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Abstract

The human body is one of the few domains of ewayyie perceived and coded by
all languages of the world. According to the embuetht hypothesis, the universal physical
experience is one of the bases for the way cognémal language are structured. The latter is
reflected, among other things, in the fact thatybpalt terms are universally polysemic and
involved in various idioms. Such linguistic propestof lexemes denoting parts of the body
are both the consequence and the proof of the imati@pl and metonymical nature of
language. In this paper, | shallanalyse the polysanad idioms ohandandlegin English on
the examples from the Corpus of Contemporary AmaeriEnglish and compare them to the
ways the same body part terms are coded in sone¢aten languages.My presupposition,
which | aim to prove, is that metaphor, metonymg Body-part polysemy and idiomaticity

are linguistically universal.

Keywords Body part terms; Embodiment; Metaphor; Metonyiigtivation; Polysemy;

Idioms



I ntroduction

Body is one of the basic domains which are unalgreerceived, by the members of
every linguistic community in the world, and praguistically — before acquiring language.
As a result, the domain of the body is coded imglanguage. According to Kévecses, “[tlhe
aspects that are especially utilised in metaphlocmaprehension involve various parts of the
body, including the head, face, legs, hands, bae&t, bones, shoulders, and so on.” (2002:
16) The author also mentions some examples (igaet of the problem,” to shouldera
responsibility,” “theheadof the department”) as well as the fact that &;600 out of 12,000
English idioms examined in a study are relatedhéodomain of the body (2002:16, emphasis
original). Kovecses then comes to the conclusian fihom the point of view of cognitive
linguistics, “the ‘embodiment’ of meaning” might bee most important notion for
constructing metaphors (2002:16).Rohrer, on therdtand, defines “the embodiment
hypothesis” as “...the claim that human physicagrative, and social embodiment ground
our conceptual and linguistic systems.” (2007:2@¢8iLakoff and Johnson state that “[o]ur
ordinary conceptual system, in terms of which wenlihink and act, is fundamentally
metaphorical in nature,” (1980:3) while Brdar claithat metonymies are universal despite
their cross-linguistic variety (2009:261), we came to the conclusion that the domain of the
human body is the central one in the way we peectie world and code it in language. The
linguistic evidence given by the authors themsepreses the notion. Although they claim
that physical experience is not the only type gfexience, they point out that “... we
typically conceptualize the nonphysitalterms ofthe physical — that is, we conceptualize the
less clearly delineated in terms of the more cjedelineated.” (1980:59, emphasis original)
Taking their claim into consideration, we can caméhe conclusion that ‘heart,” ‘shoulder’
and ‘head’ are more salient than ‘core,’ ‘takingeaponsibility’ and ‘leader,’because they are
more concrete than the latter. Since language dlikeconceptualisation of the world) is
metaphorical, as stated by Lakoff and Johnsonmtbigvation for the expressions such as “the

heart of the problem,” “to shoulder a responsigildr “the head of the department” is
obvious. Despite the differences in languages @ftbrld, body part lexemes feature
prominently not only in Indo-European languages,aiso in languages such as Thaayorre
(Australia), Indonesian, Malay and Basque (Gaby82®D, Siahaan2008:45, Goddard

2008:87-88, Ibarretxe-Antuiiano2008:103).



The aim of this paper is to analyse the polysemydioms of the English noureand
andleg, as well as of their counterparts in some otless known languages, in order to
provethe universality ofmetaphor and metonymy asesof the basic ways language
functions, as well as to prove the resulting uréagolysemy and idiomaticity of body part
terms. The facts that, according to Kévecses, esi@ti idiom in English has to do with body
part terms, and that idioms are used (in everydagg) on a daily basis, may lead to the
conclusion that body part idioms feature prominemtlthe everyday of native English
speakers. Consequent-ly, research on such expresiald be valuable to give further
insight into the structure and functioning of thegkish language. As mentioned above, the
meanings of the terms fbandandleg (and/or, when necessary, those for the closelyagla
arm andfootf) in various languages from all over the world el dealt with. The intention
for the latter is to compare those languages tdigingith respect to body part idioms and
polysemy, as well as to confirm the hypothesis ablmeidomain of the human body as a
linguistic universal. The methods | shall use inpayper are corpus analysis for English, and
scholarly articles for other languages. Corporatlaeeonly source of the data about the use of
language, and such data shows the frequency afusameanings, which goes hand in hand
with their cognitive salience. As a result, corpmgalysis is the only method suitable for
research ohandandleg in English.Since other languages are analysedsmpgper primarily
in order to compare them to English, the articlesheir coding of body parts are the most

useful method in their case.

