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PREFACE

Although the biblical data presented can be properly assessed only by
a Hebraist/Old Testament exegete, I have attempted to make the work a
little more accessible to linguistic scientists without specialization
in Hebrew through provision of English glosses of Hebrew passages
(rarely of more than a biblical verse in length). Typically these
glosses are from NEB, although where NEB's rendering does not closely
match the Hebrew sequence (e.g., if NEB omits certain Hebrew phrases
because they would be redundant or cumbersome in English, or adopts
substantial emendations of NI, or is, in my opinion, erroneous in
respect of a particular translation) I bhave utilized JB, or,
occasionally, AV. Italicized sequences (marking expressions not
directly expressed in the Hebrew original) in AV <(and in the
translation of Rashi) are not thus distinguished in my quotations, and
1 bave used 'Lord' for AV and NEB 'LORD*. KEB has been chosen as the
primary source because at a semantic, if not a stylistic, level it
provides an 'idiomatic' tramnslation, and because its emendations are
easy to trace (through Brockington's work). The few times that I wish
to make a translation point particularly strongly or where I feel .none
of the forementioned translations to be adequate I provide my own
glosses. Such renderings, unlike those quoted from other sources, are
not accompanied by a citation of source. Vithin glosses words

representing a collocation or other expression being discussed are

capitalized.



BHK/S 1s used as the source of quotations from the Hebrew Bible,
although its division of cola is not displayed; the caesura (athnach)
is sometimes indicated by the use of a new line, or, if only one line
of text is displayed, by a double space within this 1line. In
‘citation-forms®' of Hebrew text, we utilize a 'plene' orthography.

Chapter and verse references are always to the Hebrew Bible.

The dissertation was produced via the AMSTRAD PCV 8256, based on
Zilog's 280 8-bit micro-processor, and its standardly-supplied (8-pin)
dot matrix-printer. Portions of text containing Hebrew sequences were
created through the PCV's dedicated word-processing software package,
LOCOSCRIPT (Version 1.2), but employing a special set of control-
characters to mark letters with diacritics, and beginnings and ends of
sequences of italicized, underscored, superscripted, and Hebrew text.
Hebrew sequences were keyboarded, screen-displayed, and stored in
memory in a simple consonantal transcription. Documents containing
Hebrew text were converted into (simpler) ASCII files through a
LOCOSCRIPT facility. Printing of these documents was controlled from
a PASCAL (Borland's TURBO PASCAL) program compiled and run under CP/X
PLUS, the PCV's operating system. Reading a line at a time from the
source document, the program converted amny control-characters into
instruction codes to the printer and any transcribed Hebrew sequences
into numeric codes for printing graphics blocks, each block being a
concaten ation of Hebrew consonantal graphs (plus a few non-Biblical-
Hebrew punctuation marks) from a previously defined array. Control-
characters were removed from the line of text, and, if necessary,
spaces were randomiy inserted to compensate for loss of right-

justification. The processed line of text was then sent to the line-
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printer in sections corresponding to text <(English) and graphics
(Hebrew) portions. A bold Hebrew type-face was achieved by including
in the program a procedure to reverse the print-head at tbe end of

every graphics dump and repeat the graphics-printing process.

The few simple graphs in the dissertation were produced from programs

written in Nabitchi Computing's EXBASIC, a version of (interpreted)

BASIC which exploits CP/M's GSX facility.

I owe special debts of gratitude to the following: Prof. W. Johnstone
of the Dept. of Hebrew & Semitic Languages, University of Aberdeen, for
bhis efforts on my bebalf in securing finance for this research at its
initial and closing stages, and to the University of Aberdeen itself
for its generosity in this matter; Dr J.V. Thompson, Head of the Dept.
of Statistics, University of Hull, for his kindness and patience in
assessing the statistical aspects of the thesis throughout its
development; the University of Hull, corporately, for awarding me a

research scholarship to pursue my studies to doctoral level.

Thanks are also due to Mr G.C. Slater and Dr R. WValker of the
University of Hull's Computer Centre for continuous assistance with
various aspects of computing required to bring the research and this
dissertation to fruition; Dr R. Landau (Bar-Ilan University) and Prof.
C. Rabin (Hebrew University) for encouraging my interest in the study
of collocation and collocations; the staff of the Oriental Reading
Room of the British Library and of Crawley College of Technology

library for providing me with facilities in the final stages of my

work.
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PART I

A DEFERCE OF COLLOCATIONAL ARWALYSIS

CHAPTER 1

ENVIRONMENTAL AND CONTEXTUAL MEANING

A fundamental premise of the present work is that semantic analysis
divides naturally into two parts, the study of environmental meaning
and the study of contextual meaning. Environmental meaning is
constructed from evidence obtained through the study of a linguistic
item's environments (in the sense of Harris 1951:15 and Lyons 1969:13,
27f.), that 1is, the text, writtem or oral, surrounding each
occurrence, or token, of an item; contextual meaning, on the other
bhand, uses evidence from the study of an item's contexts (in the sense

of Lyons 1969:23ff.), the non-linguistic (referential) data with which

the item is associated.



For instance, the environmental meaning of the word red (for an
English speaker) in a given sentence consists, amongst other things,
of the speaker's knowledge that red also occurs in sequences like red
is the colour of blood, a red car, a red pillar box, and that blood is
a more significant collocate than car of red (the speaker has some
awareness of the fact, for example, that whereas yellow is the colour
of blood tends not to occur as frequently as red is the colour of

blood, there is probably 1little difference in the frequencies of a

yellow car and a red can).

Thus, the primary data of environmental analysis are items in a
syntagmatic, 'pre-paradigmatic’, relationship. Environmental analysis
assumes paradigmatic relationships to be in some sense derived from,
and abstractions of, syntagmatic ones. The (contextual) meanings of
taxi and bus can only be seen as or learned to be paradigmatically
related after they have been experienced as sharing similar
environments or syntagms wherein they may be interchanged with a
corresponding change of denotation. Taxis are paradigmatically
related to buses because they are syntagmatically related. Cabbages
are not paradigmatically related to taxis, at a semantic level anyway,
because they do not share '-emically' similar environments. Ve do not
wish to emphasize the psychological point here (see below), just the

logical one - paradigms derive from syntagms.



Environmental meaning is part of what Halliday (1961:245) calls

“formal meaning”:

The formal meaning of an item is its operation in the network of
formal relations.

.« The contextual meaning of an item is its relation to
extratextual features, but this is not a direct relation of the
item as such, but of the item in its place in linguistic form:

contextual meaning is therefore logically dependent on formal

meaning.

Mitchell elaborates on formal meaning thus:

The formal value of an item depends closely on (a) other items
present in the text and the constraints and dependencies
observable between them, [and] (b) the 'transformability' of the
text in terms of the analytical operations of substitution,
expansion or contraction,... interpolation..., and
transposition.... [A] 1linguistic item or class of items is
meaningful not because of inberent properties of its own but
because of the contrastive or differential relationships it

develops with other items and classes. (Mitchell 1971:42)



It is clear that the analysis of environmental meaning is grounded in
the study of the degrees to which the occurrence of an item (normally,
a word) is determined by a particular environment (i.e., a particular
sequence of other items). As such, it lends itself to quantification:
"Formal meaning is the 'information' of information theory® (Balliday
1961:244 —~ cf. Veaver 1959). This quantitative bias means that an
evironmental semantics is geared more toward semantic performance than
competence, toward a theory of what is actually done with language
rather than what can be done. The importance of this distinction will

be seen several times in the present work.

In the past, environmental semantics bhas aspired to bhigh status. 1In
1950, Joos (1966:356) was able to claim:
How the linguist's 'meaning' of a morpheme is by definition the
set of conditional probabilities of its occurrence in context
with all other morphemes - of course without inquiry into the

outside, practical, or sociologist's meaning of any of them.

However, since the 1960s such views have fallen on hard times. For
example, Lyons, whose criticisms of environmental analysis will be
discussed at length in Chapter 3, accepts (Lyons 1966:299) utilization
of "the principles of information-theory® as “profitable for
linguistic analysis®™ and devotes sections of his 1977 work to
Shannon's model of commmnication and the quantification of ‘signal’
(environmental) and 'semantic’ (contextual or propositional)

information, yet nonetheless disparages Joos's claim:



The practical impossibility of summing over the transitional

probabilities on all levels (even if we do not go higher than the

sentence) is too obvious to need elaboration. (Lyons 1969:6:n.2).
For Lyons, meaning is principally contextual:

[Tlhe theory of meaning will be more solidly based if the meaning

of a given 1linguistic unit is defined to be the set of

(paradigmatic) relations that the unit in question contracts with

other units of the language (in the context or contexts in which

it occurs) (Lyons 1969:59).

It has even been claimed that formal aspects of lexical arrangement
fall outside the scope of semantics. For instance:
In listing what the Englishman eats, one should say fish and
chips, roast beef and Yorkshire pudding, not chips and fish,
Yorkshire pudding and roast beef. Bere is a rule governing the
use of words that does not bear on their meanings, for fish and

chips surely means the same as chips and fish. (Fodor 1980:20)



In terms of British English at least, Fodor seems to be ignoring the
criterion of 'material adequacy’ (see Ch. 3, Sect. D, 1) in her use of
the words "means the same as®. Speakers do indeed comprebhend fish and
chips differently from chips and fish; this fact might appear odd and
arbitrary, but that is hardly a sufficient reason to exclude it from
the scope of a theory of meaning, and the sort of data to which Fodor
refers 1s very common (see Ch. 2; cf. MNalkiel 1959). Veinreich
(1966:147) claims that "chains of high associative probability" (like
fish and chips), along with other elements "fail to represent the
language in its full capacity as a semantic instrument®, but he still
regards them as being of semantic interest even if they only reflect
the "banality or meaninglessness® of language (Veinreich 1975:28).

Contrast Fodor on fish and chips with Veinreich (1968:43) on bacor and

eggs!

Allerton (1979:35ff.) seems to recognize the semantic effect of formal
features in his discussion of so-called ‘'determinant meaning',
exhibited in, for example, to introducing infinitive verbs. Mel'chuk
(1976:321) distinguishes "syntactic® and “semantic® meaning, and
Coates (1964) enumerates three types of meaning, "differential®™ din,
e.g., the de- of decelve: "differential® or “distinctive" meaning
pertains to all '-emic' units including the submorphemic - cf.
XcIntosh 1966b:98), *functional™ (in, e.g., the -ice of justice), and

"distributional” (in, e.g., the -er of ladder - cf. KNida 1966:264),

alongside "denotational® meaning.



In principle, any linguistic item can undergo environmental semantic
analysis, because every item exists within an environment at any one
of its occurrences.
Many forms... are significant in biosocial environments [i.e.,
contexts]l; but every form has linguistic [i.e., environmentall
meaning as well, since every form occurs in some linguistic
environment. (Fida 1966:264)
Environmental (formal) meaning may, therefore, be regarded as
equivalent to valeur in the sense of Saussure, inasmch as both terms
refer to the relationships which an item contracts with other items
within a‘given system, linguistic or other. The fact that every item
has, by definition, a valeur means that Halliday (1966a:6) is wrong to
claim that a word might be "absorbed into"™ a lexical set "without any
change of meaning in any of the other words®™ in the set, unless by
‘meaning® it 1is only reference, or contextual meaning, that is
implied. Some words, of course, bave contextual meaning and others do
not - each word, though, must have environmental meaning, and this

should be utilized in the semantic description of the item.



Ve can give part of the meaning of boy by identifying the
referent... for which this morpheme occurs as a symbol; but
another part of the meaning of boy is the distribution of the
morpheme in particular linguistic situations. The linguistic
meaning of boy includes such facts as the following: boy occurs
as the subject of a sentence, the object of a verb, and the
second member in a prepositional phrase; it combines with
derivative formatives such as -ish (boyish); and it occurs in an
exclamatory phrase Oh boy!. If we disregard entirely the
biosocial distinction in the meanings of boy and girl, we can
still say that the linguistic meanings of these two words differ
in that boy occurs in a type of exclamatory phrase from which

girl is excluded. (Nida 1966:244)

Analysis of "linguistic meaning"™ (in Nida's sense, i.e., environmental
meaning) alone is, of course, insufficient. Veinreich (1975:30f.)
imagines a thesaurus (a quantitatively-defined variety of which may be
regarded as the end-product of a formal analysis of a language's
vocabulary), the entries of which are not matched to denotata - this
he compares to a map which the user examings without orienting to the
place 1t describes. The map, the thesaurus, is valuable and
interesting in its own right, but to acquire greater significance and

utility it must be matched to real-world data.



It appears, then, that both types of semantic analysis are required,
and that even were every item in a language to undergo environmental
analysis, we could conclude nothing thereby of the relationship of any
item to non-linguistic item(s) (context), a point stressed by John
Searle in his 1984 Reith Lectures:
{Ilmagine that you are locked in a room [containing] several
baskets full of Chipese symbols [andl... that you are given a
rule-book in English for manipulating these Chinese symbols. The
rules specify the manipulations of the symbols purely formally,
in terms of their syntax, not their semantics.... Now suppose
that some other Chinese symbols are passed into the room, and
that you are given further rules for passing back Chinese symbols
out of the room. Suppose that, unknown to you, the symbols
passed into the room are called 'questions' by the people outside
the room, and +the symbols you pass back... are called
‘answers...'. Suppose, furthermore, that the programmers are so
good at designing the program, and that you are so good at
manipulating the symbols, that very soon your answers are
indistinguishable from those of a native Chinese speaker.... On
the basis of the situation as I have described it, there's no way
you could learn any Chinese simply by manipulating these formal
synbols.
... Understanding a language... involves more than having just
formal symbols. It involves having an interpretation, or a

meaning attached to those symbols. (Searle 1984a:15)



Clearly, environmental meaning is part of what Searle labels "syntax”;
and, indeed, we shall argue that rules of syntax, in the sense of
grammar, and rules of lexis (the object of environmental semantic
study) are held together in a probabilistic relationship (see Ch. 4).
On grounds of common sense, one wants to assent to his claim that even
were a purely formal apalysis of linguistic items in a corpus capable
of displaying semantic ‘'insights' about the material, akin to the
native speaker's tacit (contextual) semantic knowledge, all that ome
would feel safe to conclude is +that the process ®"mimics, or

similates,... formal features of... mental processes® (Searle

1984b:17).

Such a view contrasts with the one that a Turing-machine (as suitably
defined - see Putpam 1969), or any other formal process or the machine
implementing it, may be said to have attained a particular 'mental’
state (in our case, that of semantic understanding) if it exhibits all
the standard 'symptoms' of that state. The fundamental thesis of
proponents of the Turing-position may be characterized thus: ™All
brain processes are derived from a computable substrate® (Hofstadter
1980:572; see ibid.:passim for discussion of what we label °'Searle-'

and ‘Turing-' +type views including the issue of epiphenomena,

mentioned below).
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In broader philosophical terms this view involves a materialist, or
more precisely an anti-dualist, perspective (the 'minds' of finite
automata are not "ghosts in Turing Machines, they are Turing Machines"
[ Putnam: 1969:2701). Ve remain agnostic about both views — Searle
appears to bhave common-sense on his side; on the other bhand, if
sufficiently ‘'syntactically' sophisticated analyses consistently
demonstrated environmental semantic statements to be similar in result
to their contextual counterparts, the Turing-type position would gain
in credibility. (If this were to happen, then it could argue for an
‘epiphenomenonalist’ account of semantic interpretation, wherein
contextual meanings, or 'senses', might be regarded simply as babitual
illusions fostered by speakers’ more ‘'semantically' fundamental
facility in the manipulation of formal symbols - this would run
counter to the claim in Searle 1984a:15 that "syntax alone is not

sufficient for semantics®.)

Vhatever the case, the formal structure of language is an undeniably

essential part of our internalization and comprehension of language:
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If we are reading a technical treatise on a subject we know
little about, we can see that the sentences make grammatical
sense, but we do not have enough external referents to complete
the operation. Similarly with reading something in a language we
1mperfect1y know. If, on the other bhand, our reading is lazy and
inattentive, we recognize the individual words but are not making
the organized effort, the Gestalt or whatever it is, to unify
them syntactically. One point that is significant here is that
this centripetal organizing effort of the mind is primary. Mere
unfamiliarity with the referents, which can be overcome by
further study, is secondary. Failure to grasp centrifugal
meaning is incomplete reading; failure to grasp centripetal

meaning is incompetent reading. (Frye 1983:58)

(Compare Halliday 1961:245, quoted above: “contextual meaning is...

logically dependent on formal meaning®.)

However, in the present work we do not make any explicit claim to
psychological reality. For instance, even though in the course of our
present work we conduct a statistical analysis of certain data, we
should want to agree with Lyoms (1977:46) that this does not tell the
whole story, and that in language "Probabilities of a different, and
perhaps more subjective, kind are also relevant®. A non-psychological
orientation is, of course, typical of much work in linguistics,
although studies initially conducted from such a stance may eventually
yield results which are seen to be psychologically valid and

interesting, and perhaps more significant within linguistics for that

reason:
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[A]l linguistic theory of semantics will be... more adequate if,
based on operationally definable concepts, it gives results which
are in significant agreement with the native speaker's feelings
about his language. For the native speaker's feelings derive, in
general, from bhis natural use of the language and rest ultimately

upon some formal properties of the language he speaks. (Lyons

1969:6f.)

Ve also accept that whatever the wultimate psychological and
*l;heoretical status of an environmentally-based theory of meaning, a
full-scale environmental analysis of a corpus would yield many trivial
results that could be of little obvious help in describing or
explaining 'meaning':
[AlJ11l theories are insights, which are neither true nor false
but, rather, clear in certain domains, and unclear when extended
beyond these domains.
Obe may indeed compare a theory to a particular view of some
object. Each view gives only an appearance of the object in some
aspect. The whole object is not perceived in any one view but,
rather, it 1s grasped only implicitly as that single reality
vwhich is shown in all these views. (Bohm 1980:4,8)
Until we know more about the overall importance of environmental
meaning in <(human) semantic analysis, i1t seems wisest to utilize
techniques of environmental analysis only where there is prima facie

evidence that they can provide significant semantic insights into the

data.

