hacbi’a - ‘to raise a finger’ is more literal than in an elec

tion, although using hicbi’a for ‘vote’ suggests tha t voting was a t one time done by raising 

a finger. In both (#41) and (#42) the body part with which the verb is associated is the 

instrument with which the action is performed. Notice the difference between the Hebrew 

verb hicbi’a - ‘raise a finger' and the English denominal verb finger as in finger the 

material which can be paraphrased ‘touch with the fingers’. The Hebrew verb lexicalizes a
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feature of the physical structure of the body part and the English verb lexicalizes a func

tion of the body part. In (#43) he ’ezin - ‘listen’ also refers to an action performed with 

the body part associated with the verb—people listen with their ears. Perhaps in some 

respect the verb he ’ezin can also be considered a  causative since the possessor of the body 

part causes the ear to  hear in the act of listening.

Finally, the verb histin - ‘urinate’ is derived from the noun seten - ‘urine’. The 

action designated by the verb is performed by the possessor of the body part—i.e. body 

fluid—which is the product of the action. In everyday speech the more common expression 

for this action is la ’asot pipi - ‘to make pipi’, a periphrastic verb using the children’s 

term pipi. (See section 4.6) Note tha t although seten - ‘urine’ is medical and hence not 

rude, k-hastin  is quite vulgar. Whereas it is acceptable for a  man to say ’ani carix h- 

hastin (I have to-urinate) - ‘I have to take a piss’, a woman would only say ’ani crixa la

’asot pipi (I have to-make peepee) - ‘I have to pee’.

6.2.3.4 Sum m ary o f V erbs

The data presented here on morphosyntactically elaborate verbs derived from body 

part terms are summarized in Table 4. The verbs are divided into groups according to 

the role of the body part whose name serves as the basis of the derivation. The body part 

term is given alongside the verb.
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Instrum ent

naxar - snore nxir - nostril
pana - turn panim - face
’inpef - talk nasally ’af - nose
’iyen - look into ’ayin - eye
’izen - balance ’ozen - ear
ziyen - fuck zayin - penis
yida - throw yad - arm, hand
rigel - spy regel - spy
’if’ef - blink, wink ’af’af - eyelid
girger - gargle garon - throat
he’ezin - listen ’ozen - ear
hicbi’a  - raise finger ’ecba - finger

A ffected  O bject

’akav - follow ’akev - heel
libev - warm the heart lev - heart
’icben - annoy ’ecev - nerve
hivrix - cause to kneel berex - knee
hixtif - put on shoulder katef - shoulder
’araf - behead a t neck ’oref - neck, nape

P rod u ct

yarak - spit rok - spit
dimem - bleed dam - blood
histin - urinate seten - urine

Table 4

Derived verbs whose parent nouns are instruments designate actions performed by the 

possessor of the body part. Except for hixtif - ‘put on shoulder’, derived verbs whose 

parent nouns are affected objects designate actions performed by someone other than the 

possessor of the body part. Note that hivrix - ‘cause to kneel’, hixtif - ‘put on shoulder’, 

and ’araf - ‘behead a t the neck’, all indicate the location of the action. The verb ’araf is 

slightly different than other verbs whose parent nouns are affected objects. While the 

neck is affected when the action is performed, the major consequence of the action is 

to the head. It is impossible to  remove a neck without also removing a head. Derived 

verbs whose parent nouns are products designate actions performed by the possessor of
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the body fluid.

In their discussion of denominal verbs in English, Clark and Clark (1979) include

denominal body part verbs in the category of instrument verbs—verbs whose parent nouns

denote instruments. While the majority of the Hebrew denominal body part verbs can be

categorized as instrument verbs, there are other categories of verbs as well. It should be

noted tha t the verbs included in the present discussion are all lexicalized verbs—none are

novel forms. It would be interesting to  determine what role is assigned to parent nouns of

novel body part verbs as well as what kinds of body part actions would be designated by

these novel verbs. Of additional relevance is the binyan—conjugation—of the novel form.

In the present set of data there is no correspondence between the semantics of the verb

and the binyan in which it surfaces. Each of the other categories has verbs in the pa’al,

33p i’el, and h if’il conjugations.
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Notes to  C h ap ter 6

1. The morphological structure of a noun may change when it is in the construct 
state—the head noun of a smixut construction. (See section 2.2) These are included 
here because this morphological change is not derivational; i t  is simply the bound 
form of the noun.

2. The terms ‘egressive’ and ‘ingressive’ are taken from Stark (1969) who studied body 
part terms in Quechua and found a correlation between the morphological structure 
of a lexeme and its direction of extension. Simple lexemes egressively transfer and 
compound lexemes tend to include ingressively transferred terms.

3. Many of the examples given in this section are nominal compounds which take the 
form of smixut constructions. A brief description of some of the properties of this 
kind of construction as is relevant to  the present work is given in section 2.2. The 
topic is discussed a t greater length in Oman (1964), Levy (1976), Berman (1978), 
and Petruck (1979b), each of which has a  somewhat different theoretical approach. 
In the present discussion smixut forms tha t name things—concrete, abstract, 
natural, man-made—are cited with the closest English equivalent, not necessarily a 
(lexicalized) compound noun. Some nominal compounds (smixut forms) can be para
phrased with sel - ‘o f  and some cannot. Whether or not a compound can be para
phrased with sel - ‘o f  is in part a  function of the semantic relationship between the 
two nouns in the compound and the degree to which the compound is lexicalized 
(reflected in part by its fixedness), as well as the degree and kind of metaphor in the 
compound, if any. For example, the compound noun bet sefer (house (of) 
book) - ‘school’ is lexicalized and a  fixed form; it cannot be paraphrased with 
le i - ‘oF—*6ayif sel sefer. This is so because it involves metaphor, not just colloca- 
bility. O ther lexicalized compounds seem to be less fixed, as for example xanut 
sfarim  (store (of) books) - ‘book store’. Here the paraphrase xanut lei 
sfarim - ‘store of books’ is quite reasonable. A xanut sfarim - ‘book-store’ is 
literally a store with a lot of books, but a bet sefer - ‘school’ is not literally a house 
with a book. I am primarily interested in documenting the kinds of metaphorical 
extensions made with body part terms. Therefore, detailed discussions about the 
degree to which a  smixut form is lexicalized, its fixedness, and the ability to para
phrase it with sel - ‘o f  are not given.