When structure is concerned,this paper starts thélchapter on the embodiment
hypothesis, the key theory for understanding tie obthe body in language. The results of
the corpus research tilandandlegin English, as well as the following conclusion®ab
their idioms and polysemy, are dealt with in sefgasabchapters of the chagtke Polysemy
and Idioms of ‘hand’ and ‘leg’ in EnglisiThe next chapter illustrates the idioms and
polysemy othandandleg in other languages, followed by a chapter on nahagy, which

precedes the conclusion.



The Embodiment Hypothesis

The domain of the human body is central to the aayexperience is structured.
According to Rohrer, “[ffrom cognitive neuroscienee know that the physical brain does
not process visual information in a disembodiedhimagistic way, but instead maintains the
perceptual topology of images presented to it,thed re-represents increasingly abstract
spatial and imagistic details of that topology.00Z:26) The author then mentions
Langacker’s metaphor of glasses, referring to thg we perceive the world (2007:26-27),
and concludes that “[ijn Cognitive Linguistics, @eamine how our ‘glasses’—that is, our
physical, cognitive, and social embodiment—grouandlmguistic conceptualizations.” (2007:
27) Rohrer states that “[i]n its broadest defimtitheembodimenhypothesis is the claim that
human physical, cognitive, and social embodimeatigd our conceptual and linguistic

systems.(2007:27, emphasis original)

Lakoff comes up with the definitions of two kindsembodiment: conceptual
embodiment is “[t]he idea that the properties otaia categories are a consequence of the
nature of human biological capacities and of theeeience of functioning in a physical and
social environment...,” while functional embodimest|t]he idea that certain concepts are
not merelyunderstood intellectuallysather, they arasedautomatically, unconsciously and
without noticeable effort as part of normal funaiing...” (1987:12-13, emphasis original) As
implied by the passage above, the linguistic codintpe domain of the body has to do with
conceptual embodiment. Lakoff proves that langusgtructured according to the extra-

linguistic experience.

Cognitive models that are embodied are not madaengly of items in an artificial language. In
experientialist semantics, meaning is understaadeal experiences in a very real world with vexgl
bodies. In objectivist accounts, such experieacesimply absent. It is as though human beingsatid
exist, and their language and its (tiegir) meanings existed without any beings at all. Whagearch on
categorization shows clearly is that human caiegare very much tied to human experiences and tha
any attempt to account for them free of such @gpee is doomed to failure. (1987:206, emphasis

original)

This passage makes it clear that language is diapexperience, in addition to
(conceptual) embodiment. Stanojguiits an emphasis upon the relation between these tw
factors, as well as upon the multi-layer structefréhe latter, whichhe defines as “the set of
all restrictions and tendencies which connect pgeroe and conceptualization” (2013:15,
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translation mine).He also states that “...it occuryarious levels — from the level of single
neurons to the cultural level...” (ibid.)Accordingttee author,”...our body influences the

way in which people perceive the external world dretefore also the structure of the human
knowledge of the world. Not only does embodimestriet the range of the input, but it also,
along with experience, takes part in the shapinp@iconceptual structure.” (2013:16,

translation mine)

The latter point is especially important, becaiingeconceptual structure is reflected in
the language structure, which is proven by the g@tasnof body part idioms such as “the
heartof the problem,” to shouldera responsibility,” or “thdeadof the department.” Since
these are the examples of the body part term pwmlysene can come to the conclusion that
the latter is caused by embodiment. Since the aitm®paper is to analyse the polysemy of
the concepts of hand and leg, embodiment turnsodog one of the most prominent notions

in this research.

The notion of motivation is just as important. béfkstates that “the center, or
prototype, of the category is predictable. And wliile noncentral members are not
predictable from the central member, they are ‘watéid’ by it, in the sense that they bear
family resemblances to it.” (qtd. in Lewandowskaalaszczyk2007:148)Family resemblance,

in turn,

...involves a polythetic, or similarity classiftaan, where members of a class share some of the
characteristics, none of which, however, is sigficfor class membership. Such cases contrast with
what is called in science monothetic classes,atti@rized by sets of discrete, singly necessary and
jointly sufficient criteria. Polythetic classifitan may be schematically represented as a paitdrere,
for instance, three categories A, B, and C disgdiffgrent but overlapping sets of properties: Aqgpr;
B:r, s, t; C:t, u, v. (Lewandowska-Tomaszczy®2146)

The passage makes it clear that motivation, asasethe principle of family
resemblances which causes it, is one of the fundtheays in which language functions.
Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk describes the structurelgtpmes adopted from Brugman and
Lakoff:

[plolysemic words consist of a number of radiatjated categories even though each of the polysemic
senses can itself display a complex prototypecsira. The central radial category member provales
cognitive model that motivates the noncentral senghe extended senses clustered around thelcentra
category are related by a variety of possibledigiech as image schema transformations, metaphor,

metonymy, or by partial vis-a-vis holistic profii of distinct segments of the whole sense. (2018j:1



Apart from giving a description of polysemic lexesnthis passage also makes it
obvious that metaphor and metonymy motivate polyse&mce the latter is found in all
languages, the passage confirms the notion of Lakaf Johnson, as well as that of Brdar,
that metaphor and metonymy, respectively, aresdrtteeavays of linguistic functioning.All
the notions described in this section — embodinexgerience, family resemblances,
motivation, the radially-structured polysemy, métapand metonymy — feature prominently

in the semantic analysis of my corpus research.