13



The specific goals of the present work are (1) to develop and defend
an environmental approach to semantic analysis in gemeral, (2) to
examine the problem of ‘'idioms® from this perspective (noting,
incidentally, that "figures of speech emphasize the centripetal and
interrelating aspects of words® [Frye 1983:581), (3) to develop a
hypothesis about an important distributional feature of idioms, and an
assoclated statistical measure, and (4) to test this hypothesis, and
through it, the thesis as a whole, on some ‘'idiomatic’' data from a
corpus in order to examine to what extent the results yielded
carrespond to those obtained by contextual semantic analysis. The
corpus used in this part of the work is the Hebrew Bible and the data
are certain 'collocations', including idioms, that utilize anatomical
terms. These four goals correspond to the four parts (Chs. 1-4, 5-6,

7, 8-10) into which this dissertation is divided.
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CHAPTER 2

ERVIRORMENTAL MEANING AND COLLOCATIONAL THEORY

A. THE KEED FOR ENVIRONMERTAL AWALYSIS

In the vast majority of cases, knowledge of an item's environmental
meaning and knowledge of its contextual meaning are intimately
related. To return to our earlier example, we know not only that red
is a more common item than yellow in connection with blood, but also
that 'yellowness' (i.e., the semantic 'concept') is less likely than
'redness' to be attributed to blood. Even though it has beem stressed
that "members of the same lexical set are not necessarily members of
the same semantic field" (Nir 1978:210f.; orig. Hebrew), the ubiquity
of the phenomenon whereby the relations of environmental meaning
appear to match those of contextual meaning has led semanticians to
assume, albeit tacitly, that environmental relations are in some way
irrelevant or, at best, just trivial restatements in formal terms of

what is already known in conceptual terms (i.e., in terms of context).

15



Of course, in certain circumstances the distinction Dbetween
environmental and contextual meaning has to be accepted. For example,
in machine-translation, it can only be the 'meaning' borne by "valent”
(i.e., formal-combinatorial) relations of the source language that is
expressed by the resulting +translation. "Unvalent” i.e.,
"contextual®™) relations are irrelevant (Leykina 1961:34). But outside
such situations, environmental meaning tends to be ignored and
contextual meaning alone is seen as a fit object of semantic study.
This loss of distinction can lead to the sort of argument found in the
following:
The meaning of a word is a reflection of an object, a phenomenon,
or a relation in conception...; it enters the structure of a word
as its so-called internal aspect; with respect to which the sound
of a word emerges as the material shbell.... Therefore, if, for
example, a person blind from birth has never seen chalk, milk,
SNOw, or‘any other white object in gemeral, then the meaning of

the word "white®™ will never become fully manifest to him.

(Akhmanova 1963:21)
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Axbmanova (whose statement of ‘'meaning' here, incidentally shows
little advance on that of John Locke [1974:28ff.1) fails +to
distinguish between environmental and contextual meaning. For it is
obvious that, whereas a blind man cannot know the contextual meaning
of white or many other words, for that matter, because he has no
access to some aspect of its reference, the same blind man may still
be said to kpow, and to know fully, the environmental meaning of white
or any other word, the truth of this latter statement being proven by
his facility with the standard combinatorial properties of white (its
valeur). And in terms of 'material adequacy' (see Ch. 3, Sect. D, 1),
or respect-for-common-usage, Akhmanova is surely wrong to elevate the
referential/perceptual aspect of ‘'meaning' in this way. Because
although it has a superficial plausibility in connection with the
extreme case of blindness, Akhmanova's argument would logically lead
her to claim, far 1less acceptably, that ordinary people are
semantically inept because they do not have as good a grasp of the

conceptual content of white as physicists or artists

But there are other, more powerful, examples which do not need to
invoke physical or mental differences amongst speakers in order to
demonstrate the distinction of environmental and contextual meaning.
First, there are items which are intrinsically referential and must be
used with (or 'in') context; for example, indexical expressions like
I, here, and now, which can only be used satisfactorily if the speaker
has access to (non-linguistic) data about time and space. Even these,

though, must possess environmental meaning (see Ch. 1).

17



Secondly, and more importantly for our purposes, there exists a number

of items which appear to possess only environmental meaning. This is

admitted by Lyons in the following:
In certain, comparatively rare, instances contrast and having
meaning may coincide. And on this fact depends at the
phonological level the native speaker's learning and subsequent
recognition of the contrast, even where the contrasting items
have no meaning. It is the limiting cases of coincidence between
contrast and having meaning (that is to say, cases where there is
nothing in the context of the occurrent item to increase its
probability of occurrence, and consequently the hearer's
expectation of it, beyond its general probability of occurrence
in the environment) that provide the bridge between the language
as it operates and its description by the 1linguist. (Lyoms

1969:27f.)

Such an instance is provided by quaff. How it seems clear that in so
far as the unsophisticated native speaker has an understanding of this
item, such comprehension is realized either through the speaker's
knowledge of the combination of the items quaff and ale (i.e., through
environmental meaning), or via knowledge of the association of the
item quaff with the referemt or ’concept' ale (i.e., through the
semantic content or context of ale). This second type of knowledge
perbaps endows quaff with a shadowy sort of reference in its own right
(‘drink', maybe). Possibly, of course, in expressions like this, where
only one item is totally bound to an environment, both processes are

involved.
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However, the weight of other evidence, we believe, shifts the balance

in favour of the first option or, possibly, the third. Evidence for
this is provided by, for instance, the expressiomn give short shrift
to. As in the previous example, only one of the constituent items is
referentially problematic. Yet in this case, it would be even more of
a distortion of the evidence to claim any sort of shadowy reference
for shrift through the item's association with a sequence of
referentially transparent items. And the fact that shrift has mno
contextual meaning is evidenced even more sharply by our inability not
only to substitute any other lexical item for it in the expression and
'mean’ the same thing, but also to provide any definition of it other
than a ‘metalinguistic' one along the lines of 'A word which never
appears except in the sequence Give short - to'. Compare Biblical
Hebrew 3713 which only occurs, as the second noun, in the sequence
173% 170 'emptiness 'gnd confusion' at Gen. 1.2, Jer. 4.23, and (in
slightly different form) Isaiah 34.11 - the sequence as a whole seems
to mean, as in Modern Hebrew, ‘chaos', but only the ’'meaning' of the
first word in the sequence is attested independently of this
expression elsewhere in the Bible. ‘This is unlike quaff which could
conceivably be replaced by 1its hypernym drink. In sum, a word like
112  or shrift quite clearly bas environmental meaning but no

obvious contextual meaning.
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There are, of course, some expressions which are composed entirely of
quaff- and shrift-like words, the constituents of which on their own
(i.e., isolated from their 'bound’ environments) have no contextual
meaning. Such expressions are found, for example, amongst 'foreign'
sequences like hocus pocus. Here it is clear that, though both items
bhave environmental meaning, only the etymologist trained in mediaeval
leisure pursuits could Jjustifiably claim to Xknow the contextual
meaning of either item. Yet the expression is used with ease and
frequency (perhaps greater than tbhat of quaff ale) by speakers -
indeed it is this very facility with the items in the face of their
non-possession of contextual meaning that evidences the utilization of
environmental meaning in the interpretation of such referentially

opaque sequences.

It might be countered that expressions like the last two examples are
best listed, with their complex sub-categorial features, in the
lexicon as single entries. By doing this with those relatively few
itenms which do not appear to have a transparent relation to the non-
linguistic world, semantic analysis will be free to concern itself
purely with the world of contexts, that is, the relations of items
with their semantic contents - this type of analysis would treat all
lexicon entries (including multi-item ones) as linguistic primitives

in connection with the non-linguistic data.
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The problem with this 'solution’ is that it simply begs the question
of the extent throughout the language of the phenomenon evidenced most
acutely by short shrift and hocus pocus. Bolinger (1976:5) 1lists
a number of 'bound’ expressions — flurry of snow, dash of @salt,
inclement weather, signal honour, harbour a grudge, etc. Into
this category come many collective expressions like coven of
witches, exaltation of larks, etc. (cf. Kiparsky 1976:75). Each
of these expressions contains a word, the contextual (independent)
meaning of which seems to be, to a large extent, merely a 'ghost' of
the contextual meaning of the most common <(or the omnly) word-
combination in which the word appears. Its paradigmatic or contextual
meaning 1s parasitic on its syntagmatic or environmental meaning. In
fact, there is a mass of items like quaff, understanding of which
seems to derive more from knowledge of purely linguistic contexts
(i.e., environments) than from knowledge of relations to referents.
Are all such minimally productive units to be accounted for in the
lexicon? How, if at all, would such a dictionary encode the language-
user's perceptions about the differing degreess of productivity
characterizing different ’'bound' units? At the very least it would
require a 'lexicalist' framework rather than an earlier, simpler,

style of transformational-generative grammar (see Nagy 1978).
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The evidence we have presented surely indicates that in the name of
descriptive completeness and scientific inquiry we attempt to analyse
both environmental and contextual meaning throughout a language
instead of pretending that the former does not exist or assuming that
it is insignificant. By constructing a theory of environmental
meaning we might well be able to relieve a theory of contextual
meaning of some of its burdens and contradictioms. Harris described
the situation thus:
As Leonard Bloomfield pointed out, it frequently happens that
when we do not rest with the explanation that something is due to
meaning, we discover that it has a formal regularity or
‘explanation’. It may still be ‘'due to meaning' in one sense,

but it accords with a distributional regularity. (Harris 1981:13)
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B. J.R. FIRTH

The reader will probably have realized already that the environmental
aspect of meaning, as described, has a connection with what J.R. Firth
called 'collocation'. In the rest of this chapter we examine Firth's

use of this term and link it to the previous discussion.
The notion of collocation is illustrated in the following passage.

One of the meanings of ass is its habitual collocation with an
immediately preceding you silly, and with other phrases of
personal reference. Even if you said 'An ass has been
frightfully mauled at the Zoo', a possible retort would be °*'Vhat

on earth was he doing?’'

There are only limited possibilities of collocation with
preceding adjectives, among which +the commonest are silly,
obstinate, stupid, awful, occasionally egreg ious. Young is much
more frequently found than old. The plural form is not very

common. (Firth 1957b:194f.)
In the next passage 'collocation' appears, within Firth's theoretical

vision, as a component of linguistic 'appropriateness of use', which

for Firth is effectively equivalent to 'meaning’:
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As Vittgenstein says, 'the meaning of words lies in their use.®
The day-to-day practice of playing language games recognizes
customs and rules. It follows that a text in such established
usage may contain sentences such as "Don’t be such an ass!', 'You
silly ass!', 'Vhat an ass he is!’ In these examples, the word
ass is in familiar and habitual company, commonly collocated with
you silly -—, he is an —-—-, don’'t be such an ———. You shall
know a word by the company it keeps! One of the meanings of ass
is its babitual collocation with such other words as those above

quoted. (Firth 1968:179)

Major areas of semantic concern can also be couched in terms of
'appropriateness’. Continuing with ass as an example, part of the
referentially appropriate use of this item is in denoting/addressing a
stupid (male) person; part of its socially appropriate use (given
human reference) is that it may only be addressed to a speaker's peers
or social inferiors; part of its stylistically appropriate use is that
it is avoided in writing. - FKtcetera. Vithin this pattern, collocation
fits as awareness of +the correct, because conventional, lexico-
syntactic environments within which an expression is used. A
foreigner who calls a Nobel-Prize-winning scientist a silly ass
probably appears less foreign than one who calls a stupid friend a
foolish ass. This exzample indicates that within a 'meaning-as-use’
approach, collocational appropriateness is rather more important than
correct reference. And just as there are differences in speakers'
referential exactpess, so there are differences (but not necessarily

corresponding ones) in their collocational sophistication:
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Ve are probably all aware of... collocational constraints as we
search for the the ‘'right' choice among, say, achieve,
accomplish, effect, execute, implement, realize, etc. to
associate with plan or project or proposal or ambition or object

or objective (Mitchell 1971:54).

Superficially, there is a connection between collocational
restrictions, as outlined, and what a later era labelled {(semantic)
selectional restrictioms. But for Firth meaning is semantic
performance (*The linguist studies the speaking person in the social
process”; Firth 1957b:190), +thus, at 1least partially thus, his
emphasis on collocations, on bow words actually behave, not bow they
could behave. Selectional restrictions, however, belong more properly
to a theory of semantic competence, where the difference in
acceptability between foolish ass and silly ass is regarded as outside
the domain of the theory. For Firth, of course, the difference is

important.

The notion of ‘'collocation'® 1s also used by Firth more generally
within lexis, independently of a theory of 'meaning as use':
It can safely be stated that part of the *meaning' of cows can be
indicated by such collocations as They are milking the cows, Cows
give milk. The words tigresses or liopesses are mnot so
collocated and are already clearly separated in meaning at the
collocational level. (Firth 1968:180; cf. KNida 1966:264, quoted

in Ch. 1)
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It is in this 'abstracted' sense that the concept of collocation is

used by 'neo-Firthians' (a term used in, e.g., Mitchell 1971:64):
There is for instance a range, however laborious it may be to
define or describe, which is represented by the fairly strictly
limited inventory of nouns which may without any question be
qualified by the word molten. The set of alternative available
possibilities which this inventory consists of is just as much a
part of the form of the language as is a grammatical system, and
a full account of this set goes a long way towards constituting

the meaning of molten. (McIntosh 1966a:189)

Although the fact of collocation is very important to Firth, it is
abundantly evident that he never intended collocational techniques to
provide a complete semantic aﬁalysis. "Meaning by collocation® is
simply "an abstraction at the syntagmatic level and is not directly
concerned with the conceptual or idea approach to the meanings of
words® (Firth 1957b:196; cf 1968:181) — its limited scope is implied
by Firth's emphasis on the ’context of situation' and by his frequent
claim that meaning by collocation is just one meaning or part of the

meaning of such and such a word.
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In practice, in the realm of semantic amalysis proper, Firth advises
only limited use of collocational techniques - within a “"restricted
language® (Firth 1968:180; cf. Firth 1957b:195 on “the language of
Lear's limericks": “"One of the 'meanings' of man in this language is
to be immediately preceded by old in collocations of the type, There
was an Old Man of...") or as "a first approach®" when "an exhaustive
scheme of situational contexts cannot be set up® (Firth 1968:201).
Collocational analysis was also claimed by Firth to be useful in
analyzing style (see, e.g., Firth 1957b:196). Indeed, Firth's much
maligned statement that "One of the meanings of night is its
collocability with dark, and of dark, of course, collocation with

night® (ibid.) illustrates a specifically literary observation.

As presented, Firth's ideas about meaning by collocation are indeed
similar to the propositions we bave expressed about environmental
meaning. In particular, both models are geared toward semantic
performance and assume that certain matters of lexical ‘use' (e.g.,
the difference in acceptability between fish and chips and chips and
fish) are relevant to a semantic theory, and claim usefulness only
over a limited range of linguistic data - neither model pretends to

‘tell the whole story' of meaning.

But before developing collocational techniques in connection with
specific data, it is important to defend Firth's theory, at least its
collocational aspect as we have outlined it, from the well-known
attack on it by John Lyons (1966). In the next chapter we shall
examine these criticisms in the light of what we believe collocational

analysis to be capable and incapable of achieving.
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CHAPTER 3

JOHN LYORS*'S CRITICISNS OF DISTRIBUTIO]ML. A"IALYSIS

A. INTRODUCTIOR

Lyons's clearest criticism of the 'distributional theory of meaning'
is the following:
[Firth's]l assertion that ‘'one of the meanings of night is its
collocability with dark and of dark, of course, collocation with
night*, would seem to bring 'the statement of meaning by
collocation' in line with the distributional theory Df‘ meaning
advocated by Harris and Hoenigswald. And the distributional
theory of meaning is very quickly disposed of on at least three
counts: firstly, it does not satisfy the conditions of material
adequacy governing the use of the term 'meaning'; secondly, it
appears to involve the identification of language and text (or of
'langue’ and ‘parole’); and, finally, even if it were true that
similarity and differemce of distribution could be correlated
with similarity and difference of meaning, there are many other
more important meaning relations [e.g., antonymy, inversion,
inclusion, incompatibility, synonymyl... which must be accounted
for in a theory of meaning, and these relations cannot be derived
by purely distributional, or collocational, criteria unweighted
by concentration upon certain ‘'diagnostic' frames in which occur
various ‘logical constants® such as negative, adversative,

conditional and causal particles. (Lyomns 1966:295)
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Lyons presents bis arguments as valid and conclusive reasons to
abandon attempts to revive Firth's collocational analysis, and they
clearly need to be rebutted or mollified if the theoretical background
of our subsequent analysis of restricted collocations is to be

acceptable. To this task we now turn.

The first problem facing us when discussing Lyons's case is that in
neither of the two works which Lyoms cites as exponents of the alleged
theory, Harris 1951 and Hoenigswald 1960, is adherence to a
'distributional theory of meaning', or indeed a 'theory of meaning' at
all, admitted. So the assumption upon which Lyons bases his attack is
false, at least trivially. However, both works make reference to
meaning and semantics, and it also possible tbat superficially non-
semantic statements barbour semantic presuppositions or implications.
Thus a brief appraisal of their contribution to semantic amalysis

seens in order.
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B. HARRIS 1951

Despite the implication of Lyons's claim, Harris 1951 displays great
respect for context. The meanings of utterances are their
"correlation... with the social situation in which +tbhey occur®
(ibid.:187); “The meaning of any domain, whether morpheme or larger,
may be defined as the common feature in the social, cultural, and

interpersonal situations in which that interval occurs" (ibid.:347).

It is true that Harris also states:
For the purposes of descriptive 1linguistics proper,... it
suffices to define ‘meaning® <(more exactly, ‘difference in
meaning®’) in such a way that utterances which differ in morphemic
constituency will be considered as differing in meaning
(ibid.:180f.; emphasis supplied).
But in this passage, "it suffices to define ‘'meaning'® has two
significant implications; first, that 'meaning' is not a prime concern
of Barris, second, that any 'definition' of meaning provided by him is
partial and provisional, serving only to contribute to the main aims

of Harris's work (which are not semantic).

That there is no distributional theory of meaning in Harris 1951
(because this work includes no theory of meaning at all) and that
meaning is used by Harris at most as a heuristic to (a non-semantic)

distributional analysis is made explicit in the following:
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In exact descriptive linguistic work... considerations of meaning
can only be used heuristically, as a source of hints, and the
determining criteria will always have to be stated in

distributional terms (Harris 1951:365::n.6).

(In fact, this approach is not inconsistent with Lyons's own:
Semantic ‘*intuitions' are, as it were, scaffolding which must be
abandoned wherever they are found not to be supported by the
distributional structure constructed on its own firm foundatioms

[Lyons 1969:231.)