4. yad la-banim - ‘Monument to the Sons’ is the name given to memorial monuments 
built in many cities in Israel honoring those who fell in combat. The monument 
differs from city to  city, but usually includes a tower-like structure on which is writ
ten the names of those who have died.

5. There is an interesting subtle distinction between yad ’elohim, literally "God's 
arm", for either good or bad things and ’ecba ’elohim, literally "God’s finger", just 
for good things th a t befall a person.

6. Perhaps this is an example of an ‘area plural’—i.e. a plural form which designates 
an area such as panim  - ‘face’ or outskirts. Another reason tha t the plural rather 
than the singular occurs might be tha t the singular is already used for something 
else, li-regel is used in positive contexts such as U-regel ha-xag ha-xanut
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sgura (because-the-holiday the-store closed) - ‘because of the holiday, the store is 
closed’ in which b-regel might be interpreted as ‘on the happy occasion’. This usage 
is based upon the ‘holiday’ sense of the term regel which refers to holidays on which 
pilgrimages (on foot) to Jerusalem were undertaken.

7. All pronominal suffixes can be attached to the bound form of a word (— ’acm- is the 
bound form of ’ecem - ‘bone’). Here, as elsewhere in this work, the third person 
masculine singular is used.

8. This sentence is adapted from one given in Ben-Yehuda and Ben-Amotz (1978:192).

9. See below for the possible extended use of regel - ‘foot’ as a time-related word.

10. Although several examples were given with Yr - ‘city’, only one of them (lev ha- 
’ir - ‘heart/center of the city’) actually designates a part of the city. As such, 
Yr - ‘city’ is not included in Table 1. Similarly, several examples were given with 
’inyan - ‘matter, issue’. These are not included in Table 1 since it is limited to 
names for parts of concrete objects.

11. The compound noun katef ha-har (shoulder (of) the-mountain) - ‘shoulder of the 
mountain’ is used in military/topographic Hebrew to name an area on the slope of a 
mountain that corresponds to the shoulder of the human body.

12. The term guf - ‘trunk’ occurs three times in Table 2 because it names a 
three-dimensional entity—external and internal—and because it is both part of the 
upper and the lower body assuming the division is made a t the waist.

13. Besides the nouns, adjectives and verbs presented here, there are a  number of other 
words in Hebrew related to and probably derived from body part terms. These 
include prepositions and prepositionals, adverbs, and conjunctions all of which are 
listed below.
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M iscellaneous B ody P art D erivatives 

P repositions and P repositionals

’al yisdey - by 
li-fney - before 
bi-fney - against 
k»-’eyn - sort of 
k-’eyn - in full view of 
la-gabey - regarding 
hj-’ikvot - following

A dverbs

mi-yad - immediately 
’al yad - next to

C onjunctions

mi-pney - because 
b-regel - because 
’ekev - because

yad - arm, hand 
panim - face 
panim - face 
’ayin - eye 
’ayin - eye 
gav - back 
’akev - heel

yad - arm, hand 
yad - arm, hand

panim - face 
regel - foot 
’akev - ankle

Other than noting their existence, these words are not discussed in the present 
work.

14. Berman points out that there is a strong tendency to coin new verbs from the con
sonantal stems of so-called basic nouns. Some of these include the verb

r  V /  v’iyes - 'man, staff from ’is - ‘m an5 (underlyingly 5YS) and the verb 
simel - ‘symbolize’ from semel - ‘symbol’ (1978:110). Denominal body part verbs 
are discussed a t length in section 6.2.3.

15. I am grateful to  Orin Gensler for his assistance in unraveling all of this.

16. In addition to those items listed in (A), the word kotfot - ‘epaulettes’, related to 
katef - ‘shoulder’, is heard in the army. The derived noun refers to an article of 
clothing worn on the body part named by the term from which it is derived.

17. The word resit - ‘beginning’ is special for several reasons. First of all, it seems to 
be a secondary derivative of ros - ‘head’ being more closely related to 
rison - ‘first’. In addition, resit - ‘beginning’ is a  construct form occurring as the 
first term of compounds such as resit kol (beginning (of) all) - ‘first of all’. Finally, 
there does not seem to be another instance of the -it suffix creating an abstract noun 
from a concrete one.

18. It is curious th a t the diminutive suffix -it and the feminine adjectival suffix -it are 
homophonous. One is reminded of pairs such as kitchen, kitchenette and statue, 
statuette where the addition of the French feminine ending -ette denotes a diminu
tive.
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19. The terms patient, recipient, agent are used more loosely here than usually used by 
grammarians dealing with case roles of noun phrases with respect to verbs.

20. In addition to the data cited in A-D, Even-Odem and Rotem (1967) list words which 
can be characterized as: 1) Body Part Root +  -ay; 2) Body P art R oo t +  (t)an; 3) 
Body P art R oot +  -omet; and 4) hit-Body Part Root-nt. Some examples of each 
type are given below.