The Polysemy and Idioms of hand and leg in English

CorpusResultsfor hand

The search and analysis of the first 250 meanifgfseonourhandin COCA (The
Corpus of Contemporary American Eng)istas given the following results: most results
have the meaningpbdy part’ (162 or 64.8%) as in the sentence (1):

(1) She moved her hand across the table and Hastirdetbdown at it.

The second most frequent meaning wasdy part used as a noun modifi€26 or

10.4%) as in
(2) In the chilled bowl using a hand mixer with thelgdlbeaters,...

whilethe third one wad'ody part used as a subject (and beingARTFOR WHOLE

metonymy) (18 or 7.2 %), as in
(3) ...his freehand hefted that lump in his coat packet

| have decided to apply both syntactic and semanitieria for determining and
distinguishing the meanings, especially the threstrfrequent ones, because of the practical
reasons; there were few results for other mear{iegs than ten), many of them occurring
only once, which can be explained with the fact thamall number of exampleshavebeen
analysed. While the examples (1) and (3) are saoadlgtmore or less the same, both of them
referring to the same extra-linguistic phenomenbat(s, the hand as a body part), they differ
in terms of their syntactic (and, to a certain akteemantic) properties, as | am going to
explain in the following sub-chapter. The distioctiof the meaning (2), on the other hand, is
motivated by both the syntactic and semantic reasbme nourhandin its primary meaning,
when functioning asa noun modifier, is used to demeany different meanings: being held in
a hand (& hand mixe), being done with hands &‘hand car wash, being applied on hands
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(“hand dryer¥), and so on.The speakers of English are awatieeo€onceptual links between
the hand as a body part and the different kindsctf-linguistic phenomena which involve
the former in different ways. Another importantseafor such constructions is language
economy.
These groups of meanings are:
(a)a handas a body part — (1), (2) and (3)
(b)the meanings having to do with control, possegsr strength:body part as a
metonymy for strength or sKill controland/or possessignn the phrases
‘at hand’ * out of hand* second hand(in the meaningused)‘ to come to
hand’ ‘to force one’s hand’to gain the upper hand to have on handand
‘to raise a hand against sb
(c) the meanings related to work and/or the maaipt of somebody or something:
‘body part as a metonymy for creativitypody part as a metonymy for work or
worker,’” ‘ by hand' ‘ from hand to moutH in one’s own handreferring to
handwriting) to have a hand in somethingnd ‘to try one’s hangd
(d) the meanings having to do with closeness anwlir and cooperatioritom hand
to hand ‘ passed hand to haridone’s right hand ‘to go hand in hand
‘to lend a hand ‘to take a hand

The idiomon the one/other hanhdannot be included into any of these groups.Some
other examples, however, can belong to more thargooup, since the borders among them
are not clear-cuttd have on handfor instance, also has the semantic hue of pnayito the
owner, while bne’s right handalso implies control.

Motivation for Polysemy and Idiomswith hand

As seen from the analysis, the meanimgdy part has by far the most results, while
many other meanings are also some instances @diiner, used in different contexts and
each of them emphasising another aspect of therechevered bjpand | have decided to
count its examples used as a houn modifier or gesu@s separate meanings, apart from the
number of those results compared to other meaniegsuse of their morphological,
syntactic and semantic propertibandin the “basic” body part meaning is usually a noun

phrase or a part of a prepositional phrase, funstas an object or an adverbial, and serves
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the semantic case of tRATIENT, not that of theGENT filled by handas the body part as a
subject’ Not only are the three most frequent meaningsdifferent instances of thbody
part meaning, but there are alsometonymies whanelas a body partstands for strength or

skill,creativity and work.

Other examples put an emphasis upon some othestaggehe concept. First of all,
the hand is used for holding things (which one pssss), which are then under the person’s
control. That very basic and early realised fatrfithe human extra-linguistic experience is
the motivation for the group of meanings relateddotrol, possession, or strength. It is
obvious in the examples such asit of hand ‘to come to hand‘to force one’s harichnd
‘to gain the upper handwhen something is out of one’s hand, one is thefonger able to
hold the item and do what he or she wants witBit.the contrary, when something comes to
one’s hand, it becomes available to him or her. Wjw force one’s hand, you force him or
her to do something because you are holding @w®tralling) their hand (i.e. what is
possessed and controlled by it in either the déivetar connotative sense). When one gains
the upper hand, one gets into the dominant posiubinch is motivated by the physical
experience and the orientational metaphors codiwgh spatial expressiong andDOWN.