One may argue justifiably like Fowler (1952) that Harris's work fails
because it has no semantic theory (although Harris 1981:12 implies a
rebuttal of Fowler's criticism that 'meaning' is required in order to
establish units of grammatical analysis), but this is far from Lyomns's
claim that it suffers from bad semantic theory. In the same way,
although the question posed by MNcQuown (1952:501), about whether
knowledge of meaning involves any more than simply knowing differenceg
of meaning, is pertinent to a semantic theory, it is irrelevaant to
Harris's work, because Harris never claims that meaning and
distribution are identical. The most be claims is that:
Elements having different meanings (different correlations with
social situvations) apparently bhave in geperal different
environments of other elements, if we go far enough afield and
take enough occurrences (Harris 1951:365:n.6; emphasis supplied).
And even so, Harris concedes, there will remain ®"morphemes which are
not differentiated from other morphemes by any common distinction

except meaning” (ibid.:372).
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C. HOENIGSVALD 1960

Does Hoenigswald furnish more substantial evidence of the theory which
Lyons ascribes to him? An examination of his 1960 work shows that,
like Harris, Hoenigswald views meaning as independent of distribution:
[Vlhile the change whereby the morph (sequence) avunculus comes
to denote a paternal as well as a maternal uncle may reflect a
"widening” in the relational logic of the demnotata, it is not
altogether a widening in 1linguistic distribution (Hoenigswald

1960:34f.).

Nonetheless, there are passages which seem to back Lyons's claim:
Morphs and morph sequences... which... contrast with each
other... are said to differ in MEANING, the difference in meaning
being related to their respective characteristic environments
(ibid.:16);

[1Jf a morph... has changed its morphemic environment... it is

quite rightly said to bave changed its meaning (ibid.:45).

However, it is clear that Hoenigswald's view of meaning is much more
limited than Lyons's because, like Harris, Hoenigswald uses 'meaning®
purely as an aid in the achievement of basically non-semantic goals:
“Meaning CONTENT... is not introduced at all into our picture...[;]
classes... are defined by one another, not by denotata®

(ibid.:19:n.11).
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In sum, therefore, we may conclude that Lyons ascribes to both Harris
and Hoenigswald a much more complete semantic theory than either
intended. FNonetheless, inasmuch as Harris and Hoenigswald bhave a
*theory of meaning', regardless of how limited that theory is admitted
to be, we must take seriously the objections which Lyons raises
against it, simply because it is exactly this sort of model of

language and meaning which we propose.
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D. LYORS'S CRITICISMS

To recapitulate, Lyons's objections about collocational theory concern
(1) the theory's material adequacy, (2) the theory's use of a closed
corpus, and (3) the theory's ability to deal with 'meaning-relations’.

Let us treat of each in turn.

1. MATERIAL ADEQUACY

The first criticism apparently implied here is that whatever the
object of collocational and, more generally, distributional analysis
might be, it is not ‘meaning' as the term is commonly understood.
According to Lyoms, the linguist:
has inherited... certain notions about the function of linguistic
units, which he seeks to refine and make operational. He may
decide that the application of particular terms was previously
too0 wide and introduce new distinctions; but, unless the terms
used by him cover, at least partially, features which have always
been beld to fall within the scope of the terms as previously
used, he should refrain from using the traditiomal terms. No
matter how satisfactory his theory is from the operational point
of view, no matter bow elegant and coherent its internal form,
unless he respects this principle of material, or external,
adequacy be will leave himself open to the criticism that he has
indeed defined something, but not what he set out to define. BHot

all that is measurable is meaning! (Lyons 1969:5)
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Hot every linguist would put material adequacy on such a bhigh

pedestal. Firth, indeed, appears to reject its importance expressly:
It is especially to be emphasized that 'the meaning of a
technical term in the restricted language of a theory cannot be
derived or guessed at from the meaning of the word in ordinary
language. Vhat in mechanics is called force or work camn in no
wise be derived from the meanings these words convey in everyday
language'. (Firth 1968:169, quoting R. von Mises — note, however,
Firth 1957a:7: *“what is properly, because usually, called
‘semantics'"!)

Nonetheless, Lyons is convinced of its importance and claims that the

'distributional theory of meaning' fails by this criterion:

| The main objection to the theory is that it bas not been shown to

be materially adequate. The examples adduced by Professor
Hoenigswald appear to bave been ‘devised' rather tham 'found'.
It has yet to be demonstrated that the distributional procedures
outlined for the treatment of synonymy and polysemy would, when
applied to the analysis of a real corpus of material, yield
results that show a significanl degree of correlation with the
native speaker's 'intuitions' in respect of these notiomns. (Lyomns

1960:621)
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Of course, Lyons would be correct to claim that few speakers would
accept a statement of the kind, The meaning of blood is its differing
sorts of collocability with red, congeal, spill, vein, pump, etc.
Ratber, they would prefer the following proposition, Blood means the
sticky red stuff in omne's veins. In general, considerations of
context (with which the latter statement is concerned) rank higher in
native-speaker comnsciousness than do considerations of environment
(from which fhe former statement was constructed), and, in general,
Lyons's criticism regarding the material adequacy of a

distributionalist’s use of the term 'meaning' may be upheld.

But there are exceptions. As we have shown, certain formal,
‘distributional’, features are semantically significant. The
'meaning’ of certain items appears to be to a large extent a function
of their ‘environment' ratbher than their ‘context' amd it is
reasonable to suppose that unsophisticated pative-speakers recognize,
albeit in primitive form, this fact. In respect of such items, it is
not materially inadequate to claim that distributional analysis deals

with 'meaning’.
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Moreover, the broad thrust of Lyons's objection is only valid in so
far as proponents of collocational analysis claim the theory to offer
a complete account of meaning in Lyons' sense (i.e., one including
context). But that this is not the case in respect of Firth we have
already demonstrated, and, in respect of our own theory, we have been
careful to distinguish environmental from contextual meaning and to
emphasize the limited goals of a theory of the former. The objection
is simply irrelevant to a theory so 1limited in its semantic

aspirations.

Finally, as Lyoms comncedes:
[I1t cannot be affirmed that the distributional theory of
semantics fails to satisfy the conditions of material adequacy...
since there has been so far no attempt to apply it to a large
corpus of data (Lyons 1969:6:n.2).

(Since Lyons wrote this, there has been a large-scale collocational

analysis reported in Sinclair-Jones-Daley 1970 - see Ch. 7, Sect. A,

1) <

To summarize, Lyons's criticism of distributional analysis on grounds
of its alleged (materially inadequate) misuse of the term 'meaning’ is
only valid to the extent that such analysis aspires to the status of a
comprehensive semantic theory — as we have seen it does not. The
particular distributional analysis conducted in the present work is
especially immune to Lyons's objection as it deals with 'idioms® which
clearly require quite specific environmental statements in the

description of their meanings (see Ch. 5, Sect. A).
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2. CORPUS

In certain circumstances, one obvipusly has no option but to use a
‘closed corpus' if any form of linguistic analysis is to be effected
in respect of the language from which the corpus is drawn; this is the
case with our own research into Biblical Hebrew and that of Lyoms
(1969) into Plato's Greek. Furthermore, Lyons appears to accept the
methodological value of using a corpus for semantic analysis:
[Tlhe 1linguist investigating aspects of his own language and
drawing theoretical conclusions from his investigations is
tempted to use himself as a machine, as it were, for the
production of ‘'samples' from [an] indefinitely large body of
material. The danger of this procedure, especially in semantic
analysis needs no emphasizing; it is eliminated by choosing as
the corpus a definite body of material, open to inspection by

all. (Lyons 1969:81; cf. Sawyer 1972:2)

Vhat, them, is the aspect of a corpus—based approach which leads Lyons
to claim that it involves a false identification of ‘'text' with

'language', 'parole' with 'langue'?

Lyons could, perhaps, be raising a point about the relationship of a

sample of language data to the totality of the data in the language

concerned. One such praoblem was pointed out by Garvin:
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The basic difficulty in the use of +text for purposes of
linguistic analysis is that large samples are required. This is
understandable if one takes into account the inverse ratio of the
the recurrence of elements to the size of sample: The less
frequently an element recurs, the larger the sample required in
order to study its distributional properties. (Garvin 1963:117)
Nopetheless, Garvin (1978:335) accepts that "The adequacy of [al
sample is an empirical question which can be answered by empirical
means®, a view shared by Harris:
To persons interested in linguistic results, the analysis of a
particular corpus becomes of interest only if it is virtually
identical with the analysis which would be obtained in like
manner from any other sufficiently large corpus of material taken
in the same dialect. If it is, we can predict the relations of
elements in any other corpus of the language on the basis of the
relations found in our analyzed corpus. Vhen this is the case,
the analyzed corpus can be regarded as a descriptive sample of
the language. How large or variegated a corpus must be in order
to qualify as a sample of the language, is a statistical problem;
it depends on the language and on the relations which are being
investigated. (Harris 1951:13)
(But note that Harris, with whom, as we have seen, Lyons especially
associates the distributional theory of meaning, does not accept that
a closed corpus is in general adequate for even non-semantic analysis

- see Ch. 4.)
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If the problem about the use of a corpus to which Lyons alludes is
simply that of ensuring adequate coverage of a language, it is in
principle patient of solution. Lyons would be right to think that
collocational analysis implicitly acknowledges a sort of identity
between a maximally useful sample and the object, the language, from
vwhich the sample is drawn, but wrong to claim that this idemtificatiom

is methodologically malign.

But it might be that Lyons is pursuing a different and less easily
refutable case which we can for convenience divide into two. (1)
However ‘'adequate' the type and size of a sample, a distributional
analysis by itself does not reveal any of the semantic content
(context) of the items withim the corpus. (2) It is in the nature of
every kind of 1linguistic analysis, including the semantic, +to
eventually require data for analysis beyond those contained in an
initial corpus. Thus, whereas (1) concerns an alleged (qualitative)
inadequacy of distributional methods for semantic analysis, (2)
concerns an alleged (quantitative) insufficiency of distributional
data; Vhilst sympathetic to these criticisms, we believe that mneither

should be over-stated.
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(1) The first part of the argument recalls Searle's view (see Ch. 1)
that knowing the rules of a language can never add up to knowing its
'meanings’. Ve have already briefly debated this, but, evem if true
in general terms, it cannot detract from the fact (as we see it) of
the ubiquity of items within a language, the meanings of which seem to
be purely or mainly environmental (see Ch. 2), or from the possibility
that environmental meaning might be significant in respect of language

items other than the extreme examples to which we bave referred.

(2) The second part of the argument we feel to be again insecure.
Semantic analysis will normally need to increase its data to take
account of material not contained or inadequately contained in the
current corpus. But, in a purely distributional analysis, the goal is
to make accurate measurements of relations amongst items; such
measurement, by definition, requires a corpus which is closed at the
moment that data-collection ceases and data-analysis commences, but
which may be expanded to include more data if the results obtained by
an analysis, or the predictions based on them, do not seem to be borne
out by amnalysis of data outside of the corpus. In tbe nature of
things, then, distributional amnalysis must use a closed corpus. To
complain that this is so is simply to protest against distributional

analysis in general.
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However, a distinction should be made between an irrevocably closed
and a closed but expandable corpus. If the results of an analysis of
a corpus of the former type are semantically invalid or uninteresting,
it is clear that here distributional analysis has little to contribute
to semantic inquiry. On the other hand, if an expandable corpus fails
to yield, omn first amalysis, sufficiently useful results, it may be
expanded to take account of further data in the hope that results
derived from their analysis will more closely approximate to the
results of a non-distributional (mon-corpus-based) semantic analysis
of the language in question. By virtue of the limitless and dynamic
character of language, it is clear that no corpus can be entirely
adequate for distributional or non-distributional types of analysis,
but a good corpus will include a high proportion of relevant data, and
also some data which may well have been overlooked by a linguist who
bhad chosen not to rely on a corpus. Thus, we can see that, although
he would have good grounds for objecting in principle to the use of an
irrevocably closed corpus for semantic purposes, Lyons's grounds for
objection would be much slighter with regard to the use of a closed
but expandable corpus. The corpus studied in the present work, the
Hebrew Bible, constitutes an irrevocably closed corpus (see Ch. 8),
and, thus, any semantically oriented apalysis of it will be more

liable to Lyons's criticisms.
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OTHER DEFENCES OF CORPUS-BASED ANALYSIS

There remains a number of defences available to us in respect of
Lyons's ‘'corpus' criticism. (1) If we accept that semantically-
oriented analyses of an irrevocably closed corpus are pointless, this
effectively excludes any semantic study of a language instantiated by
such a corpus. Surely a semantic analysis of Biblical Hebrew through
analysis of the closed corpus within which it is contained is better
than no semantic analysis at all? (2) It is precisely the sort of
language contained only in such a corpus that will tend to be the
least amenable to more normal, non-distributional, and non-corpus-
based, semantic analysis, because of the researcher's lack of native-
speaker competence in the semantics and pragmatics of that language
and his or her ignorance about the society within which it was spoken.
(3) It is possible that analysis of such a corpus will yield results
which would remain little altered even if +the corpus could be
expanded. As Lyons bhas pointed out, occasionally an irrevocably
closed corpus possesses a feature which makes it especially amenable
to a particular sort of amalysis. For example, in respect of the
Platonic corpus "The dialogue-form, in which the majority of the works
are written, makes them especially suitable for semantic analysis"
(Lyons 1969:92). Vith reference to our own corpus we can point to the
pervasive phenomenon of parallelism as a guide (albeit one to be used
with great care; see Ch. 8, Sect. A) to semantic intent. (4) It is
occasionally possible, although not entirely desirable, to increase
the data-base <(expand the corpus) by judicious utilization of an
additional corpus from a later stage of the language or a corpus of a

cognate language. For the biblical corpus possible sources of 'extra
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data' include the Dead Sea Scrolls, early rabbinic literature, and the
Ugaritic Texts. (b)) Results obtained by distributional analysis of an
irrevocably closed corpus can be checked for validity against results

obtained by the same methods in respect of an expandable corpus.

Furthermore, in standard semantic analyses, distributional facts are
often taken into account. For example, in connection with words which
seen to refer to the same denotatum, and are therefore conceptually
synonymous, but yet which may not always replace each other, the omly
way to avoid using collocational data in semantic description is by
enormously complicating, in a way which breaks principles of good
theory construction, the referential (denotative) description

associated with each word.
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However, this use of distributional facts as such does not require a
‘closed-corpus’ approach. But where some sort of quantification of
distributional data is required, a closed corpus is pecessary. For
example, if we discover that one speaker alone on certain occasions
uses the archaism maugre instead of despite, we should not wish to
claim that mavgre and despite 'mean the same thing' any more than we
should want to claim that German Geschwister ‘means the same' as
English siblings. (This is especially true if we assume that the
object of semantic analysis is geared toward 'received®' rather than
'intended' meaning; see MacKay 1969:84.) And opnce we perceive a
connection, albeit a not very simple one, between the frequency of an
item and its (contextual) meaning, this relationship mst, in the
nature of things, be analyzed within the confines of a closed (though
preferably not an irrevocably closed) corpus. (Cf. Tournier 1970:49:

“Seul un corpus clos peut faire objet d'études quantitatives™.)

In conclusion, then, we see that Lyons's objections concern not so
mich the use of a corpus per se, but, rather, the injudicious and
uncritical application of 'semantic' results obtained through analysis
of a corpus, especially an irrevocably closed corpus. Lyons would, we
believe, agree with us that distributional facts comprise an
unobjectionable and often an unavoidable aspect of a full semantic
analysis. However, whereas Lyons appears sceptical about the semantic
usefulness of a full-scale corpus-based collocational analysis of a
language, we are far more optimistic about this, and the present work
will we hope give further support to the validity of corpus-based

semantic methods.
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3. MEAKIEG-RELATIONS

Lyons criticises collocational analysis because it is unable to
elucidate some or all "meaning-relations®. To what extent can this

objection be sustained?

Given that, as we have stated, in collocational analysis an item's
environmental meaning is ascertained by checking its capacities of
combination with other items, we might find that red could be used in
position x in the following sequences: x trousers/face/house/brick,
The x -ness of the trousers/face/house/brick, The
trousers/face/house/brick looked x. Using similar techniques, we can

demonstrate a number of meaning-relatioms.

For example, if we find within a corpus an item or item sequence which
shares all the collocational patterns of red, we can state that such
an expression is a 'synonym' of red and whether it is a rare or common
SynOnym. 'Absolute’ synonymy would entail identity of environments
and frequencies — we should expect 'pear synonymy' to be the rule.
(This is a stronger condition of distributional synonymy than that of
Harris 1981:14, which does not take account of frequencies.) That
synonymy is affected by collocational restrictions is hardly in doubt.
Berry-Rogghe (1971:15) has suggested that collocational analysis is
better able than componential analysis to demonstrate the apparent
lack of synonymy of, for example, powerful and strong in the

environment '+ tea', and Bolinger points out that:
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mutual and common are synonyms, and you and I may be mutual
enemies or mutual friends; we may also be common enemies, but we
are not apt to be #common friends, although we may have friends
in commpon. (Bolinger 1976:6)
In contrast, sometimes words which in isolation are not synoymous
become so in specific environments:
[Plar exemple, les synonymes «sens» et «raisom», se distinguant
sémantiquement & 1'état isolé..., perdront leur differénciation
sémique au-dedans des I[certaines] expressions figées I[e.g.,

perdre le sens/la raisonl (Lipshitz 1981:39).