1) B ody P art R oot +  -ay

damay - hematologist dam - blood
’acabay - neurologist ’ecev - nerve
sitnay - urologist seten - urine

2) B ody P art R oot +  -(t)an

kilyatan - nephropath kilya - kidney
kevatan - gastropath keva - stomach
re’atan - pulmonarius re’a - lung
’acavtan - a neurotic ’ecev - nerve
sriratan - myopath srir - muscle

3) B ody P art R oot +  -om et

damomet - hematoma dam - blood
kvedomet - hepatoma kaved - liver
’acavomet - neuroma ’ecev - nerve
’acmomet - osteoma ’ecem - bone
sriromet - myoma srir - muscle

4) h it-B ody P art R oot-ut

hit’orkut - arteriolization ’orek - artery
hitmotnut - lumbarization moten - loin
hitkavdut - hepatization kaved - liver

Although these words are made-up and not used in the spoken language, they are 
mentioned here because of their similarity to existing words. Thus, for example, the 
words listed in (1) resemble other nouns with the agentive suffix -ay such as 
’itonay - ‘journalist’ derived from ’iton - ‘newspaper* and za&m&lay - ‘electrician’ 
derived from xasmal - ‘electricity*. Similarly, the words in (2) resemble agent 
nouns of the form CaCCan, among other things, used for personality traits, such as 
paxdan - ‘coward’ related to PXD-‘be afraid’ and kamean - ‘miser’ related to  
KMC-‘close, clench’. The words in (3) are suspiciously similar to disease nouns of 
the CaCeCet pattern such as cahevet - ‘jaundice’ related to the adjective 
cahov - ‘yellow’ and kalevet - ‘rabies’ related to the noun kelev - ‘dog’. (Derived 
words of this sort related to body part words are given in Table E.) There is also a 
suspicious similarity to the Hebrew suffix -omet and the Latin suffix -oma used to 
indicate tumors. Finally, the words in (4) which refer to an act or a process resem
ble the action nominal of the hitpa’el conjugation which takes the form hitCaCCut,
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as for example hitnagdut - ‘opposition’ from hitnaged - ‘oppose’ and hitkars 
rut - ‘becoming cold’ from hitkarer - ‘become cold’. In all of the data cited in (1), 
(2), (3), and (4), the one-to-one correspondence between form and meaning is a  func
tion of the fact tha t the words have been made up.

21. Even-Odem and Rotem (1967) distinguish diseases named with daleket 
compounds— itis diseases—and diseases named with CaCeCet forms—for the most 
part -osis diseases. An example of this is daleket ha-kaved (infection (of) 
the-liver) - ‘hepatitis’ and kavedet - ‘cirrhosis of the liver’.

22. The data in (G-2) as well as those in (H-2) were culled from Even-Odem and Rotem 
(1967).

23. When the -i suffix is added to  lev the resulting form is libi - ‘my heart’. The -t 
adjectival suffix and the first person singular possessive suffix are homophonous. 
Adding the adjectival suffix -i to  bvav, a doublet of lev, avoids any potential ambi
guity.

24. Note the similarity in form between Body Part Root + -ant adjectives and Body 
Part Root + -(t)an nouns. Body Part Root + -(t)an nouns are similar in form and 
meaning to CaCCan nouns which typically denote (preoccupations, as for example 
paxdan - ‘coward’. The adjective suffix -i may also be added to CaCCan nouns: 
paxdani - ‘cowardly^ There appears to be a connection between Body Part Root + 
-ani adjectives and CaCCan nouns.

25. There are other adjectives in Modern Hebrew derived from body part terms includ
ing sa’ir - ‘hairy’ from se ’ar - ‘hair’, rison - ‘first’ from ros - ‘head’ and 
’adorn - ‘red’ from dam - ‘blood’.

26. It is curious tha t Even-Shoshan (1982) suggests th a t the verb naxar - ‘snore’ may 
have been derived from the noun nxirayim - ‘nostrils’, bu t also lists the noun as 
being from the verbal root NXR.

27. The underlying form of p i1 el verbs is CiCCeC. Since there are no geminates in 
Modern Hebrew the surface form of a tri-literal p i’el verb is CiCeC. Quadriliterals 
are most likely to surface in the p i’el conjugation because of the underlying form of 
p i’el verbs. The p i’el conjugation is also typically used for denominals. For a 
further discussion of this, see Berman (1978), especially Chapter 3.

28. As discussed above (section 4.3), zayin - ‘penis’ (slang) is an extension of 
zayin - ‘weapon’. The verb ziyen was used in the sense of ‘provide arms’ which is 
based on the non-extended sense of zayin. The slang sense made this military use 
obsolete and hence the switch to ximes - ‘equip with arm s’.

29. The verb yida - ‘throw’ looks different than other p i’el verbs since its underlying 
consonantal root is YDH. As mentioned above (section 2.1), although the glottal 
fricative is not realized in contemporary Hebrew pronunciation, there are still sur
face phonetic manifestations of its underlying existence. The underlying form 
/yideh/ is realized as [yida] because in word-final position, a glottal lowers the 
preceding vowel.
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30. The form *giren is certainly possible, but it  does not exist.

31. There is an occurrence of a denominal body part verb with forms in two binyanim: 
hizkin - ‘become old’ from zaken - ‘be old’, the inchoative counterpart of 
zaken - ‘be old’. Note, however, tha t hiziaken - ‘become old’ in the hitpa’e l conju
gation is more commonly used in the spoken language today.

32. The underlying consonantal root of the verb hicbi’a is CBS while tha t of ’ecba. is 
’CBS. It seems th a t the verb was formed by extracting three of the four consonants 
from the noun.

33. See section 2.2 for some discussion of the seven binyanim in Modern Hebrew.
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C h ap te r Seven: C oncluding R em arks

In this chapter, I will summarize the findings in the present study, discuss the impli

cations of this work for the lexicon, and suggest areas for future research.

7.1 Sum m ary

The present study uses the concept of ‘frame’ and ‘prototype’ for the characteriza

tion of the lexical semantic domain of body part terminology in Modern Hebrew. The 

words in the domain are divided into three categories, each corresponding to  a mode of 

experiencing the body and each constituting an "experiential frame". The three categories 

are those of (1) the lay observer of the human figure as a visually perceived object; (2) the 

expert observer; and (3) the experiencer of body sensations. Each of these also 

corresponds to a perspective within which human understanding of the body is organized 

and within which terminologies expressing these understandings are anchored. The three 

perspectives are "external", "internal", and "personal", respectively. Within each per

spective, or for each "experiential frame", it is possible to talk about prototypical terms 

and structures. This schematization of the domain allows for the inclusion of all of the 

relevant lexical items rather than only those linked partonomically, places the discussion 

of the data  in the speaker’s world, and offers a means of demonstrating and accounting for 

the multiple and simultaneous classifications of body part words in linguistic and cogni

tive terms.