The metonymy ohandstanding for control and/or possession is thechasitivation for all
these examples, while the conceptual metapbens DOMINANT andDOWN IS

SUBORDINATED, IN IS CONTAINED, OUT IS NOT CONTAINEL(the latter two are the elaborations
of the CONTAINER conceptual metaphor) motivate, respectively, ttevgles (11), (9) and

7).

Secondly, the hand is used for working, which ofteplies manipulating and
changing the surroundings with one’s work as widilat aspect of human experience
motivates the examples having to do with work antlie manipulation of somebody or

something, like
(17)'from hand to mouth
(19) ‘to have a hand in somethirend
(20) ‘to try one’s hand

The example (17)is motivated bandas a metonymy for work, which is also, like
mouthin this case, a metonymy for food and eating. Mioéivation for (19) is the fact that

we use our hands to manipulate and influence psesesnd their results. Hérand

12



metonymically refers to manipulation. In (20) teeémehandrepresents both work and
manipulation. The example is based on the factweatise our hands to try to do new,
unknown actions. The metonymy lmdindreferring to work and/or manipulation is the
motivation for the examples (17), (19) and (20)afyple (19) is also motivated by the
CONTAINER metaphor, since the action is here perceivedkirsggart within the object with
its range and borders.

The notion of using one’s hand(s) to help othessyall as to pass objects to them
(actually to their hands) and of being connectetidiging each other’s hands is the basis for

the expressions
(21) ‘from hand to hand
(22) ‘passed hand to harid
(24) ‘to go hand in hand
(25) ‘to lend a handand
(26) ‘to take a hand

The examplesone’s right handand ‘to have on haridare motivated by the fact that
an object held in a hand is close to its owner. ddmcept of closeness can be more concrete
(as in to have on hariyl or more abstract (as in exampl@sone’s own handand ‘one’s
right hand).In the examples (21) and (2Bandis a metonymy for a human, as well as a
PART FOR WHOLEconceptual metaphor, because we use our han@ssospmething to each
other, either in a concrete or in an abstract séitse hand is regarded as the most salient part
of the scene of passing things from one to angibeson, and is metonymically coded as a
result. Example(24) is motivated by the holdingdeastanding for close contact and the
smooth, harmonised movement of the persons hokhe other’s hands. Here the bases for
the idiom are the domains of physical space andemewnt. Examples(25) and (26), however,
are motivated by the metonymy of a hand standing feerson and his or her act of helping,
which can be more concrete (involving the use oidsq or more abstract (not involving
hands). Like (21) and (22), (25) and (26) are #isoexamples of BART FOR WHOLE
conceptual metaphor.

13



The possible alternation caused by the fact treakthre two hands motivates the
expressionon the one/other handn this case, a hand metonymically refers to ohthe

two situations.

Taking these meanings into consideration, thechastances of the scherhandare
the domains ofWWORK, HOLDING THINGSandCLOSENESS The additional domains of
MANIPULATION (subordinated t&ORK), CONTROL, POSSESSIONaNdHELP, COOPERATION
STICKING TOGETHER(both subordinated t8OLDING THINGS) can also be elaborated from
their respective superordinate ones. Such a steicturesponds to the radial model of

categorisation described by Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk:

Polysemic words consist of a number of radiallated categories even though each of the polysemic
senses can itself display a complex prototype &ireacThe central radial category member provides a
cognitive model that motivates the noncentral serEke extended senses clustered around the central
category are related by a variety of possible lisiksh as image schema transformations, metaphor,
metonymy, or by partial vis-a-vis holistic profijrof distinct segments of the whole

sense.(Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk, 2007:148)

While the meaningbody partis the central member of the radial cated@nd the
expressions containing the lexehend such asto try one’s hand ‘ to gain the upper hand
‘by hand and ‘on the one/other handall instantiate the schentendin different ways,
putting a stress on some of the various aspeethase terms the latter is
conceptualised.There is also a high degree of apefetween metaphor and metonymy as

the basic sources of motivation for idiomatic exgrens.
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Fig. 1: The radial categotyand

HAND
v
WORK HOLDING CLOSENESS
THINGS .
from hand to mouthto one’s right handto have on
try one’s hand handin one’s own hand
\4
MANIPULATION CONTROL, HELP, COOPERATION,
. . POSSESSION STICKING TOGETHER
to have a hand insomething
out of handto come from hand to handpassed hand
to handto force to hand to go hand in
one’s hand
handto lend a handto take a

hand
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Corpus Resultsfor leg

The analysis of the first 250 search results efrtbunlegin COCA has shown certain
similarities to that of the noumand The meaningbody partis again by far the most

frequent one — 157 results or 62.8%, as in
(1) Repeat with your left leg extended
while the second one is aldmody part used as a noun modifi€s4 or 21.6%)
(2) ...Your leg kick has got to be up and down

However, the third most common meaningagart or phase of a path, journey étc
(19 or 7.6%)

(3) ...we reboarded the train for the final leg of our joay.