'Hyponyms' of red could start to be established by checking for items
vhich have no collocates apart from those also collocating with red,
but which do not share its entire collocational range. Collocational
techniques can also be used to analyze ‘polysemy® in a corpus. A
polysemous item would be one which bas collocates falling into two or
more classes such that these classes have no collocate in common
except the polysemous item. Here, collocational analysis offers the
possibility of making relatively delicate judgments about the degree
to which an item is polysemous. The term ‘homonym’ might thenm be
reserved for an item the collocational classes of which have no
collocate but it in common (cf. Balliday 1966a:157). Sinclair,
Jones, and Daley (1970:98ff.) were relatively successful in
disambiguating 'homographs' through collocational techniques (altbough
their success diminished where homographs belonged to the same part of
speech). Their project is anticipated at Akhmanova 1965:152; Pike
(1960:84) suggests that polysemes will share "a statistically much

greater set of common contexts® than will homonyms.
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Although we bhave shown that collocational analysis is, at least in
principle, able to construct statements about certain meaning-
relations, the ’'meaning-relations’ involved are not those with which
Lyons is directly concerned. For Lyons, synonymy, for instance, is
essentially synonymy in context (where ‘context' has the same
technical sense that we ascribe it):
If we ask the ordinary native speaker of a language whether a
particular isolated form, a, has the same mneaning as another
isolated form, b, bhe will usually qualify his reply, if it is
affirmative, by specifying, at least partially, the contexts in

which the two forms have the same meaning. (Lyons 1969:77)

But to object that environmental analysis leads to types of statement
about meaning different from those of contextual analysis is simply to
state the obvious. As we bhave stressed, distributional analysis of
meaning does not pretend to the status of a comprebensive semantic
theory. Vhat we claim is that environmental analysis can lead to
statements that reflect a significant aspect of native-speakers' use
of language, including their semantic behaviour. And, as we bhave
already pointed out, whatever shortcomings may eventually be found in
distributional anpalysis, contextual semantic analysis tends (at least
covertly) to take into account the distributional, including

quantitative, nature of certain linguistic data.
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There are, as Lyons points out (see also Lyomns 1960:621), certain
‘meaning-relations® which are impatient of elucidation by purely
distributional means, because such elucidation requires the use of
nop—distributional, 1logical, categories. Thus, for example, with
antonymy, gradable or non-gradable, which cannot be decided without
the use of, at least, the logical operator ‘mnot (equivalent to)'.
Lyons is wrong, however, to use the f)henomenon of antonymy as an
argument against collocational analysis,
The identification of 1likeness of meaning and 1likeness of
distribution has been criticized on the grounds that the
distribution of any given unit is probably more like that of its
antonym (where it has one) than that of any other unit (Lyoms
1969:60:1n.3),
for, presumably, antonyms will be ‘'near in meaning' in any semantic
model, and the adequacy of a distributionally-based amnalysis of
antonyms or any other type will depend on the Sophisticatio? of the

techniques used.

49



Statements of semantic incompatibility also seem to be unattainable
via purely distributional means, because collocatiopnal analysis can
state only with which items a given item does collocate, and not with
what it c¢ould collocate. (Ve re-iterate here +the status of
distributional analysis within a theory of semantic performance rather
than competence.) For example, the semantic deviancy of married
bachelor could not be arrived at by purely distributional means.
However, this criticism requires modification. Vithin a purely
environmental analysis, if the sequence married bachelor were found
not toeppear within the corpus studied, one could not state that the
sequence was impossible, as such a statement would run contrary to the
ethos of inductive and empirical analysis. Bonetheless, its
statistical propensity not to appear could be relatively easily
discovered by distributional means, and any occurrence of the sequence
could be marked as abnormal in the light of this. As Tsevat (1955:29)
points out "a language is characterized by what is not in it as well
as by what is in it". An advantage possessed by collocational analysis
over contextual analysis, is that the former can lead to statements
about degrees of semantic abnormality, and is, thus, consopant with
some recent discussion of selectional restrictioms:
[Lles régles de sélection.... ont um caractére probabiliste au
fond, parce qu'elles sont déduites de fagon empirique de 1la
distribution des éléments lexicaux dans les énoncés qui, en régle
générale, correspondent & la fonction référentielle de la langue.
Leur caractére obligatoire n'est donc que relatif. Elles
constituent, toutefois, une norme (Ostra 1977:74)
(but see Ch. 2, Sect. B on the theoretical distinction of

collocational and selectional restrictiomns).
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E. CORCLUSIOE

In respect of all three of Lyons's criticisms of collocational
analysis, we have found that they are justified only in so far as the
analysis attempts to over-reach its stated goals, the attainment of
which would constitute but part of a total semantic theory of the sort
that interests Lyoms. Lyons's objections, we argue, rest on an
overstating of the semantic interests of Harris and Hoenigswald, and
we feel that Lyons's criticisms are better used against Firth's theory
of meaning as a whole rather thamn its collocational aspect alone. Ve
have tried to demonstrate that, in principle, semantic analysis may
utilize a closed corpus and that distributional anlysis can lead to

statements about meaning-relationms.
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CHAPTER 4

COLLOCATION ARD SYRTAX

Semantic theories generally are linked to particular forms of
syntactic theory. Although it is not our purpose in the present work
to develop a comprehensive theory of collocational/distributional
analysis with respect to semantics, let alone syntax, the present
chapter, which outlines a ‘syntactic component® of collocational

anlaysis, is included for the sake of completeness.

The syntactic theory with which our form of collocational analysis
most obviously dove-tails is tbat of Harris 1981:143-210 (originally
published in 1957). There, Harris writes of “individual co-
occurrence”. It is our claim that collocational analysis provides a
description of precisely that aspect of Harris's ‘'theory of co-
occurrence'. (Thus, we do not in principle restrict the term
‘collocation® +to analysis of items specifically qua lexemes or
dictionary entries, as is frequently done in the collocational
literature; e.g., Mitchell 1971.) The term 'individual co-occurrence’

is introduced at Harris 1981:143f.:
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The range of individuval co-occurrence of a morpheme (or word) i
is defined first of all as the environment of morphemes (or
words) which occur in the same sentences with i (in some body of
linguistic material).,... Each morpheme has a unique set of co-
occurrents (except for special morphemes such as some
paradigmatic affizxes [e.g., the past-tense marker -edl which all

occur with the same set of words and in the same sentences).

However, Harris's interest in “diagnostic® (i.e., syntactic) rather

than individual co—occurrence is also expressed:
[Cllassification is not set up on the basis of relative
similarity of co-occurrents, but rather on the basis of a
particular choice of diagnostic co-occurrents: cloth and paper
both occur, say, in the environment the ( ) is... where diminish
does not appear; we call this class NW.... [Clloth, paper,
diminish, grow all show some differences in their environments,
so that no simple summary can be made. But in terms of the
classes N and V we can say that every N occurs before some V in
the environment the ( ) V, and every V occurs in the environment

the ¥ ( ) for some N. (Ibid.:144)
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[Tlo describe a language in terms of the co-ocurrences of the
individual morphemes is virtually dimpossible: almost each
morpheme has a unique set of co—occurrents; the set varies with
individual speakers and with time (whereas the class combinations
are relatively permanent); it is in gemeral impossible to obtain
a complete list of co-occurrents for any morpheme; and in many
cases a speaker is uncertain whether or not he would include some

given morpheme as a co-occurrent of some other ome. (Ibid.:146f.)

The difficulties which, Harris claims, face analysis of individual co-
occurrence could, in practice, be alleviated by the choice of an
adequate corpus (see Ch. 3, Sect. D, 2; Harris [1981:52] rejects this
course on grounds of the jmpracticability of sifting through a vast
body of tramscribed oral data). Of course it is much more difficult
to obtain sufficient data for adequate collocational analysis than it
is for co-occurrence (syntactic) analysis, but the difference is one
of degree not of kind. All the points raised by Harris, about
idiolectal and historical variation and lack of completeness, also
apply, less sharply, to syntactic data. Syntactic structures change
over centuries, whereas lexical structures alter over years;
idiolectal variations of vocabulary are vast, but idiolectal
differences of grammar do exist as well. And complete lists of co-
occurrents, diagnostic or individual, are unattainable in any
inductive approach such as Harris's — the researcher always leaves
open the possibility that he or she has missed or misappropiated
certain data, which may yet have to be added and in the light of which

a description might need to be amended.
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But although Harris appears to be concerned with the lexical aspects
of co-occurrence only in so far as they belp to categorize the
grammatical status of an item, in fact he frequently strays into
discussion of individual, or lexical, co—occurrence (collocatiomn), and
evidently has problems upholding a rigid distinction between syntactic
and lexical analysis (diagnostic and individual co—-occurrence, in
Harris's terms). For instance, his statement that:
the N co-occurrents of man (as Ni) in Bi Is a N may include
organism, beast, development, searcher, while the N co-occurrents
of man in Ki's N may include hopes, development, imagination,
etc. (Harris 1981:145)
implies an  interdependence between statements of syntactic
combination, or 'co-occurrence' proper, which utilize such terms as
Adjective, KNoun, Verb, and statements of 1lexical combination, or

collocation, which use specific items in a language.

Again, in a brief reference to idioms, Harris makes data-specific
(collocational) statements, which underline his confusion, or implicit
acceptance of the interdependence, of levels of co-occurreance and

collocational analysis:
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For the PN=A type of N. PHz... we can often find the same triples
appearing in the construction N, is P Nz=: The hopes are for a
settlement; This type is of bacteria, The bacteria are of this
type. However, certain triples cannot be obtained in the latter
construction: point of departure, time of day. These are often
the cases which seem more ‘'idiomatic®’; they may be called
compound ¥ P N, akin to compound words. A related close-knit
sequence is the Pi1 Bz P> FNa in which the P. Nz Ps occurs
throughout in the same individual sentence environments as a
single P: He phoned in regard to a job; They won by dint of a
fluke. The N> P> N4 members of this comstruction do not occur in
Nz is Pa Na, and some do not even occur together except after Pa.

(Ibid. :159)

Despite the final sentence, Harris does not appear to see the
possibility, developed in the present work, that 'idioms' represent a
most extreme form of itenrspecifiq dependency, nor, more generally,
that all ‘'syntactic' dependency is, in principle, reducible to
lexically-specific combinatorial dependencies in language.
Collocational analysis, that 1is, +the analysis of itemspecific

dependency, is the end-point of (syntactic) subcategorization.
The situation in language which gives rise to the problems encountered

by Harris concerning the boundary of syntax and lexis have been

described by Berry-Rogghe (1971:10):
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Grammatical statements are about distributions of CLASSES of
elements; lexical statements are about the co-occurrence of
PARTICULAR members of these classes.

The point where grammar leaves off and lexis starts is located at
that point where a further subclassification would yield no more
CLOSED systems of grammatical classes but lexical sets. It seems
to us, however, that the borderline between grammar and semantics
is not so much dependent on a theoretical distinction - for,
theoretically, regularities of co-occurrence between particular
elements could be considered as distributional relations between
one-member classes — but that the domain of grammar is limited
because of practical restrictions. A grammatical description can
become more and more detailed until it reaches the point where
the principle of ‘'diminishing returns' starts operating, this
happens when the rules bhave become so0 complex that the

generalizability of the description is lost.

Compare:
Grammar is first and foremost generality in relation to lexical
particularity, but this does not imply any denial of the
essential one-ness of grammar, lexis, and meaning. (Mitchell

1971:43)

In Leykina 1961, where categorical and individual "valence" replace

Harris's diagnostic and individual co-occurrence in the context of

machine-translation, a similar point is made:
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For the algorithm of each language one should evidently seek an
optimum balance between categorical and individual valences and
the most rational method of standard use of the valences.
(Ibid. :39)
Compare "minor syntax®", tbat is, "the theory of word combination®, and
*major syntax®, "the tbeory of the sentence™, in Akhmanova & Mikael'an

1968:84.

Halliday, whilst accepting the practical distinction of grammar and

lexis (HBalliday 1961:273), views them as a theoretical unity,

separated by stages of ‘'delicacy’:
The items a and of are structurally restricted, and are uniquely
specified by the grammar in a very few steps in delicacy;
collocationally on the other hand they are largely
unrestricted.... There might then apppear to be a scale on which
items could be ranged from ‘'most grammatical' to ‘most
lexical'.... The 'most grammatical' item is ome which is
optimally specifiable grammatically: this can be thought of as
'reducible to a one-member class by the minimum number of steps
in delicacy'. Such an item may or may not be ’'least lexical' in
the sense that there is no collocational environment in which its
probability of occurrence deviates significantly from its
unconditioned probability.

Halliday has also noted the fluidity of the boundary of syntax and

lexis in children's language acquisition (Halliday 1975:68; cf.

Blackburn 1984:24).
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Thus, it appears that the mixing of diagnostic and individuval co-
occurrence data by Harris reflects, properly, the essential unity of
the two phenomena studied in co—occurrence and collocational analysis,
and the complementary nature of the analyses themselves, even though

Harris does not himself emphasize these features.

In respect of a theory which links individual (lexical) and diagnostic
(syntactic) co-occurrence, we see that the difference between lexis
and syntax involves differing numbers of data (lexical and syntactic)
within a corpus; we believe, therefore, that this differemce can best
be characterized by reference to probabilities of combination of items
within each set of data. For exzample:
In the sentence I'm going to the store to buy a pound of..., the
blank may be filled by pails, sugar, salt, glue, and many other
items. The expectancy for some member of the noun class is very
great, but the particular noun expected cannot be predicted as

well., (Pike 1960:87)
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Rules of syntax, or co-occurrence, can be seen, then, as stating
combinatorial probabilities of minimally differentiated linguistic
data d.e., linguistic data formed into syntactic classes).
Correspondingly, rules of collocation state combinatorial
probabilities of more or less (depending on the level of lexical
abstraction involved) maximally differentiated linguistic data. Fir
(1978:211) bas pointed out that "Regularities of collocation are not
as clear-cut as rules of grammar; but this deficiency is due to the
much greater number of the former than the latter™ <(orig. Bebrew).
Vhereas the probability of following a syntactic rule is very high
(and breaking it, thus, very low), the probability of following any
collocational rule tends to be very low. Considerations of
referential abnormality aside, colorless greem i1deas sleep furiously
only breaches, albeit rather strikingly, collocational regularities,
and is, hemnce, more ‘acceptable' than furiously sleep ideas green

colorless (cf. Chomsky 1956:110).

Clearly, because collocational relationships are so 'delicate’, there
are practical difficulties in 'measuring' them:
[Tlbe connections among words possess such a strong "distant
action”... that any Markov model based, for example, on
conditional probabilities of the second order yields a very poor
approximation to the sense-sequences of words in real texts.

(Paducheva 1963:146f.)
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But the fact that the combination (collocation) of lexical items
requires a more sophisticated stochastic model is not an objection in
principle to searching for probabilistic illumipation of such
relationships, and, in practice, this type of amalysis is increasingly

more possible with advances in computerized string bhandling.

Thus, from a probabilistic viewpoint, syntax and 1lexis, or co-
occurrence and collocation, are not radically different aspects of
language, but complementary features of the same data. Syntax only
appears to be a closed and self-supporting system of analysis because
the classes with which it deals are so much abstracted from item-
specific language data. The claim that "lexical probability is a
purely statistical regularity independent of the grammatical formation
of the language™ (Zinder 1958:9) might be valid in practice but not
true in principle. As Saussure pointed out:

[Albstract entities are always based, in the last analysis, on

concrete entities. Fo grammtical abstraction is possible

without a series of material elements as a basis, and in the end

we must always come back to these elements. (Twaddel 1983:36)
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CORCLUSION: COLLOCATION AKD EMPIRICISK

All the preceding remarks on the relationship of syntax and lexis
presuppose a “basically inductive approach to language study"
(Mitchell 1971:66), regarded, incidentally, by Nitchell as a "salient
feature* of ‘'Firthianism'. This is in the nature of a study which
deals with the quantitative (thus, empirical) description of a large

amount of data about which our intuitions tend to be insecure.

Thus, a syntactic model based on our techniques can never properly be
compared with a ‘gemnerativist' syntactic model, because, whereas the
data of the 1latter will tend to consist, at least in part, of
syntactic intuitions (of the linguist qua 'ideal speaker’) about the
language data studied, the former draws its evidence from mnon-
idealized actual data as manifested in a particular corpus. Nost
'generativist' models, being deductive systems, naturally involve the
statement of rules, leading to ‘'binary', ‘'yes/no', decisions about
grammaticality, etc., but combinatorial models, being inductive
systems, utilize (graded) probabilities and regularities rather than
rules. And whereas the quality of a 'Chomskyan' model is often
judged, to some extent, on how theoretica—lly 'advanced' <(e.g., in
terms of deductive completeness and consistency) it is, a
combinatorial model, such as we propose, is better judged purely om
its descriptive adequacy (including comprehensiveness), even though
this does not permit us to ignore the essentials of good theory

construction.
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Our concentration on semantic performance and our inductive approach

to data reflects to some extent the views of linguists who reject the

current domination of intuitionism and unfettered deduction:

Chomsky is right in bhis repeated insistence that we mst always
go beyond the data. But without sufficient data, the theory has
too much to do; the logical and logistic demands of the theory

tend to supply more of the data than the language itself... ¥hen

too much of reality is factored out or ignored,... deductive
methods... become heavily prescriptive and destructive (Ruhl
1978:381f.);

It must be conceded that at mid-century linguistics bad in
general incurred a serious risk of having its data outrun theory;
in the intervening quarter—century +there is the even more
hazardous reverse situation where theory bhas outrun data.

(Twaddel 1983:46)

Supporting this view, Garvim claims:

This

In a behavioral science such as linguistics, the aim of a
particular approach cannot be to make "predictions®™ in the
natural science sense. Rather, it is to provide a frame of
reference for a description of the object of study, as well as
to provide operational controls for the many variables that must
be manipulated in the course of the anmalysis. (Garvin 1978:349)
is because:

In an empirical discipline, everyone knows that there is no proof
- there is only empirical verification. Verification is not as
conclusive as mathematical proof; it is at best a close

approximation. (Garvin & Karush 1963:367)
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Garvin's caution is, perbaps, too emphatic. Vhere linguistic analysis
exanmines ®'observable' data (speech or writing, for example), there is
no principled reason why predictions, or, at least, statistical
inferences, may not be made. The so-called natural sciences
themselves do not facilitate totally certain predictions, but only
strong probabilities on the basis of data so far examined and results
so far derived. Only in mathematics and logic is total predictability
possible, and even in mathematics we find that complex problems which
at first sight appear patient of purely deductive solution in fact
require the use of massive computer resources to cover sufficient

data.
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PART I1I

COLLOCATIORAL THEORY ARKD IDIOMS

CHAPTER 5

ENVIRONMERTAL SENANTICS AND TBE ARALYSIS OF IDIOMS

A. INTRODUCTIOR: VEINREICH 1969

The subjective and empirically inadequate mnature of a semantic
analysis which has no obvious regard for +the importance of
'environment® is demonstrated particularly well in the study of
‘idioms* (in a broad sense of the term), and especially when any
attempt is made to classify idioms in such a way that it can be said

tbhat one idiom is more or less 'idiomatic' than another.