The investigation of any lexical semantic domain presents the linguist with an 

opportunity to address a variety of topics regarding the words in the domain. Thus, aside 

from the unique characteristics of the body part domain mentioned previously (section 

1.1), other sources of interest in this domain are, in principle, of interest for any lexical 

domain. These include the morphological structure of the terms, their motivation (if 

any), and the internal semantic structure of polysemous terms along with the semantic
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basis for the polysemy. In addition the history of a word and its status as native or bor

rowed to the domain (and/or to the language) are relevant. In dealing with a set of 

nouns, the nature of the referents of those nouns is im portant. Finally, extensions involv

ing the words in the domain can be discussed. All of these issues contribute to the assess

ment of domain-wide phenomena including semantic features used to organize the 

domain, patterns of polysemy in the domain, areas of lexical elaboration, areas of lexical 

density, and patterns of extension.

In the lexical semantic domain of body part terminology in Modern Hebrew, the fol

lowing has been observed. Most of the terms in the lay observer’s frame—i.e. terms for 

external body parts are simple unmotivated terms, native to  the domain and native to the 

language. In addition, most terms are well-defined as opposed to vague. Unlike other 

areas of the vocabulary, many of these words make use of the morphological dual for their 

plural. The existence of paired parts and the possibility of viewing the body in halves, 

left and right or upper and lower, seems to have contributed to  this. Lexically dense areas 

of the lay observer’s frame include names for parts of the front and upper parts of the 

body, a result of the objective physical reality of the human body. In general, lexically 

elaborate areas of this frame include terms for parts involved in the sexual functioning of 

the male body, a linguistic manifestation of social and cultural factors.

Much of the polysemy in the domain is found in the lay observer’s frame. The pat

terns of polysemy in the domain have been characterized according to  the following types: 

whole/part including volume/surface; upper/lower; and genus/species. The various 

occurrences of the different kinds of polysemy are motivated by physical and functional 

characteristics of the part in question. One of the main differences between Hebrew and 

English is the way in which the two languages name the parts of the limbs. In Hebrew 

many of the parts of the limbs are named with polysemous terms. In fact, Hebrew limb
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terms constitute a subset of terms in the domain which exhibits all of the different types 

of polysemy. In English, except for names of joints, none of the limb terms are 

polysemous within the domain. Note, however, th a t the two languages are similar with 

respect to other terms in the domain exhibiting volume/surface polysemy—i.e. terms for 

the eye, ear, and mouth.

In the expert observer’s frame, or when taking the "internal" perspective, the follow

ing has been observed. The well-known internal parts tend to be named with simple 

unmotivated terms and less well-known parts are named with complex and compound 

terms, which are motivated. The more specific parts tend to be named with compound 

terms or noun +  adjective expressions. Obviously, most internal part terms are 

well-defined since they name parts as opposed to areas. For the most part, the 

experiencer of body sensations, whose perspective is "personal", uses words from both the 

lay observer’s frame and the expert observer’s frame. Rather than providing additional 

information about the forms of words in the domain, the "personal" perspective offers 

some evidence for the knowledge tha t speakers have about the body and the way it func

tions. Furthermore, the "personal" perspective underlies some of the inner/outer shifts in 

the domain and can be seen as the starting point for a more detailed exploration of the 

kind of language used to express different sensations in the body.

Average speakers know less about the internal body than the external body. While 

they may know the names, they do not always know about all the physical characteristics 

and functions of all internal organs and connective tissues. Some evidence for this was 

provided by responses to the picture-based elicitation task in which informants could not 

always correctly identify a  part having volunteered its name. In addition, some infor

mants did not know the names of these parts. While the "personal" perspective, illus

trated by the way people talk about pain, demonstrates tha t average speakers do have
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some knowledge about the body, including the internal body, this knowledge is not as 

complete as tha t of experts.

It might be said that the mode of the lay observer of the human figure as a visually 

perceived object is the primary mode of thinking and talking about the human body. In 

other words, most of the terms known and commonly used by the average speaker are 

those which name external parts of the body. For the average speaker, the typical experi

ence with the human body involves the parts which (s)he can see. While many of the 

terms used by the lay observer can be characterized in terms of the (part-o f relationship, 

others must be characterized in terms of other relationships (‘kind-of, ‘in’, ‘on’). Simi

larly, the terms used by the expert observer must be characterized with more than one 

relationship. It is clear that a  number of semantic relationships are needed to characterize 

the links between different words and groups of words in the lexical semantic domain of 

body part terminology. In the domain there is partonomic structure, taxonomic structure, 

as well as other kinds of structure.

The kinds of structure, the patterns of polysemy, the areas of lexical density, and the 

areas of lexical elaboration in the domain can be seen as deriving in part from the physical 

reality of the human body and in part from the way human beings deal with th a t reality. 

The referential domain for the words in the lexical semantic domain of body part termi

nology is the human body. In an important way, the structural complexity of the human 

body contributes to the domain-wide characteristics of body part terminology. Ultimately 

all of the parts of the body are connected, albeit some more closely than others. The 

human body is three-dimensional; it has a front, a  back, and sides. It has moveable parts 

of various shapes sizes as well as imprecisely defined areas. It has orifices whose internal 

parts are accessible to the human eye and it has internal parts which are not visible under 

normal circumstances. The human body has protrusions and contours; it can assume
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various positions and configurations. Speakers perceive the physical characteristics of the 

human body and incorporate those perceptions as well as knowledge about the functioning 

of the body and beliefs about the body into names for parts of the body.

A language can expand its lexical capacity by giving new senses to existing words 

and by creating new words based on existing forms. The factors which contribute to the 

naming of parts of the body also contribute to extensions—metaphorical, metonymic, and 

morphological-based on body part terms. In other words, physical and functional charac

teristics of a body part serve as the basis of nouns, adjectives, and verbs derived from 

body part terms where the derived word names, describes, or designates an object or 

action outside the body part domain.