As in the case diand | have again decided to take into consideratmth lsyntactic
and semantic properties of the body part meanicguse of the frequency of results. All the
other meanings are very infrequent, as in the chBand each of them again being
represented by less than ten results.In addittantdtal number of different meanings was
much smaller than withandonly 12 compared to 27). These were: (d) ‘of trousers, jeans
etc’(5) ‘the animal leg used as foo€b) ‘body part in robotics a metonymy (7) [t]he
strongest leg in the state.” used in the sports register, (89 of a table, chair ett(9) ‘a
supporting parf in a name (10Black Leg and in the idioms (11}0 cost an arm and a lég

and (12) to pull one’s legThere are three different meaning groups:
(a)leg as a body part(1), (2) and (7)
(b) the similar form and/or functien(4), (5), (6) and(8)
(c) support (9), (11) and (12)

The meanings (3) and (10) do not belong to anymgrou

16



Mativation for Polysemy and Idiomswith leg

As with the nourhand the meaningbody partis the most frequent, i.e. the most
salient meaning of the noleyg, regardless of its syntactic behaviour. The megnileg of
trousers, jeans efc the animal leg used as footbody part in roboticsand ‘leg of a table,
chair etc’ are also closely related to the meaningdy part’ since they are motivated by the
similarity of either the form or the function, ooth, of the leg as a body paittg of trousers,
jeans etc is the metonymic extension dfody part’ sincealegas a clothing part is made to
fit on a legas a bodypart. The exampléise animal leg used as foaahd ‘body part in
robotics’ however, are not the instances lbbdy parf’ but separate meanings because of
their much narrower contexts. The even greateautst of feg of a table, chair ettfrom
‘body partis clear. The exampldt]he strongest leg in the state.” has occurred only in the
sentencelockport # Kicker 6-foot, 175, senior: The strorideg in the state, Setta averaged
49 yards per punt.”, from which it is obvious that it is BART FOR WHOLENnetonymy
motivated by the fact that the referent is a spaats. The meanin@'supporting partis
based on the supporting function of the leg, agteeédioms to pull one’s legand, to a
lesser extentt6 cost an arm and a légxample to pull one’s legis possibly motivated by
the act of tripping someone up,white ‘cost an arm and a legrimarily highlights the huge
value of both body parts for the man. If the radialdel of categorisation were applied to the
lexemeleg, the meaningbody part would be the central member of the respectiveatad
category, as in the caseldnd The schema dégwould consist of the domaimEs ONGATED
SHAPE (instantiated by the meanintgg) of trousers, jeans etahe animal leg used as food
‘body part in roboticsand ‘leg of a table, chair etg, MOVEMENT FUNCTION (‘leg of

trousers, jeans et¢.,body part in roboticsand ‘{t|he strongest leg in the state.” ‘to pull
one’s leg ‘to cost an arm and a lg) SUPPORTING FUNCTION'a supporting part ‘ body

part in robotics and ‘leg of a table, chair et¢'to pull one’s leg ‘to cost an arm and a 18g
HIGH IMPORTANCE (‘to cost an arm and a lggalthough that domain could be superordinated
to the domain®OVEMENT FUNCTIONandSUPPORTING FUNCTIONThe domain of

GRADUALITY, subordinated t®MOVEMENT FUNCTION, is the motivation for the meaning

part or phase of a path, journey étc.
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The embodiment hypothesis is the explanationHentay the concepts bandand
leg are coded in English. The motivation for the pelpy and idioms of both terms is also
the same: the similarities in form and/or functimiween the source and target domains. So
are the same cognitive and linguistic mechanisnmaifphor and metonymy, also stated in
the introduction as one of the way language funstiovith which those similarities are
cognitively perceived and linguistically mapped.wéwver, taking all these facts about the
coding of both terms into consideration, one catige the difference between thepolysemy

of handandlegin English.

First of all, although the basic motivationis #@mne in both cases (the similar form
and/or function), the subordinated domains inssaedi from them are different, from which it
is obvious that hand and leg physically and fumetlty differ to a high degree. Secondly, the
much smaller number of both connotative meaningsidioms withleg makes it clear thatthe
concept of leg is much less salient that the orfeanfl, since the polysemy of the latter is
much more elaborate. The logical conclusion is liaads as body parts are culturally much
more significant to the speakers of English thgs.|dhe reason is probably the fact that the
former are used for doing all kinds of actionspirthe basic ones such as eating and drinking
to the complex ones such as painting or playingiaical instrument, while the latter are used
for a fundamental, but only one action: movememweler, the conceptual and linguistic
structure of botthandandlegin English proves Rohrer’s notion of embodiment(an
Lakoff's notion of conceptual embodiment); the wvals aspects of the physical experience
concerning those body parts are coded in the lagegaad reflected in its structures.