Ve orient our discussion initially to Uriel Weinreich's well-known
paper from 1969 (based on earlier lectures) in which idioms and
idiomaticity were examined from a variety of angles. Our task is not
so much to criticise Veinreich, who was interested in many aspects of
idioms of little concern to us, as to show the difficulties involved
in effecting a contextual semantic treatment of idioms, and the

suitability of idioms to enviromnmental analysis.
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Veinreich divides 'idiomatic expressions' into two main groups:
[Llet us... call... any expression in which at 1least one
constituent is polysemous, and in which a selection of a subsense
is determined by the verbal context a phraseological unit. A
phraseclogical umnit that invalves at least two polysemous
constituents, and in which there is a reciprocal contextual
selection of subsenses, will be called an Jidiom (Veinreich
1969:42)

(At 1ibid.:25:n.6, the term 'phraseological unit' is +traced to

Vinogradov. It is used as a generally accepted term in Soviet

literature; see, e.g. Akbamanova 1965:158. Veinreich's definition of

the term 1s more restrictive than Vinogradov's. See Akhmanova

1965:164 and Veinreich 1969:42:1n.12.)

Thus, for example, blind is idiomatic in the °'phraseological unit’
blind alley because here, exceptionally, it bears the sense "without
exit at opposite end" (Veinreich 1969:40f.). And in the ‘idiom' red
herring, the meaning of both constituents is idiomatic because red
does not mean *phony' and herring does not mean ‘issue’ outside of the

expression.

Two related aspects of the contextual semantic analysis of idiomatic

expressions, bring it into disrepute.
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First, there is a problem attaching to the 'location’ of meanings, or
' (sub)senses' in Veinreich's terms, within a semantic or 1lexical
structure resulting from contextual analysis. By this we mean that
the meaning of an idiom often cannot be neatly 'distributed® over the
components of the idiom. In the case of VWeinreich's examples, it is
fortuituous that a discrete analysis of sense and item seems to be
available - blind means ‘'exitless', alley, 'alley', red, °‘'phony’', and
herring, ‘'issue'. But a simple correspondence between parts of the
collocational semse and formal items does not hold for many, and
perhaps most, ‘idiomatic® expressions, in respect of which it seems
particularly true that “"semantic components cannot be segmented neatly
with sharp—cut borders™ (Pike 1960:89). Such expressions include many
binomial or adjective-noun constructions, especially +those with
structurally exocentric paraphrases or deriving from compressed
metaphorical descriptions; e.g., black bottom (type of dance), rat
race, book worm (from Makkai 1972:321{f.). Of course, in such
instances it is sometimes possible to construct a plausible paraphrase
that is structurally similar to the idiom, but:
Subsense assigning [of this sort]l can be done only ex post facto,
after the meaning of the idiom is already known to the analyst.
o ordinary subsenses of hot and dog amount to 'frapkfurter’; no
ordinary subsenses of red and herring amount to ’'phony issue®' and
no logical subsenses of white and elephant exist which add up to
'a possession unwanted by the owner but difficult to dispose of’.

(Makkai 1972:49)
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Veinreich was aware of this problem: "I feel that the relation between
idiomatic and literal meanings is so unsystematic as to deserve no
place in the theory® (Veinreich 1969:76). He also accepted, for
example, in relation to the ‘'idiom' shoot the breeze that: "the
segmentation of the paraphrase 'chat/idly®* is arbitrary im relatiom to

the idiom itself. Vhy not 'chat idly /7 ¢'?" (ibid.:56).

The second, more general, problem associated with a purely contextual
semantic approach to idioms concerns its negative consequences for a

theory of meaning, such as that of Lyoms.

Assuming a Lyons-type semantic model, we have tried to illustrate in
the following two diagrams something of the network of meaning-
relations contracted by blind, first in an instance of its 'normal’

context, and secondly in an instance of its 'idiomatic' context (in

bliad alley).



'unseeing’ *exitless’

| =»+SEEING | | =~+UNIXPEDED 1
| PyeoPURBLIKDI | »»e=RESTRICTED-EXITI
syn -y Ty

BLIND (Bartimaeus) BLIND (alley)

On the basis of the first diagram, we can predict, for example, that a
similar network of formal items and meaning-relations will hold in
further instances of the context, and, indeed, occasionally with
modifications, in additional, different, contexts. But in respect of
the second diagram, there is no such possibility of prediction. Kot
only is there no other context in which ‘'exitless' is or normally
could be expressed by blind (though see Weinreich 1969:41; we discount
as ’'abnormal®' situations like joke-telling where standard pragmatic
assumptions are suspended - cf. VWeinreich 1969:41 on "playful
allusions® and Makkai 1972:159 on "occurring nonoccurrences®), but
blind cannot be used to mean 'e;itless' even in other instances of the
sape context - the association of expression and meaning is found only
in the presence of a particular word (alley). Ve cannot claim that
blind means ‘exitless' in the context of alleys, seeing that we cannot
say, for instance, 'That's a blind unlit back-street', and ‘mean’ the

idiomatic sense by this,
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Thug, incorporating an idiomatic meaning like this into a contextual
semantic model involves breaching Occam's rule, for, quite clearly,
specifying a 'context' for blind (alley) is superfluous, in terms of
its explanatory and " prediction—facilitating' value, to a statement of
the environmental restriction of the expression, and merely °‘clutters
up’ an otherwise quite powerful theory. Used, or abused, in this way,
the notion of context, and its relative, sense, becomes fatuous. And
how much more foolish the notion becomes with Veinreich's ‘idioms'
proper, as distinct from °phraseological units' - at least with blind
alley one sense remains constant, but with Veinreich's example of an

idiom, red herring, even this is untrue.

Ve conclude, then, that whereas the use of the notion of context (and,
consequently, sense) seems useful, reliable, and even objective in
respect of non-idiomatic items, when ‘'meanings' are restricted to
specific 'idioms’, it begins to look foolish. As the only 'context’
of a 'phraseological unit' or ‘'idiom' is, as Veinreich appears to
concede, a strictly limited 'verbal context'’, the meaning of an idiom
and the components of an idiom must be in large measure a function of

the verbal context or environment.
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Note that we do not necessarily deny the 'existence' of senses or of
contextual meanings in general, nor do we claim that environment
necessarily ‘'determines' meaning or its perception; rather, we believe
that in respect of ‘'idiomatic' expressions at least, the notion of
context is liable to be reduced to absurdity because knowledge of
context or sense is indissolubly bound to that of environment - we are
therefore better advised to study such expressions in a formal,

distributional, manner.
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B. MEL'CHUK 1960

'Idioms', broadly understood, are not only 'environmentally-bounded’
to a high degree, but they also constitute a relatively 'easy target'
for statistical analysis, seeing that the selectiom of 'collocational®
components of idioms is constrained in a manner far more typical of
relations amongst ‘diagnostic co-occurrents' (syntactic constituents)
than of those holding amongst °'individual co-occurrents' (lexical
items, collocates; cf. Harris 1981:159, quoted in Ch. 4). This
conjunction of features suggests the possibility of ‘quantifying' the

idiomaticity of a combination.

In his remarks about the number of combinations in which blind means
'exitless' (see above) compared to the (lesser) number in which it
means 'unknown' (i.e., blind date), Veinreich already implies a scale
of idiomaticity. But Mel'chuk (1960) explicitly affirms the
possibility of a quantitative scale of idiomaticity, whereby the

idiomaticity of one expressioa may be compared with that of another.

Mel'chuk defines 'idiomacy' (referred to henceforth as ‘idiomaticity’,

except when quoting Mel’chuk) thus:
Idiomacy can be measured on the basis of the number of
combinations which have a common word with a single special
translation for the combination, but which are also found (they
must have one or more other translations) elsewhere than in these
combinations. If there is but one such combination, it is 100%
idiomatic. As the number of such combinations increases, the

degree of idiomacy drops toward zero. (Mel'’chuk 1960:19)
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Hote that Mel'chuk's study is within the framework of a polylingual
machine-translation project. However, even though Mel'chuk explicitly
eschews the use of ‘'senses', his 'objective' alternative of ‘mono— or
bi-lingual dictionary entries' is effectively equivalent, seeing that
'‘dictionary entries’ are no more than formal representations of senses

(meanings).

The general thrust of Mel'chuk's position is clear enough; a
combination is more or less idiomatic depending on the number of other
combinations in which one of its components appears in the same sense.
Yet there are several problems here. First, how precisely is degree
of idiomaticity measured? For example, suppose one word occurs just
five times and in each of its five combinations requires a different
translation. Another word which occurs 1000 times appears in four
combinations that occur just once each and requires four different
translations for each of +the four combinations. Yould the

idiomaticity of each of these nine combinatioms be the same?
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A second difficulty is the use of an 'inter-lingual' as opposed to an
'intra-lingual' definition of ‘'idiom’ <(or amny other linguistic
phenomenon) . Mel'chuk's definition is geared +toward maximum
usefulness to those concerned with machine-translation - it is a
practical contribution rather than a primarily theoretical one. And
on theoretical grounds, inter-lingual definitions 1like those of
Mel'chuk and Bar-Hillel (1955) are unsatisfactory because it is
possible that an idiom, recognized as such by native-speakers and
through the application of formal criteria, may yet not be recognized
by machine-translation criteria because the idiom in +the source
language occurs, possibly as a calque, in the receptor language.
Thus, we may envisage a situation where an idiom is recognized by two
language communities, but rejected as an idiom within a machine-
translation project for that very reason! Of course, even if such a
situation were, felicitously, never to arise Mel'chuk's proposal takes
us no nearer resolving the fundamental issues of the existence,
emergence, and comprehension of idioms in language. Such an

operational definition simply begs the question of the true nature of

idioms.
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Thirdly, going beyond the specific interests of Mel'chuk's study, is
the problem of 'counting' meanings. For MNel'chuk, this is simply a
matter of adding up all the different times that a word requires a
'special tramslation’ in a dictionary. But the objectivity obtained
is only apparent, for a dictionary derives from an individual's or a
committeee's perceptions of meaning and, as Makkai (1978:412) points
out: "meaning is not a mathematically divisible, quantifiable
concept®. Indeed, Makkal provides relevant evidence of this fact. He
notes 22 ‘'different meanings' including +those associated with
idiomatic combinations of dog and calculates from this that each
meaning of dog retains only 1/22 of its basic sense and, hence, is
"highly idiom-prone®™ (Makkai 1978:412). But clearly (although Makkai
misses this particular point in his own criticism of the measure),
such an analysis involves tendentious and subjective perceptions of
‘meaning® and ‘different meanings®. Vhy, for example, should the
'meaning' of dog in dog star be considered ‘'different’ from the
‘meaning' of dog in dogwood, at least within a monolingual approach?
The ‘meanings’ in each seem to be °‘null’, and yet, in terms of
speaker—perceptions of meaning, may we claim that the "null' meaning
in dog star is the same as the ‘null' meaning in dogwood (cf.

Bloomfield 1935:227f.)7

Thus, we reject Mel'chuk's proposal of 'idiomaticity' as a viable and
objective measure of the idiomatic status of sequences. However, in
the same paper Nel'chuk introduces a second property of 1lexical
combinations, namely, ‘stability’, which we believe to be a more

promising candidate for such a measure:
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The stability of a combination containing a given element is
measured in terms of the degree of certainty with which it is
possible to predict the presence of that particular element in
other combinations (in a given order relative to the predicting
element).

Stability equals 1 (100%) when the predicting element is not
to be found outside the combination in question.... The stability
of a combination equals 0 if the predicting element has no
relation in the combination, as for example... in... meaningless
phrases (Mel'chuk 1960:11f.).

(Compare the proposal in Heubert et al.1977:118 to classify
'phraseclogisms' ®nach dem Grade der morphologisch-syntaktischen
Stabilitat [feste, halbfeste Phraseologismen, und freie

Vortfigungenl®.)

According to Nel'chuk, “From the point of view of the suggested
definition, stability and idiomacy are entirely independent
characteristics of a combination® (ibid.:19). Bowever, this 1is
necessarily so in Mel'chuk's framework seeing that idiomaticity is
defined inter-lingually (see above) and stability intra-lingually.
The very fact that the two phenomena are studied together by Mel’chuk
suggests that he views them, from a more general perspective, as

closely related to each other.
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C. NIR 1971, 1978

The possibility of using 'stability’ or a similar pbenomenon as a
measure of idiomaticity bas already been explored to some extent by

the Israeli scholar Raphael Eir.

Apart from 'idiomaticity' (mi@xo1+9°¥), which he defines in a way
similar to Mel'chuk (though from an intra-lingual perspective), FKir
distinguishes three sorts of ‘*stability' <(mu+3P) pertaining to
‘collacations' (M1*2XP1712 or R'9°2 - the latter are defined more
closely at Fir 1971:113 as "set-phrases or formulas"; for the term
‘collocationlsl', see below, Sect. D). They are described imn the
following passage (which, like subsequent omnes, we have translated

from Hebrew):
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There are different types of 'stability’': grammatical
stability, whereby ome cannot alter the components of a
collocation without it losing its [idiomaticl character Groun
17773 97 [1it. 'he lifted a shard with his hands' > ‘he failed']
= 1%7'2 @O 1707 [*he lifted shards with his bhands' (literal
reading only)l); semantic stability which is an indicator of
idiomaticity whereby one cannot exchange one of the components of
the collocation for a near-synonym without altering its idiomatic
properties (14x1% S» myamen [1it., 'a millstopne roumd one's
neck' > 'married']l - 19713 20 @'t ['a millstone round one's
neck' (literal reading only, using a word for ‘neck' different
from that used in the idiomatic expression)l); and finally -
structural, external, stability which does not necessarily depend
on the meaning of the collocation. The extent of this stability
can be established according to the degree of confidence with
which one can predict the total structure of the collocation when
given a portion of it. In order to distinguish +this from
grammatical and semantic stability we call it compactibility
[mapraml. (Fir 1971:112)

On the grammatical stability of idioms, which is similar to the

phenomenon examined in Fraser 1970 (see also Nir 1978:219), see below,

Sect. E. 'Idiomaticity' has already been dealt with in our study of

¥el' chuk.
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The last of Nir's three types of 'stability', namely ‘compactibility’,
Hir further defines as "a statistically graded property... expressed
in the tendency of a collocation's components to co-occur and in a
fixed order” (Nir 1978:219). It is, thus, exactly equivalent to
¥el'chuk's ’'stability'. Bow, as Nir points out:
If one can predict the form of the collocation on the basis of
one of its parts then obviously it is not possible to exchange
parts of it for others. [Semantic]l stability and compactibility
are but two different expressions for the same basic feature: the
strong bond amongst components (ibid.:223f.).
Thus, 'semantic stability', which Fir defines in terms of restriction
on the replacement by synonyms of collocational components can be
viewed as a facet of, and, presumably measured by, the purely formal

criterion of ‘compactibility’.

But if 'compactibility' directly reflects ‘semantic stability', it
offers us a formal, observable, measurable, index of 'idiomaticity’,
because 'semantic stability' itself is a non-trivial aspect of the
frequently noted semantic opacity of idioms. (Reasons why 'idioms' are
prone to 'synonym-substitution-restriction' are advanced in Ch. 6.)
For instance, in the following set of apparently synonympus data from
Landau 1974:83 only the first expression yields the idiomatic sense
‘Let justice be done':

ATIATAN T 292 'The law pierces the mountain®,

qUXITAR PTT 29e 'The law pierces the hill’,

TR 0DWOT 313 ‘Justice pierces the mountain’,

TUIATTAX OOVRT 1M *Justice bores through the hill’.
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If an 'idiomatic' sequence is one in which a component may not be
exchanged even for amn apparent synonym, then it follows that a
combination the components of which can be freely replaced 1is
‘unidiomatic', and that a sequence which bhas some restriction omn
component—-exchange but not a total prohibition has an idiomatic value
lying somewhere between these two extremes. This is, in fact, exactly
vhat Nir claims, when he writes (FNir 1978:226) in respect of 'weak
collocations': "The longer the series, the less the idiomaticity of
its members®. ‘'Veak collocations' comprise that class of sequences
mentioned, which lie between completely °‘compacted' expressions and
completely ‘free’ collocations. Statistically, they <can be
characterized as expressions:

in which an element with a high degree of probability <(close to

100%) suggests not a given element or group of elements used

together, but one of a small number (two, three or four) of

possible elements. (Mel'chuk 1960:21)
For example, in MNodern Hebrew, the following set of ‘'weak
collocations' is presented by Landau (1972:111):

Ngy o+ D¥1310 'eyes' (di.e., '"look up®),

(‘raise’) B1132319 'legs' (i.e., ‘start rumning"),

gr1n *face' (i.e., *look at'),
ux" ‘head' <(e.g., in pride),

kbl *voice' (e.g., in somg).

0f these, Landau writes:
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The meaning of the verb N@) bere is conditioned by a restricted
context in connection with a specified group of words, the
members of which can be exchanged without changing the meaning of
the verb. (ibid.; orig. Hebrew; for the same items in Biblical

Hebrew, see Reif 1983 -~ for pvi® %03 in particular, see Gruber

1883)

Given our belief that ©Hir's posited relationship Dbetween
‘compactibility®' and 'idiomaticity' is plausible, in the present work

we attempt to develop and test this relationship.
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D. IDIOMS AS RESTRICTED COLLOCATIONS: AN ENVIRONMENTAL HYPOTHESIS

The hypotbesis about 'idiomaticity' we perceive in embryonic form in

Nir's work, and which we aim to test, is as follows.

A collocation is any sequence of two or more morpho-syntactically
instantiated lexical units, or collocates, in a given syntactic order
(although ‘’'syntactic order' need not correspond to surface-structure

order). Each collocation is to some degree a restricted collocation

inasmuch as it is characterized by some level of ‘'restriction' on the
number of components by which any given collocate or sub-sequence of
collocates within it may be replaced. The level of ‘restriction’ is
measured statistically as the gstability or 'predictability' amongst
collocates within a collocation. The hypothesis we attempt to test is
that the level of idiomaticity (which we define for now simply as
'semantic abnormality®, but see Ch. 6) of a collocation is reflected

in the degree to which that collocation is 'stable’' or 'restricted’.
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In our usage, 'stability' is broadly equivalent to 'compactibility’ in
Rir and °*stability' in Mel'chuk. Let us illustrate diagrammatically

what ‘stability' is intended to show:

red lher.l + | red 1 herring

blind lalleyl + | blingd | alley

The first of the top diagrams indicates that of all the occurrences of
RED in a particular corpus, a given proportion of these, ranging,
diagrammatically, from bar to bar, are immediately followed by
HERRING. The accompanying top diagram shows, in similar fashion, the
proportion of occurrences of HERRING that are immediately preceded by
RED. The overall stability of the collocation is shown by the line-
segnents with intervening '+'. The bottom diagrams show the situation
for BLIND ALLEY. Fote that as they stand, the diagrams take no
account of actual frequencies, but merely of frequency-proportions
(this is not true, however, of our eventual amnalysis). Furthermore,
the diagrams simply indicate the ratio of occurrences ‘taken up by’ a
particular collocation to the +total occurrences of all other
collocations. BHo 'break-down' of the overall collocational behaviour

of an item is provided. Mel'chuk labels this feature "combinability":
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Ve assume an adjective that can be combined with 100
substantives. Of each 10,000 times this adjective is used, it
will be found in combinations with a given one of these
(combination Cl1l) 9,901 times. The stability of combination C1
for this adjective is then very high - above 99%! If however,
with the same degree of combinability, the adjective is found an
equal number of times with each of the 100 substantives, the
stability of each one will be very low - 1%. (Mel'chuk 1860:21).
For the purposes of the analysis conducted in the present work, we do

not pay attention to 'combinability’.