In the present work, most of the metaphorical extensions of body part terms in 

Modern Hebrew were based on similarities of physical, as opposed to functional, charac

teristics of the body part and the non-body part word. This suggests the importance of 

visual perception in this process. Morphologically derived words discussed here included 

nouns, adjectives, and verbs. Derived nouns can be categorized in terms of the different 

morphological patterns and word formation processes used in creating the word. The 

derived nouns included names for articles of clothing, man-made objects, and diseases as 

well as abstract nouns and diminutives. For the most part, it is not possible to character

ize the set of derived nouns based on body part words in terms of a one-to-one correspon

dence between form and meaning. Derived adjectives based on body part terms either 

refer to one characteristic of the body part or are more general meaning ‘of or related to 

X’ where X is a body part. While many denominal body part verbs in Modern Hebrew 

can be categorized as instrument verbs-i.e. the parent noun denotes an instrument, there 

are other types as well including verbs whose parent nouns are affected objects and pro

ducts. As was the case with derived nouns, there is no correspondence between the form
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and the meaning of denominal body part nouns.

For both morphological and semantic reasons these words have been included in the 

present study. Morphologically, the connection between such words cannot be denied. In 

some cases, there is no change in the morphology of the word and it is clear tha t this is 

not purely coincidental. In other cases, the consonantal root of the body part term is used 

with a morphological pattern the combination of which is the derived word. Thus, as 

with other content words in Hebrew, morphologically derived words based on body part 

terms can be characterized in terms of a  consonantal root and a morphological pattern. 

More specifically, these words are characterized in term s of a  body part root and a mor

phological pattern.

As for the semantics, the meaning of a metaphorically or morphologically derived 

word is dependent in part on the meaning of the word from which it is derived. Under

standing a derived word based on a body part word depends upon the ability to access the 

Body Frame. For example, it is necessary to know th a t ros - ‘head’ names a part a t the 

top of the body in order to understand the phrase roS ka-memsala (head (of) 

the-government) - ‘prime minister’ and furthermore th a t the head has an important func- 

tion to understand the adjective rast - ‘main’. Similarly, one needs to know the role tha t 

the head plays in intelligence in order to understand the phrases ros tov (head 

good) - ‘sm art’ ros katan (head small) - ‘stupid’. (The latter is also used in army slang 

in reference to someone who does the bare minimum, never volunteering or initiating.) It 

seems to me tha t speakers must know (even if they don’t  know they know) that derived 

words are related to  the words from which they are derived. Thus, it would seem that 

these items are part of the Body Frame.
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7.2 Im plications for th e  Lexicon

The term ‘semantic domain’ has been used by linguists to designate a  set of words 

tha t have shared meaning and are of a  single lexical category. One way of talking about 

the lexicon is in term s of the different sets of grammatical and lexical categories which are 

further sub-divided into groups according to a common feature of meaning. In the present 

work the concept ‘frame’ is used, among other things, to  characterize the structure of the 

lexical semantic domain of body part terminology. I would like to  suggest tha t in a more 

general way the concept ‘frame’ can be used to provide a structural organization for the 

lexicon as a  whole. The items in a frame are related because of a common feature of 

meaning. However, a frame is bigger than a domain since it includes metaphorically and 

morphologically derived words from the domain as well as phrases and expressions using 

domain words. A frame includes a domain; the items in a frame are of more than one lex

ical category; and the size of these items is not limited to the word.

Viewing the domain as a frame within which there are smaller and overlapping 

frames offered a way of talking about basic and peripheral terms, the different semantic 

relationships tha t link the terms, and various kinds of polysemy. In viewing a larger area 

of the lexicon as a  frame, it is possible to talk about the same sorts of things. There will 

be items in the frame that are basic and others th a t are peripheral, but all are included. 

There are a  variety of relationships tha t link the terms in the frame including those of 

metaphor, metonymy, and morphological derivation. Frames provide an account of 

polysemy within the set of body part terms as well as for polysemy by extension-i.e. when 

a word comes to name something outside the domain. Similarly, morphologically derived 

terms based on body part terms can be seen as a kind of extension, one which involves 

morphosyntactic elaboration. The body part sense of a term is taken from the body part 

domain. Derivatives of body part terms are anchored in the domain although they belong
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to different smaller frames within the Body Frame.

The concept of a prototype figures in here as well. For example, a prototypical 

regel - ‘leg, foot’ is a  part of the body; the word belongs to  the domain of body part ter

minology. The prototypical frames for derivatives of the term will not be the body part 

domain. For example, ragley ka-sulxan (legs (of) the-table) - ‘(the) table legs’ and ragley 

ha.-h.ar (feet (of) the mountain) - ‘foot of the mountain’ name parts of a table and 

mountain, respectively. Their prototypical frames might be the "furniture frame" and the 

"topography frame", respectively. Similarly, the denominal verb rigel - ‘spy’ might pro- 

totypically belong to a domain of verbs within the "espionage frame". Of course, each of 

these frames may contain many frames and will overlap with other frames.

While the Body Frame constitutes only a  small section of the lexicon, it can serve as 

a model for the lexicon in general. Although different in scope, the suggestion being made 

here is consistent in spirit with the organizing principle behind MatisofFs Tibeto-Burman 

Etymological Dictionary, exemplified by his study of body part terminology. Matisoff 

states, "the kind of study we have in mind focuses on one particular area at a time, 

exploring its internal structure in depth and tracing its interconnections with other areas 

as necessary" (1978:147).

7.3 F u tu re  R esearch

Given this sort of organizational principle for the lexicon, certain areas for future 

research can be suggested. Work on lexical universals of body part terminology (Brown, 

1976; Andersen, 1978) is limited to names for external parts. Are there lexical universals 

of internal parts? Is it the case that all languages have names for certain internal organs? 