In order to find out whether such perceptiomahdandlegis characteristic only of
English and other Indo-European languages or natjraorder to discover what is universal
in the linguistic coding of the body, | have dedde analyse the polysemy and idioms of
handandlegin several mutually unrelated languages.

Hand andleg in Other Languages: a Comparison

The languages | am going to analyse to find caidifferent ways of linguistically
codinghandandleg are Matses, Zapotec and Kam, spoken in South AmeCientral
America, and Asia, respectively. | have chosen theoause they are genetically unrelated to
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each other, had no contact to any of the other &wd,show some linguistically interesting

structures having to do with the terms for hand lagdand, in some cases, for arm and foot.

Another reason for choosing them are some strikinglarities in the way English and these

languages code body parts.

Fig. 2: The radial categotgg

LEG

to cost an arm and a leg

leg of trousers, jeans etc. the

animal leg used as foodbody part in
roboticsleg of a table, chair etc.

MOVEMENT FUNCTION

leg of trousers, jeans etc.body part in
robotics'[t]he strongest leg in the
state..”

SUPPORTING FUNCTION

a supporting partleg of a table,
chair etc.to pull one’s leg

A 4

GRADUALITY

a part or phase of a path, journey etc.
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As a domain common to all linguistic communitigee body is coded in every
language of the world, although in different waylatses, a Panoanlanguage spoken in Peru
and Brazil, features prefixes derived from bodyt perms (Fleck2006:59).For example,
médanteéhand, (tobaccopulverizing) mortar’ is the bagisthe prefixné; from which the
words for forearm, wrist, projecting carpal bonglbow, finger/toe, knuckles, fingernail and
branch are derived mépy métetemé&h, méntsimpisdéshbi, mébudgh, méntsianduidi,
respectively (Fleck2006:65). The prefig-is derived fronpodo‘arm, front leg, wing,
feather, branch, leaf, frond’ and forms the lexepitéskémupper arm,’ pébun’lateral
muscles (connect back to shouldepgsparwing-like pectoral fins of a stingray,’
péntsesecondary wing feathers’ ambudgh ‘wingtip (of bird).’

(Fleck2006:65)Vipushin,” wispdshin bone,'wishuku'calf’ and wibén‘buttress root’ are all
derived fromwi-‘lower leg,” although there is no lexeme for th#dameaning

(Fleck2006:66). The prefita-, derived frontaé&foot,’ in turn derives the lexemes
tatetéankle,’ taéhe ‘projecting tarsal bonesggshbifinger, toe,’ tantsistoenail,’ tapurroot,’
takchishstilt root” andtaghodo‘buttress root.” (Fleck2006:66) Another interegtimguistic

trait of Matses is the fact that some verbs, sgcthase meaning‘to learn’ or ‘to teach,’ can
be preceded by a body part prefix denoting whadkiof actions it codes (those having to do
with the respective body partshié-kiad-o-bihand-learn-past-1s’ means ‘I learned to weave,
write, do math problems, fire shotgun, fletch arspar other manual tasks,” while-kiad-o-

bi ‘foot-learn-past-1s’ means’| learned to play soctewear shoes, etc.’
(Fleck2006:78)Despite the differences between BEhgind Matses, there are some
similarities in the way the lexemes for hand argldee coded in them. The body part prefixes
in the latter have the form and function similabtmly part terms used in English as noun
modifiers (“a hand mixer, “a hand car wash or “hand dryer¥), affecting both the syntax
and semantics of the nouns they precede. It edlydaatures in the examples whdrand
andleg modify the verbs denoting the actions done witdnhBody part terms for hand and
leg, as well as for arm and foot, are also polysamboth languages. Although the
connotative meanings differ in EnglishandMatsesec&ng culturally and environmentally
determined differences in salience, the motivatiomechanisms for polysemy are similar: the
metaphors and metaphorical extensions based ainttilar form and/or function. Language

economy also plays an important role in both laggsaas seen in the examples.
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Another Native American language is Zapotec, amm@inguean language spoken in