The hypothesis as we have outlined it, and as illustrated in the
diagrams is very 'strong’ in so far as it treats collocates of an item
without respect to their semantic relationship to one another. It
does not claim merely that it is restriction on synonymsubstitution
that characterizes idioms, but that in some sense the collocational
attraction between the components of an idiom is so influential that
these items temd to reject association with all collocates other than
those occurring in the idiom. This 'collocational rejection', we
claim is ‘intuited’ most sharply in respect of synonyms, but is in

fact a phenomenon of much wider scope.
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Restricted collocations, as defined for the purposes of the present
wark, comprise a subset of what Firth (1968:180) calls “habitual
collocations™. ‘'Habitual collocations' of particular words are "the
otbher word-material in which they are most commonly or most
characteristically embedded® (ibid.)>. But the collocations we have
defined form only a 'subset' of babitual collocations because they are
also syntactically structured (they are 1lexico-syntactic units).
Firth (1968:181), however, specifically rejects the requirement for

habitual collocations to be grammatically constrained.

There are +two main reasons for restricting our definition of
collocations in this way. First, it is intuitively obvious that
idioms are, typically, 'phrases’, that is, sequences of words in a
fixed order. Indeed, as the literature on the subject makes clear,
idioms tend to be exceptionally 'sequenced' or ‘'structured’, so much
so that often they can undergo only a limited number of expected
grammatical manipulations (including °’transformations'). This is the
‘grammatical stability' of idioms which Nir mentions (see below, Sect.
E). Secondly, Firth (1968:181) claimed that "The collocation of a
word or a 'piece' is... an order of mutual expectancy". Ve believe,
by limiting our 'bhabitual collocation' data in the way proposed, we
can more easily establish simple, easily-checked, statistical measures
of ‘'puwtual expectancy'; as we shall see (Ch. 7, Sect. A), other
researchers of a collocational perspective who have ignored the fact

that idioms are syntactically-structured collocations bhave found

little success in 'measuring' idiomaticity.
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Furthermore, there is some evidence that in native-speaker perception
it is the highly structured interpal composition of an expression that
serves as a mark (although by no means the only one) of an
expression’'s idiomaticity:
[Slpeakers tend to allow semantic context to be the major cue for
differentiating idiomatic from literal meanings. However, we
found that under certain conditions, listeners are easily able to
disambiguate ditropic sentence pairs [i.e., sentences that can
yield a literal or an idiomatic meaningl even in the absence of a
semantic context.
[Flor the literal sentences, the acoustic cues serve to separate
and highlight the comnstituent parts, while for the idiomatic
sentences, acoustic cues tend +to signal the melding of
constituents, enveloping them into a  seamless  whole.

(van Lancker—Canter-Terbeek 1980:357f.,362)

As stated, each collocation that occurs in a language is more or less
'restricted'. By the same token, presuming idiomaticity and stability
to be related features, any collocation is to some extent an 'idiom'.
That is to say, idiomaticity is a scalar, not an absolute, phenomenon:
There is no clear boundary between an idiom and a collocation or
between a collocation and a freely generated phbrase - only a
continuum with greater density at one end and greater diffusion
at the other. (Bolinger 1977b:168; see also VWood 1981, which

develops the notion of a 'compositional gradience' for idioms)
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Our position contrasts with that of Nitchell (1971:53) who ascribes to
*idioms' a status different from that of ‘collocations' and of Leykina
(1961:42) who distinguishes “inclusive® (‘idiomatic') and "exclusive”

('compositional') valences.

To test our hypothesis, we have, of course, to formulate a statistic
to measure 'stability’. Although it is easier to establish a measure
of syntactically-constrained stability than of a more general
'stability of lexical association', there are still difficulties in
choosing a ‘'correct® statistic. Ve turn to this in Ch. 7, where we
also review other related attempts to ‘*measure' idiomaticity. It
should be borme in mind that any failure to sufficiently 'prove' the
hypothesis might be due, at least in part, to an inadequacy of the
statistic chosen, rather thamn solely a reflection of the invalidity of
the underlying hypothesis (concerning the relationship of ‘'stability’

and 'idiomaticity').

Once established, we test the hypothesis, via the statistic selected,
on a set of collocational data, drawn from the Hebrew Bible. For the
validity of the hypothesis to be demonstrated requires that we
actually know what it is for a collocation to be more or less
‘idiomatic® than anotber collocation. The semntié analyzability of
the Hebrew Bible, and specifically of the vocabulary from which our
data are drawn, is defended in Chapter 8, Sect. A. More generally,
isolation of an 'idiom' is sometimes facilitated by the presence of
contextual incongruity if the 'idiom' is interpreted literally, and/or
by an oddity in an expression itself, that is, in the concatenation

of its components (see Sect. F, 1).
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It is, of course, possible tbat the hypothesis will turm out to be
invalid, or only 'weakly' valid (discounting the possibility that the
invalidity resides partly or totally im the choice of statistic
employed). If so, this will indicate that analysis of 'idioms' by
methods, such as Kir's, which are formal but not statistical, is
flawed - a formal techmique that is not patient of quantification
falls between two stools, possessing neither the 'common sense' and
analytic ease of an 'intuitional' approach, nor the scientific rigour
of an empirical ome. Failure of the hypothesis would also indicate
the inadequacy of collocational-statistical techniques in linguistic
analysis more generally, given that, as we have claimed (see Sect. B),
‘idiors* appear to form an 'easy target' for collocational analysis;

it should serve to warn off other prospective workers in the field.

88



On the other hand, 1f our results indicate tbat the hypothesis tends
to be valid, this could be of significant practical benefit to, for
example, the apalysis, at least in its initial stages, of ‘dead' or
otherwise unknown languages, not only assisting in the isolation,
preliminary classification, and interpretation of ‘'idioms' but also
helping to show from the outset semantic ‘'specialization' of words
within 'idioms', and deterring simplistic interpretation of a word
vhich takes no account of the environmental restriction of certain
meanings attached to that word (cf. Barr 1961:124, 132 on =12
'gathering', ?'congregation’, and 0%""27 ‘words’, ?'history’, in
Biblical Hebrew). Lexicography, especially of ancient Ilanguages,
could gain if provided with a secure means of testing for degree of
idiomaticity - the same is true of machine—translation. More
generally, if the hypothesis is proved correct it would provide
impetus to formal analysis of other ‘wmeaning-bearing items' in
language, and to study of the perceptual correlates of °'stability’ and

other statistical phenomena of language.
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E. GRAMMATICAL STABILITY

In our work we do not exploit 'grammatical stability' (in Fir's terms)
to 'measure’ idiomaticity. Vell-known examples of analyses that
utilize differences in the syntactic, specifically the
transformational, behaviour of idiomatic collocatioms, though written
from different perspectives, are Veinreich 1969, already discussed in
anotber context, and Fraser 1970. Veinreich 1969 has been criticized
by Landau (1974:86f.) on the grounds that the transformational
criteria proposed are inapplicable to languages other than English, in
particular Modern Hebrew, and because it insufficiently distinguishes
syntactic restrictions on idioms from restrictions that apply to a
particular class of words members of which happen to occur in idioms
(though see Veinreich 1969:47: “"phraseological units are at best a
subclass of transformationally deficient structures”") - the second
criticism is also raised by Vood (1981:24) against Fraser. Fraser's
posited eight levels of transformational defectiveness in idioms has
been criticized, and partially invalidated by MNcCawley (Quang Phuc
Dong 1971; although in Makkai 1972:57 it is pointed out that the
criticism rests on an didentification of ‘idioms of encoding® and
‘idioms of decoding' - see Vood 1981:104ff., however). Ragy
(1978:296) has also pointed out an incomnsistency in Fraser's use of
the term 'idiom’'. On the other hand, Cutler (1982) found some

diachronic correlates of Fraser's levels.
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In part, our avoidance of ‘grammatical stability' simply reflects the
lexical, as opposed to syntactic, overall interests of the present
work. But also we believe that even though grammatical stability is,
as we have already made clear, an important aspect of 'idioms' which
greatly facilitates their isolation, it is not a particularly useful

aid to a scalar classificatiun‘uf 'idioms’.

Syntactically-oriented analysis tends toward the separation of
*idioms' or 'sets of idioms® from one another rather than their
unification in a single classificatory system where each may be
compared with the others, due to the fact that *idioms* are expressed
in a wide variety of syntactic forms, and that they are often
difficult to identify as ‘idioms' in the first place. Broad
structurally-based groupings are established and refined in the hope
that such groups might evidence a set of (deviant) semantic features
common to each member of the structural group. The usefulness of this
approach would be proven if it could be demonstrated that structurally
different groups of 'idioms' vary semantically in such a way that the
addition or subtraction of a syntactic or other kind of formal feature
corresponds in an observably consistent way with the gain or loss of a
given semantic feature. But this is evidently not the case. Of

Fraser's analysis, for example, Makkal writes:

91



The result is... disappointing, since it turns out that there is
no way 1in which... particular transformational freedoms or
restrictions... could be correlated either with... semantic
content or with... formal structure. (Makkai 1972:150)
Yhetber or not they [scil., tbe components of an idioml may be
re-encoded in some alternate way so as to realize the same sememe
mist be regarded as an interesting, but essentially gratuitous
fact. (Ibid.:152)

Hence, any attempt to provide a unified description of idiomatic

collocations based on syntactic criteria seems doomed to failure.
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F. OBJECTIONS TO THE HYPOTHESIS

Before proceeding with our own lexically-based analysis it is worth
discussing two apparent difficulties attached to the hypothesis that
formal stability may be regarded as amn accurate guide to perceived

idiomaticity.

1 NOF-IDIOMATIC INTERPRETATION

Most ‘'idiomatic' expressions are also patient of a ‘literal' or
(obviously) compositional interpretation (cf. Veinreich 1969:44,
quoted in part 2 of the presemt section). But our analysis, because
it utilizes as data only formal items and relationships, will throw
together both idiomatic and literal usages of an expression, and,
moreover, might lead us to claim that the literal ones are in fact
idiomatic, because we will bave been deceived by their formal identity
with genuinely idiomatic occurrences. The refutation of this
criticism depends to some degree on maintaining a distinction between
a theory of semantic competence, of the passibilities of
interpretation (which was what Veinreich was seeking to develop - see,
e.g., Veinreich 1969:43f.), and a theory of semantic performance, of

the actualities of interpretation (to which our study pertains).
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The criticism 1s answered in two weys. First, in respect of 'weakly’
restricted collocations, our theory claims that the weaker the
collocational bonds within a collocation (the more 'manipulable' its
components), the 1less 1likely is that collocation to develop a
consistent specialized, or ‘idiomatic’, meaning, and tbe more likely
it is to be employed 'literally', because of the proximity of the
collocational meaning to the compositional meaning -~ thus, our
hypothesis accommodates the possibility of ‘'weakly' restricted

collocations being attested in both 'idiomatic’ and 'literal’ semses.

Secondly, in connection with ‘strongly' restricted collocatioms, it
seems to wus, although <clearly this a matter for empirical
investigation, that such collocations will tend not to be used with
their 1literal senses. (except in deliberately language-manipulative
situations - joking, punning, etc.), due, in part, we believe, to
their subjection to a general ‘'rule’ of homonywy. (For a comparison of

‘idioms' and homonyms, see Makkai 18972:122.)
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This ‘rule’ might be stated loosely as, The most common meaning of a
homonym will tend to suppress less common meanings, at least to the
extent that these latter meanings will usually be realized only in a
limited number of morphological forms of the homonymous lexeme (cf.
Bloomfield 1935:396ff. on French gat ‘'cock/cat' and English let
‘allow/prevent'). In respect of collocations, we might recast this
as, The more stable a collocation the more it is perceived and stored
in the mind as a single, albeit complex, unit with its collocational
or idiomatic meaning (see Ch. 6, Sect. F). In so far as this status
has been attained the more suppressed will be the employment of the
collocation, qua ‘free' combination of components, with its
compositional meaning. (However, the ‘literal® use of any sub—sequence
of components should not be affected - if so, this is another reason
to regard the meaning of a collocation as a function of the whole, not
a composite function of its parts; contrast Veinreich 1969.)
Furthermore, the different meanings of a homonym (and of a restricted
collocation) are usually far enough apart to necessitate their
realizations in significantly different distributional environments -
this aids purely formal disambiguation of one meaning from another.
(Bote that in the foregoing we bave not accepted the validity of the
distinction between ‘'misinformation’ as a property of homonyms and

‘disinformation' as a property of ‘idioms'; see Makkai 1972:122.)
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There is another aspect to the 'literal® interpretation of restricted
collocations which might support our view that in practice it rarely
occurs. Regarding the expressions bite thke dust, kick the bucket,
take the cake, and rock the boat, Rose (1978:56) claims “there is
nothing terribly unusual about the concatenation of ideas in such
expressions®. But is this really true? May bite the dust be said not
to breach any semantic selectional restrictions except after dust has
been understood, by synecdoche, to refer to ‘earth, soil'? And in
respect of each example, how may one ‘normally' interpret a determiner
that refers to nothing previously signalled in the discourse? Thus,
Rose's evidence points to a conclusion opposite to his own, bamely,
that a sign of an expression's idiomaticity may well be the
referential oddity of the components in combination. Therefore, the
idiomatic reading of such a collocation will tend, by its semantic
peculiarity, to suppress the 'literal' ome for two (possible)
reasons. Firet, situations ('contexts') suited to the ‘'idiomatic’
rather than the ‘'literal' employment of the collocation are the more
likely to occur in discourse. Secondly, the idiomatic reading, qua
oddity, may well be psychologically °®foregrounded' in the language-

user's lexical recall system.

In sum, our reply to the first objection is tbhat although it is indeed
possible that 1literal uses of a restricted collocation will be
(wrangly) utilized as data alongside idiomatic omes, it is in fact
improbable in the case of very restricted collocations, and in the
case of less restricted expressions the existence of both literal and

idiomatic uses is predicted by the theory anyway.



2. COUNTER-EXAMPLES

Another difficulty with our hypothesis that idiomaticity and stability
are correlated arises from the apparent existence of non-stable but
idiomatic combinations and stable but non—-idiomatic ones. Nel'chuk
(1960) gives examples of both kinds of situation, but his data are
upusable in view of the nature of his inter-lingual definition of
‘idiomaticity' (see above, sect. B). However, this comment does not
apply to Nir who describes the situation in Modern Bebrew <(but
applicable elsewhere) thus:
In the majority of cases, we find... that  expressions
characterized by a high degree of idiomaticity also possess a
large measure of stability; e.g., 1%700 S8 X912 ['freezing over
ones dregs' (cf. Zeph. 1.12), i.e., 'conservative, stick imn the
md'], 1732 121 1°¥ ['his inside is not like bhis outside’,
i.e., 'bhe is a hypocrite'l].
But there exist as well idiomatic expressions possessing a low
stability — most of them are collocations that can be used either
with their normal sense or metaphorically: @me9e1 na7T128  [1it,
‘work of ants' > 'painstaking work'; cf. 203 ‘assiduous'l,
?13p2 X1 [1it. *neck of a  bottle' > ‘'bottleneck'l}, etc.
Amongst them are many slang expressions... 12 720 ¥2 ['it
didn't go (well) for him'l, WXt ¥ 93+2 ['he got it 1in  the
neck (lit., 'head®)']l, =9p 12 791 ['the card went for  him, he

came up trumps'l, 71158 pont [(*he snatched rest, he took a

breather'],
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There is another class of expressions, characterized by great
stability although they <cannot be viewed as idiomatic
combinations in the sense already suggested. Ta this category
belong, amongst others, expressions formulated as similes...:
Riwar myepd ['(thin) as the peel of a garlic', i.e.,
‘worthless'], =pnoNt 173 [(‘as (real as) last year's snow'l,
112947 1 1*N0 133 ['likxe an unturpned stone', i.e., 'unwanted,
redundant®’l, =217 73 70112 [*like clay in the potter's hand',
i.e., 'easily influenced‘l. The existence of the sign of
comparison [3] prevents us from seeing an idiomatic use of any
one of the components. Any idiomaticity a simile has derives
from its habitual, fixed, usage.