If so, which organs? Do these names tend to be of a particular morphological 

type—i.e. simple, complex, or compound? Do the patterns of naming which obtain for 

external body part terms also obtain for internal body part terms? How does (the lack of)
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knowledge about the internal body bear upon the naming of internal parts. Are there 

universal patterns of extension for these terms? In the sense of ‘extension’ used here, this 

includes metaphorical and morphologically derived uses of body part terms. Only a sys

tematic study of the ‘Body Frame’, which includes names for internal organs and other 

parts along with metaphorical and morphologically derived uses of body part terms, in a 

wide variety of geographically well-distributed and genetically unrelated language will 

provide answers to  these questions.

The human body is universally the same: only certain parts of the body are used for 

particular functions, some of which are taboo. Are these parts (and their functions) 

universally taboo so that languages will tend to have lots of ways of referring to them? In 

other words, are there universals of lexical elaboration in the body part dcmain? Related 

to this is the issue of using non-human animal body part terms (e.g. beak, claw, paw, 

fang, and mane) to designate comparable parts of the human body in a derogatory or 

humorous way. Do languages generally use non-human animal body part terms in this 

way?

For a variety of reasons, I considered only nouns, adjectives and verbs, although 

some others exist as well. For example, there are prepositions such as ’al yfdey (on hands 

(of)) - ‘by’, li-fney (to-face (of)) - ‘before’, and bi-fney (in-face (of)) - ‘against’ all 

related to (and probably derived from) body part terms as suggested by the literal transla

tions. These prepositions figure into the Body Frame. There are other cases of preposi

tions used as body part terms as for example the English word behind as a euphemism for 

the buttocks. Recall that the Hebrew term taxat - ‘ass’ is historically related to  the word 

taxat - ‘below’. Other languages use different parts of speech for parts of the body. For 

instance, Tarascan, an American Indian language, has body part suffixes which are part of 

a large set of suffixes of space. A Tarascan body part word consists of a root, one or more
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suffixes including the body part suffix, one or more inflectional morphemes, and a postpo

sition. The body part suffix doesn’t  occur in isolation, only as part of a string of mor

phemes which makes up the body part word. Thus, for example, the body part suffix su 

- ‘arm ’ occurs in the word aya-Su-ri-ni meaning ‘to  stop’, ‘to raise the arm’, or ‘to 

become erect’ (Friedrich 1969b:7-9).

Another relevant question is to  what extent and how do other languages exploit their 

own word formation devices and processes for the creation of lexical items? As mentioned 

above, for many denominal verbs in the Body F rame the parent noun names a body part 

which is the instrument performing the action designated in the verb. The kind of action 

is in part a function of the physical characteristics of the part. Different languages may 

create denominal verbs based on the same body part which do not designate the same 

action. For example, consider the English verb hand meaning ‘give’, the Hebrew the verb 

yida meaning ‘throw’, and the Finnish verb kadella meaning ‘greet (by handshake)’. In 

each language, the body part term for ‘hand’ is the parent noun for the derived verb. 

While each can be paraphrased as ‘use the hand’, each uses the hand in a different way. 

In other words, each language lexicalizes different kinds of information. Investigating the 

ways in which different languages create words also provides a  means of determining the 

kinds of information th a t different languages lexicalize.

In the discussion of the "personal" perspective, I mentioned some of the ways in 

which the experience of fear can be expressed including some phrases which used names 

for parts of the body. Sometimes these acknowledged actual physical responses such as 

birkayim ro’adot - trembling knees. Obviously, there are other experiences and feelings 

th a t can be talked about using body part terms. Thus, for example one can express the 

feeling of indifference with the phrase noge’a li ’ad kce ha-X  (touches to-me until the end 

(of) the-X) where X is can be one of three body part terms, ciporen - ‘fingernail’,
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pupik - ‘belly button’, or zayin - ‘penis’. This suggests that (the ends of) these body 

parts are thought of as insignificant little things. Further work is needed on these sorts 

of phrases and expressions in in Modern Hebrew and other languages to  determine what 

kinds of associations speakers make with different parts of the body.

A final area for future research involves the concepts ‘basic term ’ and ‘basic level 

category’. In the present study, the issue of a basic term arose in the context of charac

terizing the morphological structure of lexical items in the body part domain of Modern 

Hebrew. The concept of a basic term involves a  number of questions aside from th a t of 

morphological structure, although morphological simplicity/complexity is one criterion for 

determining a word’s status as a basic term. O ther criteria include: the word’s status as a 

native or borrowed term, with respect both to the domain and to the language; speaker 

familiarity with the term as measured by ease of elicitation; and frequency of extension 

into other areas of the vocabulary. These criteria are related to the salience of the term 

which is also dependent upon the salience of the part named. It might also be necessary 

to  consider other factors such as whether a term is cognate with semantically equivalent 

or related words in its language family and when children acquire the term. The issue of 

what is a basic term plays a role in discussions of basic level categories.

The concept of basic level categories has received considerable attention in anthro

pology, linguistics, and psychology (Berlin and Kay, 1969; Berlin, Breedlove, and Raven, 

1973; Rosch, 1977) through the study of color words, plant and animal taxonomies, and 

taxonomies of concrete objects. "In essence, the basic level phenomenon is tha t categories 

a t one level of specificity in a taxonomy are psychologically and linguistically more pri

mary than more general and more specific categories" (Tversky and Hemenway 1984:170). 

Does the basic level phenomenon obtain in partonomies? In other words, are there 

categories a t one level of specificity in a partonomy th a t are psychologically and linguisti
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cally more primary than more general and more specific categories? While there are stu

dies of body part terminology which include a  discussion of the number of levels in the 

partonomical structuring of the domain as well as which categories occur a t each level 

(e.g. Brown, 1976; Andersen, 1978), none address the questions regarding basic level 

categories in the domain. The partonomically structured area of the Body Frame is an 

appropriate place to seek answers to these questions.