Mexico (MacLaury1989:119). According to MacLaury,

Zapotec speakers use the humanform as the mod#lfofm. This is suggested in three ways. First,
only human body-part terms are used to name péatténgs. Animalbody-part terms are never so used,
even salient ones, such&&i-'wing' orzhz n- 'tail'. Second, animal parts always are nameti@sgh
animals were humans on all fours; in figure 2nfrizet are callegiz-'hand' and back fegee 'foot’,

even though the animal is hoofed.Third, body-parns always are applied to things while maintajnin
the vertical configuration that is canonically rarmthe highest part ofan object is its head,atktand
its belly are vertical, its lower front isalwaydamt and never a hand. Such occurs even on olijeaits
lackinherent orientation, for example, the splaré cube of figures 3and 4... A few other parts are
even more restricted: handles are sometimescailetiand’, tree branché&"- 'arm’, bottle necks
yayn 'neck’,and knots of a tree trugkp- 'navel'. These rare usages resemble theconvahtion
metaphors by which English extends body-part teotiengs; metaphor combines with the invariant
core of seven parts thatare arrayed as they wamddr in the human body. But in Zapotec, unlike

English, the core arrangement of parts in fixezhtmn predominates. (1989:121; 124-126)

This passage makes it clear that the source doohéie human body plays the
central role in Zapotec and is copied onto thegladgmains of the plants, animals and things.
There are similarities in the linguistic codingbafdy parts with both Englisinéndfor handle
aneckof a bottle) and Matses (using human body pamtgeor plants and animals).
Although rarely, the Zapotec word for hand can seduto denote dative (MacLaury
1989:141).That has to do with the domains of h@dire. possessing) things and of closeness

which | have discussed in the case of English.duthor concludes that

[u]lnlikeZapotec, English does not transpose adfifkamework of core parts from the human body to
all other form and, thus, does not provide thatipalar basis for systematically linking body-p&etms
to location. Instead, English extends body-parhgeto parts of objects as piecemeal metaphor. For
example, although a house has a 'back’ and sides$ a 'door’, ‘foundation’, 'front’, 'intetj@and ‘roof'
instead of a 'mouth’, 'foot’, 'face’, 'stomachd dead'. Further, the partonyms do not match sarhe
adjacent locations; for example, 'front/'in frafit 'back'/'behind’, 'side'/'beside’, 'bottomder’,
'top'/'over'. Zapotec has no nonanatomical eqeitalfor 'edge’, 'corner’, 'base’, or any otharimate
partonym, except 'bottom’ and context-spedkie'foot of quern' (gi¢, ‘quern, Spmetate).

(MacLaury 1989:149)

Kam is a Kadai language spoken in China (Gerneb3W7). The language belongs to
the isolative type, where lexemes are combinediktaposition. This mechanism enables the
forming of new meanings concerning body parts, wlikee first element is a predicate, and

the second one a possessee (i.e. a body partjedtuee is known as the zoom-on-possessee
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construction (Gerner 2005: 307). For exampie>ma?, literally ‘hard hand,” means ‘to

have one's hand stiffened (from frosg"0* ma'“smooth, sleek hand’ antap-*ma‘*rough

hand’ mean ‘to have sleek hands’ or ‘to have rooghds,’ respectivelyfan-’ma'“to

tremble hand’ means ‘to have one's hands trembligdSma™*

to loose hand’ —‘to loosen
one's grip,’ and fot®! ma'!‘to slip hand’ — ‘to have one's hand missing sormeth Lei*3pa>>,
literally ‘lame leg,” means ‘lame in one's legg;*'tin>° ‘straight foot’ — ‘to straddlejo*%in>*
‘to extend foot’ - ‘to extend one’s foot,” anent tin>"

with one's foot.” (Gerner 2005:342)

to get stuck in foot’ — ‘to get stuck in

There are also several combinations of two bodisgessessees which are combined
with a reduplicated predicate in order to form maeanings (Gerner 2005:343). One of them

is tin>>ma’! ‘foot and hand,’ which is the basis for, amongenhiai®*in>ai**ma“

good
foot good hand’ - ‘skillful’ or ‘healthy limbs parr3tin®*parr*ma“throw foot throw hand —
‘indifferent,’ (K)arPtin>*(k)ar*ma’ ‘slow foot slow hand’ — ‘slow in action,’
e*%%in>*e**ma “stupid/clumsy foot stupid/clumsy hand’ — ‘with chsy limbs,” and
K™ay'3in>k™ay *mla’! ‘wide foot wide hand’ — ‘extravagant(attitude aftr person).’

(Gerner 2005: 346)

There are certain similarities between English ldach as well. The schema lo&nd
in both languages also includes the domaiR@IDING, POSSESSING THINGSalso found in
Zapotec)and that affORK AND SKILL. The domain OMOVEMENT is also prominent in the
schema ofeg. The conceptual metaphEALTH IS GOOD, SKILL IS GOOD, CLUMSINESS IS
STUPIDandWIDE IS RICH/ABUNDANT are also present in Indo-European languages.