In other words, it is [simplyl established usage that forms the
structural link amongst components, which we call ‘stability’.
Alongside similes are other ‘'stable' expressions not
characterized by a high level of idiomaticity, such as 1 1x3
any [‘as then, so now'l], U7 M13912 N2° ['he went for an evil
upbringing', i.e., ‘he went off the straight and narrow'l, x°
= REt= o731 1y [lit. ‘such things mnever bappen'; i.e.,

‘'nonsense!']. (Nir 1971:112f.)
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In connection with the first two 'unstable idioms' (second paragraph),
in the absence of any objective evidence Nir seems to overstate hiis
case. It seems likely that p13p3 has a rather high degree of
collocational association with =X1X in Modern Hebrew just as,
intuition tells us, botile has with neck in  English - similarly
201 'ant' and 77139 ‘work' intuitively comprise a collocational
palr similar to busy and bee in English. KNir seems to assume that
it is necessary for an item to show an exceptionally high degree of
stability in respect of its collocational partner(s) before the
resulting combination may be regarded as idiomatic, and does not
appear to take consider the possibility of a collocation being
idiomatic if all its conponents\ show an above—-average, albeit not

outstandingly high, degree of stability in respect of one another.
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112w o5n 'spatch rest' seems, again intuitively, quite stable - it
is difficult to imagine, for example, @py ‘'silence’ or poon
'break’ being used for the noun or P57 'take' for the verb. Clearly
with the collocation of 21 and » ‘'to go (well) for (someone)’,
which appears im two of Nir's ‘'slang' expressions, it 1s more
difficult to 'intuit' stability in view of the very high frequency of
both components; the collocation might have a stability that is lower
than that pertaining to other expressions cited, but still high enough
to yield a distinctly idiomatic flavour. The version of the
expression followed by =&%» ‘playing-card', is considerably more
stable — §'¢"3, for example, a superordinate, 'card’', of a%? could
not replace the latter im this expression and yield the same meaning.
Furthermore, with this idiom and Wx= T2 23 *get ({dt) in the
head', Fir seems to overlook the possibility that a collocation might
be characterized by bigh stability between sequences of components
rather than between individual components:
The term “stability"... can be applied to such combinations as
vynosit' sor iz izby (to foul one's nest). In this combination
of words, not a single one gives a very probable indication of
the others. But +two elements together (vynosit’ sor) give a
suggestion of the others. In such a case, one can refer to the
prediction of stability on the basis of two elements. (Mel'chuk

1960:12)
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As for Nir's examples of ‘stable pon-idioms' (third paragraph), these
are, as Nir admits, only denied the characteristic 'idiomatic' because
of his definition of the term. But Nir refers to these same
expressions as p*2313, the standard Modern Hebrew term for ‘idioms’
in a loose sense (*figures of speech' would be more accurate 1n the
context of the work of Nir and Landau), thus implying some degree of
‘semantic specialization/oddity’. This is clear enough from the
exanples themselves; they are used in referentially abnormal contexts
(e.g., garlic in a political situation), and their ‘collocational
meaning’ is idiesyncratic in respect of their componential meanings -
why should one of the expressions imply ‘nonsense!®’ rather than
‘remarkable!' and why should a garlic peel be ‘'worthless' rather than
‘unpleasant'? Compare Veinreich 1969:76. Furthermore, one can easily
imagine situations in which the sign of simile, 3, is omitted from
the collocations (e.g.; TemowtT 22w 17, literally, ‘'That's last
year's snow', meaning 'Tell me something mnew!'). In sum, HXir's
alleged 'bpon-idioms' simply attest the difficulty of  noticing
‘idiomatic’ usages in one's own language. Clearly some of these
collocations are not as ‘'idiomatic' as some others - but it is
precisely this type of difference in idiomaticity that we are trying

to analyze in the present work.

Regarding Nir's claim +that it is ‘habitual usage' which yields
‘idiomaticity' in a simile, cf. Pike 1560:87, and see Ch. 7, on the
significance of frequency of occurrence of a collocation and of
unexpectedly high association of collocates in contributing to

idiomaticity.
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Another possible class of 'stable non-idioms' are sequences based on
what we shall call ‘cranberry collocates', words which occur nowhere
in the language except one particular environment. Veinreich writes:
[Sluch phrases as luke warm, runcible spoon, spic and span, kith
and kin, hem and haw, cockles of the heart, and so omn.... are
hardly ambiguous since the unique occurrence of, say, luke with
warm guarantees that luke bas only ore subsense — whatever that
may be.... From this point of view, ambiguity is an essential
~ characteristic of true idioms. (Weinreich 1969:44)
He proceeds to claim that such combinations are ’'stable' (in the sense
of Mel'chuk 1960) but not ‘'idiomatic’, and this is the aspect of
Veinreich's case that we shall examine. (Of course, this is not the
main point of Veilnreich's argument here, which is concerned with the
alleged need for ‘'true' idioms [as opposed to °‘pseudo’ omnes; see
Makkai 1972:123, cited by Veinreichl to be ambiguous; cf. Vood

1981:72ff.)
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The first two of Veinreich's examples do indeed appear to be 'non-
idiomatic' - warm and spoon exhibit no semantic deviancy, and
luke and runcible seem to be simply ‘'shrift-like' words (see Ch.
2), words for which ‘meaning’® is ‘environmentally-bound' +to an
abnormally high degree. For our hypothesis, such 'bound-lexemes' do
pose something of a problem because +they exhibit total stability.
However, this absolute restriction is only ‘one-way* -~ warm and
spoon are relatively very unconstrained in their collocational
associations. Thus, it would be possible to eliminate such
collocations as 'stable' by specifying that to be classed as ‘stable’
a collocation must show ‘'reciprocal' or ‘mltilateral’ stability
amongst its components. In respect of +two-item collocations this
could be checked by comparison of the standard-deviation of the two
stabilities with the mean stability (the closer the two, the Iless
acceptable the collocation as stable). Clearly, this type of proviso
could only be realistically effected in comnection with a very large,
adequately-representative-as-a-sample—-of-the-language, corpus; in a
less adequate corpus many lexemes would appear as 'cranberries' simply
because a context in which they would bave occured in a different

(collocational) environment was not represented by the corpus.
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Ve agree again with Veinreich that Cockles of the heart is not an
‘idiom’ (although in conjunction with warm the.., it might be);
cockles is interpreted (as originally) as 'symmetrical cockle-shaped
(cardiac) sections’. Thus, cockle(s) is not a ‘cramnberry collocate'
to begin with. Nor do we believe that cockles of the bheart Iis
highly stgble; in terms of the collacational proclivities of
cockles, cockles and mussels is probably more stable. This is
true at least for British English; if Veinreich's comments reflect
American usage, then the matter can be resolved in the manner of luke

warm and runcible spoon.

Eith and kin we regard as ‘'idiomatic', certainly more so than the
three items already discussed - kin, of course, bears its ‘'regular'
meaning, but the collocation as a whole has an emphatic connotative
value of ‘all ones near- and distant-relations (and friends)' (the
collocation has thus come to receive an interpretation similar to that
of spic and span -~ see below). Apart from this ‘intuitive'
idiomaticity, the collocation would also be judged as ‘'idiomatic' by
the criteria outlined in Ch. 6. Furthermore, it strikes us that this
idiomaticity does indeed correspond with high stability, mnot simply
'one-way' from the 'cramnberry' kith, but also from kin which 1is
largely (although pot entirely) restricted to this collocation (from a
diachronic perspective, though, tbe same item is found in the
adjective kind, as well as the suffix —kind: see Trench

1867:72f.).
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By our criteria (see Ch. 6) bem and haw too is idiomatic to the
extent that it now °directly’ or 'idiomatically' means ‘dither', and
no longer attains this meaning by compositional interpretation of the
meanings of the components. Haw 1is probably now a ‘cranberry’,
although bhem as a 'stylized cough® is quite frequent enough outside

the collocation - again, stability and idiomatic value co-incide.

Spic and span contains two 'cranberries', and, thus, bas a very high
stability, even when and is taken into account. Intuitively, the
collocations forms an 'absolute idiom' of the kick the bucket type,
even if it is composed of ‘cranberry lexemes® — thus, we disagree with
Veinreich on this point. From a diachromic perspective, and judged by
the criteria of Ch. 6, the idiomaticity is evident (OED portrays the
bistorical process as follows: span new 'chip new' > spick and span
new [alliterative emphatic forml > spiclk] and span ‘like new');
quite clearly (anticipating +the arguments of Ch. 6), spic and span
now ‘'directly' or ‘'idiomatically' means °'like new', that is it
signifies 'like new' without 'describing' or 'evoking' this reference
in any way. In fact, although within the present discussion of
Veinreich's claims it is important to point out that spic and span
is an *idiom', we shall not in practice be concerned with such
‘absolute’ idiomaticity in our subsequent analysis (see Ch. 6, Sect.

B.
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So far we have found that none of the ‘counter-example’ data proves a
major obstacle to our hypothesis. Tentatively, them, we feel able to
proceed with a more rigorous and extensive formulation and testing of
the hypothesis, although we accept that it is quite 1likely that
certain mndifications will have to be made as other ‘difficult’ data
are encountered. .  Before specifying the precise nature of the
hypothesis to be tested (Ch. 7), we attempt in the next chapter to

outline a ‘'theory’ of idioms copsonant with the basic form of the

hypothesis propounded.
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CHAPTER 6

TOVARD A THEORY OF IDICMS

INTRODUCTION

So far we have used the terms ‘'idiom' and ‘idiomaticity' in an
intuitive, pre-theoretical, way. It is not the purpose of the present
work to offer a comprehensive theory, description, or definition of
idioms. Ve have already stated (Ch. 5, Sect. D) tbhat our theoretical
position dictates that we regard all collocations as ‘idiomatic' to
some degree. In this chapter we try to highlight precisely what this
all-pervasive phenomenon is, and why it might be ‘'measurable’ via
analysis, as we bhave suggested, of stability or predictability-

amongst—components.

Our analysis is based on the 1long-established position that
idiomaticity and metaphor (in a broad semse) are closely associated,
and we also relate these to the notion, well known in biblical

scholarship, of 'demythologization'.
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A. MYTHOLOGY ARD METAPHGOR

In tracing the development of a metaphor, of whatever size of unit of
linguistic expression, we often encounter amn aspect of the phenomenon
known to biblical circles as demythologization. Although best kmown
in relation to fairly large, narrative units, demythologization is
also used with regard to lower-level single lexical units:
The notion that creation consisted in an act of procreation hlas
survived in the Plriestlyl account [of creation (Gen. 1.1-2.4)],
in the word 'generations', but has entirely lost its original
meaning; it bas been demythologized. <(Hooke 1963:119; for the

background ‘mythology', see Frankfort et al. 1949:17f.)

The phenomenon mentioned by Hooke is clear emough; certain expressions
‘lose' their originaliy (etymonlogically) descriptive nature when what
they desigﬁate ceases to exist or is perceived as baving ceased to
exist or is forgotten. In fact, the Hebrew original of ‘'generations’,
1171231, was probably rather less 'demythologized® im respect of its
etymological meaning than gemerations is, because Biblical Hebrew
contains relatively more common words based on root  =9=1/° (Gl
‘boy', "9, ;girl', n712+0 '"midwife')  than English possesses based
on stem gen~. The fact that Biblical Hebrew has only a tiny
proportion of non-Semitic lexemes, and the Hebrew speaker's well-
attested proclivity toward etymological and aetiological analysis (see
Caird 1980:45; Sawyer 1972:50) might also have encouraged an awareness

of the relationships of derivational-morphology amongst words.
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Sometimes, an original, non-demythologized, signification is only
evidenced in a cognate speech community. For example, Akkadian
Tiamat, the pame of the chaos-dragom in Babylonian mythology, has
been 'demythologized’ in Hebrew g3, which signifies the primaeval
abyss (see Hooke 1963:119) over which Tiamat would have ruled but not
the god himself - there is no evidence that the ordinary speaker of
Biblical Hebrew was aware of the fact that @171 was ‘'originally® a
divine name (though note its general rejection of the article; see

BDB, KB).

Similarly, the average speaker of English is completely unaware of the
relation of gossip to God and  Europe to face (Trench
1862:207ff.,231) or of distance +to standing, interval to hedges,
mass to kneading, and time to stretching (Pumphrey 1953:325). All
these words may "be truly regarded as buried parables or metaphors or
analogies® (ibid.; cf. Trench 1867:4f., 34f. [quoting Emersonl on

language as “fossil poetry").

109



As the quotation from Pumphrey suggesis, demythologization bas close
associations with the ubiquitous phenomenon of ‘metaphor-death', the
tendency of all metaphors to 1lose their ‘freshmess', within the
speech—-comminity at large or within the perceptions of individual
members of the community. In particular it seems to us that
expressions like p3y7193n1, the original descriptive power of which is
in principle cognizable by pative-speakers om +the basis of their
familiarity with morphological cognates in their own language, are
akin to wbat Northrop Frye calls ’'vestigial metaphors', such as law
of nature, vhich ®"carries with it a vestigial sense of a personality
vho commands and other personalities (ourselves) who have the option

of obeying or disobeying® (Frye 1983:16).

Thus, a vestigial metaphor is an ‘'ex-metaphor', a ‘'demythologized
metaphor', the metapborical form of which is mnot recognized by
speakers, unless particular attention is drawn to it. The epithet
‘vestigial' implies a previously ‘'full-bodied' metaphor, which lies
between the 'literal’ use of am expression and its ‘'vestigially
metaphorical’ use. Thus, 17211 shifts its signification from 'acts
of (divine) procreation' through 'stages of (the earth's) development
analagous to acts of (divine) procreation' to 'phases of (the earth's)

development’®.
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Vestigial/demythologized metaphors are, effectively, 'dead' metaphors.
Their (protracted) death sometimes coincides with the development of a
progressively more rational and secular society as, perhaps, in the
case 0f the Hebrew examples (where 'secular' must be interpreted as
'less polytheistic/animistic'), although <there will often remin
differences in perceptions of ‘metaphoricity' within a language-
commnity - for example, despite acquisition of ©basic astronomical
facts at school the majority of English speakers will probably be
found to wunderstand swunrise rather more ‘literally’ and less

‘vestigially’ than the facts dictate. Compare the discussion in

Putpam 1978 of ‘expert' and ‘stereotype' meanings (strictly,

‘extensions').
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Despite the claims of, for example, Kemnett (1933:2) that words like
7122 ‘'glory’' continued to bear their 'literal' values (in the case
of 5323, ‘heaviness'), being “metaphors not as yet completely
crystallized into abstracts®, and of Dhorme (1923:163), writing omn
*1'emploi métaphorique* of Biblical-Hebrew anatomical terms, that "La

nuance de ces expressions est fournie par le contexte, mais elle
respecte toujours le sens primitif du mot employé®, it is a fact of

linguistic life +that metapbors do die. Biblical Hebrew is no
exception to this, and James Barr (1961, 1983) has inveighed against
the tendency of exegetes to assume mistakenly that most theologically
potent Hebrew words were somehow suspended at a fully metaphorical
stage, never becoming completely 'demythologized'. Even if it were
true that in Biblical Hebrew, or another language, "No word is
metaphysical without having first been physical* (L.H. Grindon quoted
in Brown 1955:17; bDut see Fohrer 1968:98f. for Biblical-Hebrew
concretes derived from abstracts, e.g., N 'splendour, royal
robe', 1% 'virility, property'), it would be most unlikely that
this ‘'physical®’ basis would somehow persist, whenever an expression
were used ‘metaphysically'. (Biblical scholars are not alone in their
error on this point. At Burchfield 1985:105, the following quote from
J.L. Austin is included: "A word never - well hardly ever - shakes off
its etymology and its formation. In spite of all changes in and
extensions of and addition to its meanings, and indeed pervading and

governing these, there will persist the old idea".)
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B. METAPHOR AS DESCRIPTION

Our position is that for an expression to be a metaphor it must refer
to something in terms of something else. The object of comparison
need not be formally signalled, but triggered in the bhearer's
perception by more subtle means. Thus, in the original metaphorical
understanding of m17217, namely, ‘stages similar fo a sequence of
divine procreations®’, the 'similar to...' part of the definition is
evoked by the hearer's familiarity with the morpholaogical relation of
1171910 to other words from a semantic field of 'birth’. That is to
say, 1721t did not refer to (the concept) ‘generations’ by
labellipg it, but by describing it. But when the metaphor ‘died’,
that is, when it was no 1longer, except vestigially, perceived by
speakers of Biblical Hebrew as a metaphor, it became a mere ‘'label'

for what it once ‘described’.

Clearly we are using ‘metaphorical’ rather loosely to express simply
that property whereby a phenomenon is signified through designation of
(an)other referent(s), that is, by wbhat we call 'descriptiom’. Kany
‘demythologized’ descriptions, that is descriptions-which-bave-turned-
to-labels are barrowed from another language—community in this form.
But, within their initial language, it seems likely that the vast
majority of new items of vocabulary are introduced as descriptions
(trading on their morphological or phonaesthetic relationship with
known items), omnly subsequently becoming labels, the original
descriptive power of which can be revealed by etymological analysis

alone.
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C. METAPHORS AND IDIOMS

This account of what a metaphor is applies not only to single words
but also to sequences of words ('metaphors® as generally understood),
including so-called ‘idioms'. Thus, for example, kick the bucket once
described a means of death, but now is simply a label for 'die’, its
original descriptive force known only to the etymological elite.
Other word-sequences are ‘vestigial' metaphors - their descriptive
origins are synchronically cognizable, but in practice rarely
perceived. The only obvious difference between 'idioms® (in a broad
sense) and other ‘demythologized' expressions is that idioms are
combinations, strictly, ‘collocations', of other expressions (which
possibly have undergone demythologization independently). Vhy is it,
then, that speakers prefer to reserve the term ‘idioms® to the

category of demythologized collacations?

One obvious reason is that if every demythologized expression were to
be classified as an idiom, languages would be found to consist largely
of idioms - the term 'idiom’', would then be vacuous as well as
etymologically inappropriate. Thus, the idiosyncratic definition of
idiom in Hockett 1956 1s usually discounted; see, for example, Makkai

1972:33.
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A more fundamental reason seems to be  the following.
Demythologization, as we have seen, destroys the original
(metaphorical) description—evoking force of a lexical expression, and
turns that expression into a mere label of what it once described. If
the expression is a single word, even though its referential power is
greatly diminished by demythologization, the word does not change its
essential semantic function -~ the lack of syntactic structure of a
word epsures that this function can only ever be npominative or
labelling. The original descriptive force of the word was only ever
evoked, not explicit. But in the case of an expression of more than
one word, the original descriptive force is explicit, residing in the
structure, albeit compressed, of the expression. The whole point of
the move from the use of words on their own to the use of words in
cambination is to enable the expression of propositions, the making of
statements. A statement speaks 'about' a referent, and to speak about
a referent can only be to speak about it in terms of another referent.
Yet the semantic function of a demythologized collocation 1is
nominative or labelling inasmuch as what was once metaphorically
described/evoked by the collocation is now directly signified by the
collocation — this is indicated most extremely by the tendency to
gloss idioms, especially semantically exocentric ones (for our use of
'endo/exocentric® in this section, cf. Bloomfield 1935:235f.), by one-

word equivalents: e.g., kick the bucket means 'die’.
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Thus, when a collocation (as opposed to a word) is demythologized it
changes its semantic function from descriptive to, or at least toward,
nominative whilst retaining its syntactic structure as a descriptive
(proposition-expressing) combipnation. It masquerades as a description

but is used more like a label.