The area of lexical semantics has received relatively little attention in modern 

linguistics and in Hebrew language studies. And, as noted by both Blau (1981) and Ber

man (1978) there is a serious lack of research in the tradition of modern linguistics on 

Modern Hebrew as a  spoken language. Although in recent years the gap has begun to be 

filled, there is still much that remains to be done. Until now there has been no in-depth 

study of the domain of body part terminology in the context of FRAME SEMANTICS 

and no study of the domain in Modern Hebrew. Although some of the topics tha t were 

explored are unique to body part terminology and to Hebrew, others are of more general 

interest to (lexical) semantics and language universals. It is hoped tha t the present study 

is seen as a contribution to a growing body of work in lexical semantics in general and 

Modern Hebrew in particular.
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A list of the pictures used in the picture-based elicitation task is given below. A copy of 

the set of pictures follows.

A) FEMALE - FRONT

B) FEMALE - BACK

C) MALE - FRONT

D) MALE - BACK

E) SKELETON - FRONT and BACK

F) MALE FACE - FRONT

G) MALE FACE - SIDE

H) MOUTH

I) HAND - FRONT and BACK 

J) FOOT - TOP and BOTTOM

K) INTERNAL ORGANS - FRONT 

L) INTERNAL ORGANS - BACK 

M) REPRODUCTIVE ORGANS - FEMALE and MALE 

N) MUSCLES - LEG, FLEXED ARM, and STRAIGHT ARM
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A ppendix II

Appendix II contains composite drawings of vague terms in Modern Hebrew body part ter

minology. For each term there are two illustrations, one showing individual responses 

and one showing the group response. For some terms, there are drawings for both the 

male and the female illustrations. This was done since the female informants began the 

elicitation task with the illustration of the female and the male informants began the task 

with the illustration of the male. Thus, in order to  document all the responses it is neces

sary to  include composite drawings from the illustrations of both the female and the male.
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Appendix III

Appendix III contains a copy of the set of data sheets on which da ta  collected during the 

picture-based elicitation task were recorded.

A) FEMALE - FRONT

B) FEMALE - BACK

C) MALE - FRONT

D) MALE - BACK

E) SKELETON - FRONT and BACK

F) MALE FACE - FRONT

G) MALE FACE - SIDE

H) MOUTH

I) HAND - FRONT and BACK 

J) FOO T - TOP and BOTTOM

K) INTERNAL ORGANS - FRONT 

L) INTERNAL ORGANS - BACK 

M) REPRODUCTIVE ORGANS - FEMALE and MALE 

N) MUSCLES - LEG, FLEXED ARM, and STRAIGHT ARM
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(At FEMALE-FRONT

ITE M  (P A R T ) '  * / *  2 . j « r 3

H A IR

HEAD

FACE

EYEBROW

EYE

NOSE

U P S

MOUTH

NECK

SHOULDER

ARM

U PP E R  .ARM

LOWER ARM

UNDERARM

HAND

FIN G ER

CHEST

BREAST

N IP P L E

M ID R IF F

W A IST

STOMACH

BELLY BUTTON

H IP

P U B IC  H A IR

LEG

KKTHIGH

KNEE

LOWER LEG

ANKLE

FOOT

TOE
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(g) FEMALE-BACK

HAIR
HEAD
SHOULDER
SHOULDER BLADE
ARM
UPPER ARM
LOWER ARM
UNDERARM
ELBOW
WRIST
HAND
FINGER -
BACK
SPINE
WAIST
BUTTOCK
LEG
THIGH
BACK OF KNEE
CALF
ANKLE
HEEL
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(C) MALE-FRONT

ITEM (PART) j t  I_______________  Z________________

H A IR

HEAD

FACE

EYEBROW

EYE

NOSE

L I P S

MOUTH

NECK

.ADAM'S A PPLE

SHOULDER

ARM

U PPER  ARM

LOWER ARM

UNDERARM

RAND

F IN G E R

(C H E S T ) R A IR

N IP P L E

W A IST

STOMACH

BELLY BUTTON

H IP

P E N IS

LEG

TH IG H

KNEE

FRONT O F LEG

FOOT

TO E
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(O') MALE -BACK

ITEMCPART)   ft  2 _________________  if  3

H A IR

HEAD

NECK

SHOULDER

SHOULDER BLADE

ARM

U PPER ARM

LOWER ARM

UNDERARM

ELBOW

W RIST

HAND

BACK

S P IN E

WAIST

BUTTOCK

LEG

THIGH

BACK OF KNEE

CALF

ANKLE

HEEL

I
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<fe-l) SKELETON-FRONT

ITEM(PART) ** f__________________  #2.__________________

SCJLL
SHOULDER
UPPER ARM
LOWER ARM
WRIST
HAND
FINGER
RIB CAGE
RIB
BREAST BONE
SPINE
VERTEBRA
PELVIS
THIGH BONE
KNEE
LOWER LEG
ANKLE
FOOT
TOE
skCLeTcA/
Rowe !
JoiUT I

I
1
1
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Cf-a SKELETON-BACK

ITEM (PART) # / ________________  <*2-______________  ^ 3
SKULL
SHOULDER
UPPER ARM
LOWER ARM
WRIST
HAND
FINGER
SPINE
SPINAL COLUM?
VERTABRA
RIB CAGE
RIB
PELVIS
UPPER LEG
BACK OF KNEE
LOWER LEG
ANKLE
HEEL

i
i1
1
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if)  MALE FACE-FRONT

ITEM' PART) -jt /__________________ * 2 _________________  # 3

HAIR
FORELOCK
HEAD
FACE j
FOREHEAD j
EYE !
EYEBROW
EYELID
EYELASH
EYEBALL
WHITE
IRIS
PUPIL
BAG/RING(under eye)
NOSE
BRIDGE
NOSTRIL
CHEEK
DIMPLE i
JAK CBONE)
CHIN 1
CLEFT
BEARD !
MOUTH
LIP
ADAM'S APPLE
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f e j  MALE FA C E -SID E

