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Abstract: The present paper is an attempt to investigate the
domains where the conceptual metaphors and metonymies
of the Arabic word jadd ‘hand’ in Jordanian Spoken Arabic
(JSA) may trigger off frequently used idioms by speakers in
Jordan. A corpus that consists of 50 idiomatic expressions
from JSA has been built from two newly published sources: a
dictionary of idiomatic expressions in JSA and a book of Jor-
danian proverbs. The analysis of the data which scrutinized
conceptual metaphors and metonymies which exist in JSA is
based on Lakoff and Johnson (1980) Conceptual Metaphor
Theory (CMT), investigation of hand mapping in English by
Kovecses (1996), and Csabi’s (2004) categorizations of hand
conceptualization in English and Hungarian. In many in-
stances of idiomatic expressions in JSA, major conceptual
metaphors and metonymies were present as in Csabi (2004).
Nevertheless, there are some cases where the metaphors and
metonymies in JSA were different in terms of frequency from
the ones in English and Hungarian. The findings constitute
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some evidence that the Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT)
applies to different languages and varieties.

1 Introduction

The meaning of utterances, according to De Saussure (1959: 66-67),
is based on two aspects: one is linguistic or related to the language,
and the other is non-linguistic or beyond the language. This relation-
ship between the linguistic expressions and the world they describe
is mental one as language speakers can schematise (or organise their
knowledge) and categorize (or organize their experience) the world
using language. These two cognitive processes are called conceptu-
alization (Sharifian, 2003: 188). This conceptualization process in
the arena of cognitive semantics has a connection with language to
represent the meaning (Langacker, 2008: 4).

Likewise, the meaning of the figurative speech occurrences in any
language is determined by linguistic and extralinguistic context (All-
wood, 1999: 1). Consequently, the meaning is not always dependent
on language structures and senses. There are other factors that can
add to the meaning beyond language e.g. culture, experience, and
shared knowledge. The extralinguistic variables can derive meanings
from our bodies which can make the meaning “a crucial aspect of
mind, language, and culture” (Kovecses, 2006: 3). The interaction
between mind and language, where the former shapes the concepts,
and the latter makes these abstract concepts utterances, can be at-
tributed to the need to understand the world and build of a view of
it (Kovecses, 2006: 27). This need to express ourselves can make our
thoughts embodied where linguistic units are formed and combined
out of our bodily experience (Lakoff, 1987: xiv). Hence, defining the
world that we live in requires a system which is capable of that mis-
sion. This conceptual system according Lakoff and Johnson (1980:
3) is metaphorical one which consequently makes “what we do every
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day is very much a matter of metaphor.”

Are the speakers of language aware of the metaphoricity of many
daily idiomatic expressions they use? Or do they just treat these
expressions as other individual words in terms of meaning? Many
people treat these metaphors that we live by mostly as usual expres-
sions, and they are unconscious that these are merely metaphors.
However, the speakers can know that if they trace back these idioms
to their original metaphorical uses to discover the relationship be-
tween language and thought (Gibbs, 2018: 58-75). One of the areas
in the cognitive linguistics to understand this relationship between
our minds and language is embodiment.

Any discussion of embodiment should commence by stressing the
difference between the body as a physical entity and the body as
phenomelogical entity. The focal concern in embodiment is the body
as a phenomenon not as a container of physiological processes (Feltes,
2010: 504). Zlatev (1999: 104) portrays embodiment as “interaction
with an environment through sense and motor organs...” which is
needed to make language “situated”. Thus, the body can be an
apparatus through which we can construe the reality in the world
and the reality about it since “[we] are a body and we cannot escape
that” (Tatoj, 2019: 402). Consequently, users of language build their
abstract conceptualization on tangible aspects or experience of the
world around them including their bodies.

Therefore, through the construal that we have about these tan-
gible aspects in the world, we can depict these realities precisely.
When we describe reality figuratively, arbitrariness does not gov-
ern such an interaction of body with culture and environment as
human-beings use the body-parts in a very similar way regardless
of the culture or language (Yu, 2003: 29). This yields in the many
similarities among various languages when speakers use linguistic de-
vices such as metaphors and metonymies to communicate with each
other. This conceptual organization and content of language in this
sense, according to (Talmy, 2000: 4), is the core practice of cognitive
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semantics.