Although the domain of the body is present ifalguages of the world, those
mentioned in this section (including English) difeggnificantly regarding the way body parts
are coded in them. That fact corresponds to thermatent of Deignan and Potter that “...while
universal bodily experience may motivate many fagiwe expressions, theprocess is
sometimes complex, and will not necessarily rasuttquivalent expressions in
differentlanguages, for cultural and linguisticseas.” (2004:1231)However, the terms for
hand, leg, arm and foot in all the mentioned laggsehave some things in common: the body
part polysemy motivated with the form and/or fuantby means of metaphor and metonymy,
as well as their extensions. This proves both thier&’s notion of embodiment and the claim
of Lakoff and Johnson, as well as that of Brdaaf the nature of language is metaphorical
and metonymical. Their notion that we use the cetiecfthe physical) to perceive the abstract
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(the non-physical) is also confirmed by the (in treeses rich) polysemy of body part terms
in all the analysed languages. These body paristatso form various grammatical structures
in both their denotative and connotative meanings.

A Comparison of Different Data Sources

While the authors, whose articles | have analysdtie previous chapter, have used
field work as their main method (Gerner 2005:30&cMaury 1989:119), | have used the
corpus analysis. The corpus | have used is COR¥ Corpus of Contemporary American
English, and | have included the random sample of tl& #6560 meanings. | am aware of the
restrictions of corpus research.The random sangielmut does not have to reflect the real
state of the semantic structurehaindandleg.In addition, 250 results per lexeme may be too
small to give precise information about the frequyefi.e. salience) of different meanings.
However, corpus analysis is invaluable for anyuiisfic research, since it is practically the
only way to acquire data about the use of langliagguage use determines the meanings of
any lexeme, so cognitive linguistics is a usagestiasodel (Langacker 2010:117). On the
other hand, field work is the best (and the onlgywf doing research on little-known
languages, which is the case of the articles | mesearched. Although all languages are

polysemic, polysemy is not in the focus of thodeclkas, while it is central to my research.

When motivation is concerned, | have come to tireclusion that the meanings of
handin English are motivated by the domainsadRK, HOLDING THINGSandCLOSENESS as
well as by the domains 6fANIPULATION,, CONTROL, POSSESSIONANAHELP, COOPERATION
STICKING TOGETHERvhich arefurther instantiated from theRmOVEMENT FUNCTION,
SUPPORTING FUNCTIONas well as the subordinated domainsiiciH IMPORTANCEand
GRADUALITY, motivate the meanings t#g. The articles | have analysed do not deal with
motivation, but their data has shown that the patyg ofhandandlegin languages
genetically, culturally and typologically unrelatedEnglish is motivated by some of the
same domains. That could lead to a conclusion #hag with the domain of the body, the
human experience of the latter is, to a certaiergxi linguistic (as well as an extra-linguistic)
universal. The fact corresponds to the embodimgpothesis as defined by Rohrer, that

language structures are shaped by physical, cegnénd social factors.
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Conclusion

As shown by the embodiment hypothesis and thefdatavarious languages of the
world which confirm it, the body is one of the lingtically universal domains. Its parts are
perceived and named in all languages, despite ldrgie genetic, areal and typological
diversity. In addition, the lexemes which denotédyparts are also metaphorically and
metonymically extended in every language to redesther concepts. This fact shows that
polysemy and idiomaticity of body part conceptslarguistically universal, which goes hand
in hand with Rohrer’s definition of embodiment Be tnity of physical, cognitive and social
factors which influence the structure of langualdee universal motivation for body part term
polysemy is the similar form and/or function. Thanfirms Lakoff and Johnson’s notion
about metaphor as one of the basic ways any laedguagtions and is structured, and Brdar’s
views on metonymy. Along with the denotative megnirandcan also have the meanings
‘control, possession, or strength,” ‘work and/ae thanipulation,’” ‘closeness and/or help and
cooperation,” ‘manual work,’ ‘handle,’ ‘tree branttyrip,” ‘skill and many others in
different languaged.eg however, can mean ‘leg of trousers,’ ‘the aniteglused as food,’
‘body part in robotics,’ ‘leg of a table, chair ét¢a supporting part,” ‘a part or phase of a
path, journey etc.’, ‘wing, feather, branch, Idaf, frond,’ ‘tree root,” ‘lower part’ in addition
to its basic meaning, among other things. All thesesible meanings in languages across the
world lead to the conclusion that all linguistimmmunities cognitively regard the human
body as the starting point for perceiving many othra-linguistic phenomena with any
similarities to the former. The source domain & body is then mapped onto the target
domain of the given extra-linguistic phenomenoniclvhis coded in language as the new,
connotative meaningof the respective body part t&ofysemy, idiomaticity and the related
language economy are found in all languages, asvany source domains for the former two.
The human body, however, is one of the centralt salgent, most deeply rooted and most
productive source domains in any language of thedwdhat confirms the universality and
importance of human physicality, as well as theamotealised by ancient Greeks, that man is

the measure of all things.
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