ITEMfPART) ______

HAIR
FOREHEAD
TEMPLE
SIDEBURN
EAR
EARLOBE
INNER EAR j
CHEEK !
JAWfBONE)
CHIN ;
MOUSTACHE !
BEARD i
STUBBLE i
NECK i
FRONT OF NEC*!1BACK OF NECK 1
ADAM’S APPLE i

11
II
I
I1
1
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GH) m o u th

MOUTH
LIP
TONGUE
GUMS
TOOTH
INCISSORS
MOLARS
WISDOM TOOTH
CAVITY
FILLING
SALIVA
CLEFT
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CX-0 HAND-BACK

HAND
BACK OF HAND
FINGER
THUMB
INDEX FINGER
MIDDLE FINGES
RING FINGER
PINKY
KNUCKLE
FINGERNAIL
CUTICLE
HANGNAIL
HALF-MOON

(■£•* HAND-FRONT
# /  * 2 . # 3

PALM
HEEL OF HAND
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CPW) FOOT-TOP

FOOT
ANKLE
TOE
INDIVIDUAL TOES
TOENAIL
ARCH
CORN
TOE-JAM

ct-« foot-i

HEEL

I0TT0M
t il tt 7- * 3

|ARCH
BALL
CALLOUS
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(1C ) INTERNAL QRGANS-FRONT

ITEM (PART) # t ______________  t*  2_______________ ^  7
LUNGS
LIVER
STOMACH
SPLEEN
PANCREAS
INTESTINES
LARGE INTESTINE
SMALL INTESTINE
APPENDIX

(L ) INTERNAL ORGANS-BACK

HEART
*tr it 2

VENTRICLE
AURICLE
AORTA
VEIN
ARTERY
VALVE
KIDNEY
URETER
BLADDER
■ftL-t.e.'b
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CM-P REPRODUCTIVE-FEMALE

ITEM (PART) -& l_____________ £ 2 ____________  *  ?
VAGINA
UTERUS
FALLOPIAN TUBE
OVARY
BLADDER
URETHRA
CLITORIS
ANUS
SPINE

(M-j) REPRODUCTIVE-MALE

PENIS
t* > # 3

SCROTUM
HEAD
TESTICLE
SEMEN SAC
SEMEN
BLADDER
PROSTRATE
URETHRA
RECTUM
ANUS
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Ull. MUSCLES

ITEM (PARTI #/___________  # 2 ____________ tt3

LEG MUSCLES
BICEPS
SOLEUS
ACHILLES TENDON

FLEXED ARM
UPPER ARM MUSCLES
BICEPS
TRICEPS

STRAIGHT ARM
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A ppendix IV

The set of Hebrew words used in the card sorting task are listed below along with their 

English equivalents. The transcribed Hebrew words are listed alphabetically; words begin

ning with ’ are listed first.

H ebrew E nglish

’af nose
’a fa f eyelid
’afarkeset outer ear
’agan y rexayim pelvis
’agudal thumb
’akev heel
’ama forearm, middle finger
’amud ha-sidra spinal column
’armonit prostate
’as ax testicle
’ayin eye, eyeball
’ecba finger, index finger, toe
’ecem bone
’ecem ha-zanav tail bone
’ecev nerve
’ever organ
’ison pupil
’or skin
’oref nape of the neck
’orek artery
’ozen ear, outer ear
basar flesh
berex knee
bet ha-siexi underarm
bet ha-xaze rib cage
beten belly, stomach
bohen big toe, toe
cavar neck, front of neck
cela rib
ciporen fingernail, toenail
dam blood
dim’a tear
gaba eyebrow
galgal ha-’ayin eyeball
gargeret Adam’s apple
garon throat, front of neck
gav back
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gav ha-yad 
geser ha-’af 
gid 
guf
gulgolet 
kaf ha-regel 
kaf ha-yad 
karsol 
katef 
kaved 
keva 
kilya
kis ha-mara
kmica
krum
lalon
lavlav
leset
lev
lexa
lexi
mj’i dak
mVi gas
marpek
me’ayim
mecax
mifrak
mifreket
mifsa’a
moax
moten
mugla
nim
niv
nxir
panim
pe
pe’a
perek
perek ha-’ecba
perek ha-yad
pi ha-taba’at
pikat ha-berex
pikat ha-cavar
pin
pitma
pluma
pot
raka
re’a

back of the hand
bridge of the nose
tendon
body, trunk
skull
foot, sole
hand, palm
ankle
shoulder
liver
stomach
kidney
gall bladder
ring finger
membrane
tongue
pancreas
jaw
heart
phlegm
cheek
small intestine
large intestine
elbow
intestines
forehead
joint
neck vertebrae
groin
brain
waist
pus
capillary 
canine tooth 
nostril 
face
mouth, lips
sideburn, sidelock
joint
knuckle
wrist
anus
knee cap
Adam’s apple
penis
nipple
peach fuzz
vulva
temple
lung
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regel
rexem
rir
ris
rok

*ros
sad
safa
safam
salpuxit ha-seten
santer
saxala
se’ar
se’ar bet ha-sexi 
se’ar ha-’erva 
seled 
sen
sen bina
V
sen toxenet
y/sen xotexet
seten
^exem
sixma
£okv .snr
sunian
sxus
tabur
tnux ’ozen
toseftan
txol
vrid
xacocra
xalal ha-pe
xaze
xex
xulya
xut ha-sidra
yad
yarex
yasvan
zakan
ze’a
zera
zeret
zif
zro’a

leg, foot
womb, uterus
saliva,
eyelash
saliva, spit
head
breast
lip
moustache
bladder
chin
ovary
hair, head hair 
underarm hair 
pubic hair 
skeleton 
tooth
wisdom tooth
molar tooth
incisor
urine
shoulder
shoulder blade
lcwer leg
muscle
fat
cartilage
navel
earlobe
appendix
spleen
vein
Fallopian tube
mouthspace
chest, breasts
palate
vertebra
spinal cord
arm, hand
thigh
buttocks
beard
sweat
semen
little finger
whisker
upper arm
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