There have been many attempts to investigate body-part terms
conceptually as a source of metaphors and metonymies in various
languages from different cultures in edited volumes (see e.g. Maalej
and Yu [2011]; Kraska-Szlenk [2020]; Sharifian et al. [2008]; Bren-
zinger and Kraska-Szlenk [2014]). Csabi (2004) conducted an anal-
ysis of a set of most frequently used English and Hungarian idioms
that contain body part terms. The analysis aimed at examining the
similarities and the differences in the conceptualization in English
and Hungarian. The data for both languages in this study the was
compiled from dictionaries. The author reported that there are both
similarities and differences between English and Hungarian. This can
be attributed to to the “the universal nature of the bodily experi-
ence” which can consequently make “the metaphors corresponding
to it can also be universal” (Csabi, 2004: 138). As long as hand as
a body part term is concerned, Csabi (2004: 31) found that most of
the English human body idioms are related to hand idioms according
to her data.

Arabic has been among these languages in which researchers ex-
plored the embodiment from the body-part perspective, e.g. Maalej
(2014) in Tunisian Arabic; Al-Amoudi (2013) and Al-Jahdali (2010)
in Saudi Arabic. These studies have provided evidence on the rela-
tionship between mind and language and have attempted to show the
realisation of embodiment through body-part terms. Also, Ali (2003)
was among the first papers in Arabic linguistics to address the id-
iomatic expressions in Modern Standard Arabic within a contrastive
framework. As far as Jordanian spoken Arabic is concerned, Al-
Adaileh and Al-Abbadi (2012) accentuated conceptual metonymies
of certain body-part terms, and the conceptualization of heart was
investigated by Bani Mofarrej and Rabab’ah (2020). The current
paper will be an attempt to provide further evidence from one va-
riety of Arabic. Thus, this paper will limit itself to one colloquial
variety of Arabic i.e. Jordanian spoken Arabic (henceforth, JSA)
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to provide evidence on the Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT) by
Lakoff and Johnson (1980).

The Jordanian variety of Arabic is spoken by about 10 million
people who live in Jordan. It has three different accents i.e. Madani
(in cities), Fallhi (in villages and refugee camps) and Beduoin (in
the desert towns). Moreover, the discussion will focus on one body-
part term that used is in JSA to conceptualize cultural values and
personal characteristics i.e. jadd ‘hand’. English word hand is pol-
ysemous (James, 1980: 91), and the Arabic word jadd is also pol-
ysemous. Words are polysemous when they have related senses of
the same lexical entry" (Saeed, 1997: 62). Since the lexeme hand
is polysemous in English, it intersects four semantic fields i.e. parts
of the body, parts of a clock, employment and expression of public
evaluation (James, 1980: 92). In this paper, the focus will be on the
idiomatic use of the word hand in JSA to embody the thought of
speakers, and to conceptualise the culture they live in motivated by
metaphors and metonymies of the word jadd.

The present paper is an attempt to find the domains where
the conceptual metaphors and metonymies of the word Arabic jadd
‘hand’ in JSA may trigger off frequently used idioms are by speak-
ers in Jordan. I am going to scrutinize conceptual metaphors and
metonymies that exist in JSA within the Cognitive Theory of Meta-
phor and based on Kovecses (1996) and Csabi’s (2004) categoriza-
tions. In many instances of idiomatic expressions in JSA, both con-
ceptual metaphors and metonymy can be present as (Csabi, 2004:
33) observed in her data as metonymies can complement the metaphors
in a single idiom (see Barcelona 2000).

2 Methods

There will be an analysis of a corpus that consists of 50 idiomatic
expressions from JSA which have been collected from two newly
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published main sources: a dictionary of idiomatic expressions in JSA
(Alzoubi, 2020) and book of Jordanian proverbs (Farghal, 2019).
The analysis will verify the findings of the idiomatic expressions of
the word hand by Csabi (2004) in English and Hungarian. Csabi
(2004) investigated the conceptual metaphors and metonymies of
the word hand in two distinct languages i.e. English and Hungarian.
She reported that the word hand is the most frequent body-part
idioms in English (Csabi, 2004: 31). In her study, the most frequent
conceptual metaphors of hand in English and Hungarian were hand
for control. Also, there are other frequent metaphors of the word
hand in her study: ability and inability, possession and abstract
links. As for conceptual metonymies, she found that the idioms of
hand in both languages were similarly related to the notions of hand
for talent and hand for person in addition to other minor hand based
idiomatic expressions in the two languages.

3 Discussion and Data Analysis

3.1 Conceptual Metaphors of hand in JSA

Hand idioms in JSA are based on the following domains: First, most
of the hand idioms in JSA in the data are associated with the notion
of ability. These idiomatic expressions are motivated by the concep-
tual metaphor HAND FOR ABILITY. Second, another domain where
the body-part jadd in JSA is employed is possession. The idioms
which convey the meaning of possession or holding in hand are trig-
gered off by the metaphor POSSESSION IS HAVING SOMETHING ON
ONE’S HAND. A third domain which is connected to the possession
is control (cf. Csabi 2004: 31). Here the idioms in JSA contain the
lexeme jadd to express the concept of control. This idiomatic use of
the word jadd is motivated by the metaphor control is HOLDING IN
THE HAND.

The following are examples of idiomatic expressions from JSA
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are motivated by the abovementioned metaphors.

3.1.1 HAND FOR ABILITY

In the proverbial idiom in [1], the speakers try to deal with the
idea of ability where a person cannot do two things at the same
time which is equivalent to the English saying “You must not run
after two hares at the same time.”. This idiom is motivated by the
conceptual metaphor HAND FOR ABILITY and also the conceptual
metonymy HAND FOR PERSON.

[1] shemiy b oseg sl Onilay
baTixti:n b?i:d wahdih ma binhmlo

lit. "Two watermelons cannot be carried in one hand."

The idiom in [2] is used to show that someone’s hands are tied and
cannot do anything. This idiom is triggered off by the conceptual
metaphor HAND FOR ABILITY.

2] sk AL ss
Ju: TaliY b?i:duh
lit. "what shall his hands do?"

The idiom in [3] in JSA (and in Modern Standard Arabic) is
used to assert the impossibility of doing a certain activity because of
insufficient resources. It is equivalent to the English saying, “It takes
two to tango”. The idiom is motivated by the conceptual metaphor
HAND FOR ABILITY and HAND FOR COOPERATION.

3 Shal b Samy 4
?i:dd wahdih ma bitsagif
lit. “One hand cannot clap”
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3.1.2 POSESSION IS HAVING SOMETHING ON
ONE’S HAND

[4] is an idiom to describe someone who is a cheapskate who avoid
spending or giving away his money. The metaphors HAND FOR POS-
SESSION as well as HAND IS A CONTAINER motivate this idiom in
JSA. Again, this can be also an instance of the conceptual metonymy
HAND FOR PERSON.

[4]  ule dasb ow)
?i:dduh naffih /?i:dduh maskih
lit. “his/her hand is dry or close-fisted.”

[5] is an idiomatic expression which denotes someone who goes
or does something but with no benefit. The idiom which describes
an empty-handed person is motivated by the conceptual metaphors
HAND FOR POSSESSION and HAND IS A CONTAINER.

5 15 e s Ly oo 4] s
rigiy ?i:dd min wara o ?i:dd min gidam
lit. “He/she has come back with one hand in the front of
him/her and another behind him /her.

The idiom [6] is usually used to describe someone asks other
people to give/lend money pretending that he/she does not have
any. This idiom is based on the metaphor HAND FOR POSSESSION
and HAND IS A CONTAINER.

6] ke asfy o) alad
gaTa¥ ?i:dduh o [ahad Tali:ha
lit. “To cut off one’s hand and ask others to give you money

(as a beggar).”
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3.1.3 CONTROL IS HOLDING IN THE HAND

[7] is an idiom which is used describe someone who has friends or
family members who are important or powerful people is motivated
by the metaphor HAND FOR CONTROL. The metaphor here is based
on the mental image of the hand that it can physically control or
manipulate people and things around us.

7] bl 0w
?i:dduh Tajlih /wasil
lit. “his/her hand can reach anything/someone is well con-
nected”

The idiom [8] from JSA has the English equivalence “twist some-
one’s arm” is also based on the metaphor HAND FOR CONTROL as
well as the metonymy HAND FOR PERSON. When you twist some-
one’s arm you control them physically and this Arabic idiom is based
on this imagery but using hand instead of arm although arm is pos-
sible in the same Arabic idiom.

8] oy
lawa ?i:dduh

lit. “to twist someone’s hand”

9] is a colloquial idiom which is used to describe a situation when
someone quits or stops helping or supporting someone else. This
idiomatic expression is motivated by the conceptual metaphor HAND
FOR CONTROL and the conceptual metonymy HAND FOR PERSON,
too.

9] Cyj,“ oo o] s
Ja:l ?i:dduh min ilmawdu:?
lit. “to pull off his/her hand from an issue”
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3.2 Conceptual metonymies of hand in JSA

In JSA, jadd ‘hand’ idiomatic expressions are mostly motivated by
conceptual metonymies related to person domain unlike the findings
about English and Hungarian in Csabi (2004: 33) where the hand
based idioms in these two languages were related to the notion of
control. Thus, the hand metonymies in JSA are mostly THE HAND
STANDS FOR PERSON. Another notion of hand metonymy in JSA is
that of skills and expertise (cf. ibid). In this domain, the concep-
tualization of skill is not only for the hand, but also for the whole
talented or skilful person i.e. the embodied Self or PART FOR WHOLE
(see Devylder and Zlatev 2020). Hence, the hand-based idioms to
depict skill or capability are motivated by the meronomy THE HAND
STANDS FOR TALENT.

The following are examples of idiomatic expressions from JSA
are motivated by the abovementioned metonymies.

3.2.1 THE HAND STANDS FOR PERSON

According to Kovecses (1996: 341) THE HAND STANDS FOR PERSON
is one of the most common metonymies in English.

[10] is used to describe that people who are close to each other.
The conceptual metonymy hand for person motivates this idiom
where THE HAND STANDS FOR THE WHOLE.

[10] sy e S GL’;‘
aSabi¢ ?i:ddak mish wahad

lit. “the fingers of the same hand are not the same (in size or
shape)”

The idiom in [11] has its English equivalence to give/lend a help-
ing hand. The idiom is motivated by the the metonymy HAND FOR
PERSON when a person is needed to help others.
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11] b AV\.;_‘
?i:ddak maSna

lit. “to give us your hand”

The proverb in [12] describes people who are ungrateful and
harmful for those who helped them. THE HAND FOR PERSON con-
ceptual metonymy triggers off this idiomatic use in this traditional
proverb from JSA.

[12]  ses § oy adlz s
?i:ddi: fi halgu o ?i:dduh fi Sini:
lit. “my hand is in his throat, but his hand is in my eye”.

3.2.2 HAND STANDS FOR TALENT

This proverbial idiom is motivated by the conceptual metaphor HAND

FOR ABILITY and the conceptual metonymy HAND FOR PERSON.
In the following examples from JSA, the hand stands for talent

metonymy motivate idioms the have similar equivalences in English.

13 Tslamty Lo oumy nly Oeley
baTixti:n bYi:d wahdih ma bin hamlo
lit. “his/her hand can reach anything/someone is well con-
nected”

The idiom in [14] is used to describe people who do good things
by saying “they have clean hands”, or others who do bad or illegal
actions by saying “they have dirty hands”

[14] &=~ gdalai aw)
?i:dduh nadi:fa / ?i:dduh wisxah
lit. “clean/dirty hands”
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This [15] is used to describe people who are light-handed or skil-
ful.

[15]  dais aw)
?i:dduh xafi:fa
lit. “His hand is light”

4 Conclusion

The current paper aimed at exploring the domains in which the word
the conceptualization of ‘jadd’ motivates an inventory of idiomatic
expressions and proverbs in JSA. The analysis was within the frame-
work of Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT) and the categorization
was based on Csabi (2004).

There were many similarities between JSA on one hand and En-
glish and Hungarian on the other hand in terms of the hand-based
idioms which are motivated by some conceptual metaphors. The con-
ceptual metaphors hand for ability, possession is having something
on one’s hand, and control is holding in the hand are the main mo-
tivators for hand idiomatic expressions in the three languages. This
correspondence between these three languages in these domains of
conceptualization can be attributed to the fact that “these similar-
ities derive from universal aspects of the human body” according
to Pérez (2008: 25). Nevertheless, the majority (i.e. two thirds)
of the hand idioms in Csabi’s (2004) study were motivated by the
conceptual metonymy THE HAND STANDS FOR CONTROL, whereas
the majority of idiomatic expressions in JSA of jadd are motivated
by the conceptual metonymy THE HAND STANDS FOR PERSON.

Lastly, the study of similarities and the differences between dif-
ferent languages pertaining the conceptualization of body parts can
emphasize the common basis of experience as well as the cultural
variation between these distinct languages (Baranyine, 2020: 241).
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Furthermore, the investigation of metaphorical (and metonymical)
concepts can illustrate the foundations of the cultural model in a
society (Siahaan, 2008: 71) whether these foundations are related to
religions, traditions, popular imagination.
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Appendix: Reading conventions for Arabic
transcription and examples

Arabic equivalence IPA symbol Description

80g) Q) ? Glottal stop

o b Voiced bilabial stop

) t Voiceless dento-alveolar stop
) e Voiceless interdental fricative
T & Voiced alveo-palatal affricate
z h Voiceless pharyngeal fricative
'C X Voiced velar fricative

> d Voiced dento-alveolar stop

3 0 Voiced interdental fricative

Voiced alveolar trill

—

Z Voiced alveolar fricative
Voiceless alveolar fricative

Il Voiced alveo-palatal fricative

R
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A S e o O I

Lo

— x e o e

= =2 B

=

Voiceless non-pulmonic
alveolar fricative

Voiced dento-alveolar emphatic
stop

Voiceless dento-alveolar emphatic
stop

Voiced interdental emphatic
fricative

Voiced pharyngeal fricative
Voiced velar fricative
Voiceless labio-dental fricative
Voiceless uvular stop
Voiceless velar stop

Voiced alveolar lateral

Voiced bilabial nasal

Voiced alveolar nasal
Voiceless glottal fricative

Voiced labial-velar approximant -
semi-vowel

Voiced palatal approximant -
semi-vowel
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