This kind of relationship between level of semantic deviancy and type
of syntactic structure is attested elsewhere in language. Commenting
on des nuages esspufflés and le chenil voit le gar¢om, Ostra (1977:71)
claims that, altbhough the same sort of breach of selectional
restrictions and semantic deviation occurs in both, the latter
expression is more difficult to comprehend probably because "la
déviation semantique se réalise ici sous forme du prédicat explicite,
ce qui la fait sentir comme moins admissible.® Similarly, idiomatic
collocations are (perceived as) idioms because their semantic function
is disconsonant with their syntactic faorm - further, semantically
exocentric idioms like kick the bucket and bite the dust seem more
‘idiomatic® than endocentric structures like black as the ace of

spades and blind alley.
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D. IDIOMS AND COMPOSITIONALITY

At first sight, certain idiomatic collocations speak against what we
we have claimed. Take as an example, sweet Fanny Adams. Fow,
inasmch as the original collocation is composed of a modified noun—
pbhrase and a ‘'translation’ like ‘'absolutely nothing' realizes this
same structure, there is no differemce in ‘structural perception®
between the original and the contemporary usage of the collocation.
But this is to miss the point that the collocation as originally used
described 'absolutely nothing' by evoking a °*myth*® (of saillors® meat
and Victorian infanticide; for a detailed account see Annette Booth's
article on p.14 of the Sunday Times, 22 August, 1982) ~ it was not
directly interpreted in some word-for-word manner as ‘absolutely
nothing'. How could it be! Clearly, now, the collocation labels what
it once described/evoked, and is, thus, according to our analysis an
idiom, even though for the purposes of perceiving its idiomaticity,
the native-speaker is more aware of its lack of compositional
semantics than the discrepancy of descriptive and labelling

structures.
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Of course, lack of compositional semantics has traditionally been
presented as the main criterion of idiomaticity, and there are indeed
many collocations of the sweet Fapny Adams type in respect of which
speakers are alerted to the presence of idiomaticity more by semantic
than by structural mismatch. Nonetheless, we argue that it is the
occurrence, and perception, of structural incomgruity at some point in
the history of the development of a collocation that turns it into an
'idiom'. Any subsequent loss of mismatch, so that the idiom appears
idiomatic only because of a lack of compositionality, is the result of
conceptual simplification and re-ordering of the referemce of the
collocation to better fit the structure of the collocation. (This
process 1s encouraged by the fundamental psychological tendency to
reduce referentially complex structures into conceptual simples ready
for linguistic encoding [which encoding subsequently temds to confirm
the psychological reality of the concept rather than the referent
itself]l. A table, for example, is conceptualized, and lexicalized, as
a single unit, table, rather than as a more complex relationship of
legs to surface.) In the case of a ‘simplified’ collocational
reference, the 'meaning' assigned to each component can be extremely
vague, but as long as its referential function, say, attribute or
object, matches the syntactic function of its appertaining
collocational component, this is sufficient to ensure that the only
perceptual index of the collocation's idiomatic status is its non-

compositionality.
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Clearly, then, non—compositionality can be utilized as an important
sign of idiomaticity, even though, as we have explained, we do not
believe it to be the major criterion. Our rejection of an 'idioms-as-
non—compositional' approach is also valid for the followling reason.
Suppose that nowadays most speakers of English understand bite the
dust as 'die', but do not in interpreting the expression thus mentally
participate in the (¥ild Vest?) 'myth' behind the meaning ‘die‘'. The
collocation is, then, today, by our criterion, an 'idiom', even though
once, undoubtedly, it was a vivid metaphor. But as far as a
‘compositionalist' approach is concerned, bite the dust does not
‘compositionally mean®’ ‘'die' today any less or any more than it did
when first introduced into the language. A ‘compositionalist’
approach, that is to say, does not cater for degrees of idiomaticity;
it fails to appreciate the dypamic character of language. To be sure,
a ‘'compositionalist' approach can discriminate between literal and
non-literal applications of a collocation. But this facility is
almost valueless if we assume that collocations of words become
'buried metaphors' (see above, Sect. A) as frequently as individual
words. A ‘compositionalist' approach to idioms reflects the more
general errors of compositional analysis, for example, in viewing
‘meanings' as discretely distributable over specific lexical items and
the syntactic bonds amongst them, and in regarding relations between
words and objects as predominantly *literal', thus doing no justice to
the fact that language does not, cannot, mirror reality but merely
offers tokens and structures as perceptual markers to assist in the

apnalysis and communication of an infinite and ever-changing state.
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E. EVIDEECE FOR IDIOMATICITY AS A CHAKGE IN TYPE OF REFEREECE

Vhat we have so far claimed is that the more 'idiomatic' a collocatiomn
is (the more its explicit structure as figurative description or
proposition is ignored), the more the collocation will be used in, and
perceived as possessing, a labelling semantic function and the Iless
relevant (the more 'forgotten') will be the means <(expressed in +the
syntactic form of the collocation) by which this function 1is, or
rather was, achieved. This process of idiomatization may be called

the function-endorsing tendency. But language only unwillingly

accepts 'meaninglessness' of any kind, including the loss of the
actively perceived meanings of components in a restricted

collocation. This unwillingness is manifested in a second, opposing,

structure—-preserving, tendency. Both tendencies can be especially
well illuminated by examining archaic and related components that
the speaker feels possess no meaning, either because the referent no
longer occurs in the speaker's perceived world or because it is now

expressed by a different lexical item.
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1. THE STRUCTURE-PRESERVIEG TENDERCY

Occasionally, archaisms and their kin witness to the awarenmess within
a language of a break-down in the relationship between tbe (apparent)
descriptive reference of a collocation and its (actual) labelling
reference and to the language's efforts to restore that relationship.
Often by slight phonetic adjustment of a <(no longer understood)
component collocational <(and compositional) meaning is regained
through a different figure (although this different figure may in turn
eventually lead to a different collocational meaning or to a loss of
‘idiomaticity'). For example:

spoil a ship for a ha'p'orth of tar < gheep (facilitated by

dialect variation);

plain as a pikestaff < packstaff (of pedlar) (Smith

1943:187:n.1);

on the right/wrong irack (Hew Generation Dictiomary) 7%

tack (OED; which also attests the track version, at least in

embryonic form, s.v. track, 9 [on the false trackl);

rule the roost (Hew Generation Dictionary) < roast (OED -

Dr Jobhnson, under roast, suggests derivation from roist

‘tumult');

bride-groom < bryd-guma ‘bride's man') (Bloomfield

1935:423);

shame—-faced  sham(e)—fast 'modest® (ibid.);

tomber dans les pommes ‘faint' < pames ' swoon' (archaic)

(Boisset 1978:59).
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Occasionally, if a component is homonymous, an obsolete meaning may be

exchanged for a current one with no change in the collocational

meaning. Thus, for example, with call a spade a spade  where
sixteenth-century spade meant ’prostitute' (Vescott 1981:219). On
the other hand, the meaning might change drastically. For example

Modern Hebrew has the expression gt f7ianm 110, interpreted as ‘ass
of two she—asses', 1l.e., ‘complete idiot’. However, the ‘idiom’
apparently derives from Judges 15.16 where, in a complex paronomasia,
m1¢n means not (or, at least, not omly) ‘ass®’, but, given context
and parallelism, ‘'pile', the meaning of a homonym not extant in Nodern
Hebrew — see Bullinger 1898:288; lLandau 1974:97f.; Segert 19084:456.
(Landau's claim that association of the ass with stupidity 1is absent
from earlier Hebrew-speaking communities [cf. Brown 1854:551 is
uncertain in view of Psalms 32.9. For the form of +the expression
compare Q1o &M “one, two wombs = ope, two (captured)
concubines (spldier's slangl)* (KB, s.v. @na) at 1line 7 of +the

Mesha Inscriptiom.)
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2. THE FUNCTION-ENDORSING TENDENCY

The preceding examples attest the structure-preserving tendency which
facilitates alteration of the sense of a component im order to
maintain descriptive, hence, 'non-idiomatic', collocational meaning.
However, even they witness to the function-endorsing tendency in two
ways. First, the very fact that a component needs to be adjusted
indicates the degree to which the descriptive meaning of a collocation
has been superseded by its idiomatic, labelling, function. Secondly,
the actual (idiomatic) reference of a collocation thus altered tends
not to change. If Dr Johnson's suggestion about roist is correct,
the ‘rationalization’ of the idiom concerned into a significantly
different figurative description with roost, has changed the
effective, idiomatic, meaning of the idiom bardly at all. Similarly
with sheep and ship, two very different pictures lead to an
identical idiomatic meaning. Vhy? Because the picture, the symtactic
structure of either form of the collocation as descriptive expression,
is simply (increasingly) irrelevant. This is most strikingly
evidenced by those 're-analyzed' components the meanings of which have
subsequently become obsolescent again (e.g., the noun in plain as a

plkestafsf).
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That structure-preservation is subordinate to the function-endorsing
tendency 1is evidenced by collocations which continue to retain
unaltered archaisms despite their ‘'meaninglessmness’. The very
presence of a (synchromically) 'meaningless' word in a collocation
evidences that collocation's loss of the proposition- or description-
expressing referential power tbat one would predict it to have on the
basis of its external form. How can the collocation ‘'describe’
anything when it lacks formal elements with which to describe!
Sometimes such an expression disappears, as in the case of the
proverbial collocation ¥hen bale is hext, boot 1Is next ! ¥Vhen
melancholy (cf. baleful) is highest, good fortune (cf. booty) Iis
nearest' (Vescott 1981:219). But frequently archaic or obscure
vocabulary is retained in semantically vacuous expansions of
collocations which must, therefore, function purely as labels.
Examples are (with)  might and main, time and tide, kith and
kin (see Ch. 5, Sect. F, 2), rain cats and dogs, Ahue and cry,
chop and change, rack and ruin.

It might be argued that these data do not assist 1a confirming our
hypothesis about the semantic function of idiomatic collocations -
archaic components ensure such an impoverished, merely labelling,
semantic function for any combinations within which they occur simply
because they camnot, qua archaisms, make a contribution +to the

meaning of these combinatioms.
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But what we claim is that the semantic function of idioms, as
outlined, encourages the semantic obsolescence of components -
because the reference of an idiom is reduced from descriptive to
‘nominative’, the meaning or lack of it of one or more of its
components is simply not noticed. Put differently, speakers are too
busy using an idiom in its idiomatic meaning to concern themselves

with what it should mean (in terms of its components).

There is, in fact, independent evidence at a purely synchronic level
vhich supports our stance on why collocations attract archaisms. For
instance, Sinclair (1966:424) points out that certain collocations
exist in longer and shorter forms; his example is fed up (to the back
teeth). Don't count your chickens (before they've  hatched) would
be another. Clearly, the fuller structure of such expressions is
being brought into line with their reduced or reducing referential
function - the two examples are at different stages of transformation;
speakers would probably regard the longer versiom of the first case as
a non-standard redundant expansion and the shorter version of the
second as a non—-standard contraction. But in both cases what is of
primary importance is that the (formal) contraction should bappen at
all. Ve also believe that the presence of many proverb-derived
collocations in English and other languages (for MNodern Hebrew, see
Fir 1971:115) results from a progressive reduction in the perceived
reference of the longer form. The shorter forms should not be
explained merely as 'abbreviated reference' to tbe longer forms (cf.

Cram 1980:15, Green 1975, Vescott 1981:215).
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Furtbher support for our position is provided by Nir (1975 16,1n.10):
The phenomenon of ascribing the meaning of the whole expression
to one of its components is rather common; cf., the [Hebrewl ward
sa'ad [whichl acquired the meaning of the idiom sa'ad libo
(*ate'), its original meaning being °supported’.

(The literal meaning of the 'idiom' is 'he supported his beart’.) The

same situation is reflected, temporarily, in connection with the

biblical expression 2571-0X% 3231 ‘steal the heart' - meaning

'deceive’, it occurs twice in Gen. 31 (vv. 20,26) in connection with

Jacob's deception of Laban (elsewhere the expression is found at

2 Samuel 15.6). However, at v. 27 231 alone is used to convey the

meaning of the whole expression.

Fipally, we note collocations 1like dog-rough and plain as a
pikestaff, where each expression as a whole has exactly the same
ambiguity of the underlined word used independently (respectively,
'uncouth' and 'exhausted'; ‘obvious’ and ‘not good-looking') - the
non-underlined words to be referemtially valid in both interpretations
mst bave 'meanings’ generalized to the point of semantic vacuity (in
spite of the fact that the second collocation has undergone

'structure-preservation’ - see above).

126



The loss of connection between idiomatic labelling function and
originally descriptive structure is evidenced as well in collocations
the structures of which have been changed for no apparent good
semantic reason by, for instance, syntactic re-amalysis. An English
example is fipne tooth comb which has undergone the structural change
[A+N1+X > A+[N+K] (Vood 1981:83). From an early interpretation of
Isaiah 40.3 comes 4 voice crying im the wllderness, which has
passed via the New Testament into European languages and indeed °®back'
into Modern Hebrew (Landau 1974:96), even though the context and
punctuation (see GK 15f, 4a-b; 146b; Shohet 1968:57) of the Masoretic

Text supports the interpretation A voice <crying ‘In the

wilderness,,.' .
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The pre-eminence of the labelling function of an idiom and the
complete loss of its descriptive structure reaches its apogée in

those cases where a collocation comes to be analyzed as a
syntactically simple lexical item (albeit with a complex morphology).
Temporarily this occurs in, for example, bhe k.0.'d him for bhe
knocked him out, and at +the phonological level, there is the well-
known propensity of English *idiomatic' compounds to adopt the stress
pattern of a single word. But a total, morpho-syntactic, change may
also occur. English examples are handicap (from hand in cap, an
epithet of races in which competitors deposited forfeit money in a
hat: the resulting formation is similar to non-contracted handiwork
< 0ld English bandgewearc; OED), bandkerchief (from band cover
chief, where chief means modern French chef - OED), and the
pronuﬁciation ' forid* for fore-head (Bloomfield 1935:416: see also
ibid.: 148 on "shortened by-forms [of]l... common formulas of social
intercourse®™). 'Condensed collocations® 1like these subsequently
behave as normal lexical items - bhandicap, for example, developed a
secondary meaning (originally metapborical) of ‘'disability', and
bandkerchief was further contracted to hanky. Contraction of a
more syntactic (less morphological) nature is seem in the following
data from Canadian French provided at Boisset 1978:24:

Paul est un m'as—tu-vu 'Paul is a bragger',
Patrick et Bernard sont des m'as—-tu-vu
'Patrick and Bermnard are braggers',

¥Patrick et Bernard sont des nous—avez—vous—vu.
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A related, although more artificial, synchronically observable,
process is that of 'blending', resulting in ‘'portmanteau’ words. This
is especially prevalent in later forms of Hebrew (Nir 1980; cf.
Bloomfield 1935:488 on a similar phenomenon in Russian), where it is
sometimes associated with obvious 'idiomatization' of +the resulting
expression: e.g., 1191 (tapu:z) ‘'orange' from 3ar~Mion  (TAPU:ax
Zahav) ‘apple of gold' and M7 (du:ax) 'report' from 112¥MY 18
(DPi:n W=Xeshbon) ‘trial and calculation'. In English, compare
pelican crossing, now understood almost exclusively in paradigmatic
relationship with zebra crossing - few speakers seem consciously

aware of the originally acronymic structure, pamely pedestrian light-

control crossing.
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F. THE RECOVERY OF IDIOMATIC MEAKIRG

Thus, our task is to analyze exactly how far the referemce expressed
by the labelling function of a collocation bas superseded the
reference expressed by its descriptive form, to what degree the
descriptive form 1s still ‘meaningful' or ‘perceptually relevant'.
Figurative relations of every kind present themselves to the native
speaker who needs to create a compositional interpretation for an
idiomatic meaning. Boisset (1978:135) claims the existence of an
infinite opumber of metaphorical processes. Even an idiom as

recalcitrant as kick the bucket has been known to undergo re-amnalysis

(Makkai 1975:22f.). Of course lhistorical genuineness of reference and

logical coherence of explanation are only incidental here. For
Makkai's informants who understand kick the bucket as referring to

old-style execution in which a pail is kicked from under the feet of a
suspended malefactor, this expression is no longer an idiom, at least
not a strong idiom, even though the explanmation has been invented not
resurrected, and in spite of the fact that one should expect this

explanation to yield tbe meaning 'kill‘’, not 'die’.
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Such re-analysis prevents the evolution of the vast majority of a
language's collocations into ‘absclute' idioms, in the sense of
collocations for which there is no possibility evident of explaining
their actual idiomatic meanings in terms of any literal or figurative
description conveyed (including ‘'evoked') by them. But they may
justly be labelled as 'idiomatic’' to a large extent. For even though
their meanings are cognizable by native-speakers im terms of the
description/evocation canveyed by the form of the collocation, they
are only actively known by him or her on reflection, if asked directly
about the 'literal' or ‘original' meaning of such expressions, or if
(deliberately) presented with a situation that forces a re-thinking
and a semantic re-enriching of them (Caird 1980:153 has examples from
*theolcgical jargon™). Hormally, though, "Ve no longer think of cars
running or legs of triangles or catching colds as metaphors®™ (Ortony-

Reynolds—~Arter 1978:925)
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The situation is represented, in a crude fashion, in the following
diagrams. The first shows a compositional or 'literal®’ reading of
bite the dust, such as one might encounter in connection with a
conversation about things children put in their mouths. The second
relates to an ‘early collocational' (the temporal term should not be
taken to imply that lack of time within the language is the most
relevant correlate of this type of expression) reading ('die') of the
same expression such that the expression is actively perceived as a
‘metaphor'. The third diagram compares this situation with that which
pertains to a 'late collocational' or 'idiomatic' collocation, where
the expression is perceived as a label, even +though the
‘propositional' derivation of this 'labelling’ sense is synchronically
cognizable. This differs from the situation illustrated by kick the
bucket in the final diagram where no propositional derivation is
(normally) synchronically cognizable. 1In the diagrams, w means 'word'
or component of an expression, d represents the ‘designatum’ or
referent signified by a word or a combination, and p ('proposition’)
shows how the ‘meanings' of the designata are combined into a

proposition.
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p(d1+d2+d3+d4+d5)

a1 a2 a3 da as
wl w2 w3 wi w5
JOHN BIT THE DUST YESTERDAY
2, < p(d1+[ d2+d3+d41+d5) >
(- p{d2+d3+d4)————- >
d1 a2 d3 da ds
wl w2 w3 wi )
JOHN BIT THE DUST YESTERDAY
3. < p(d1+l d2+d3+d4] +d5) >
[~ p(d2+d3+d4)—————- 1
a1 d2 d3 da d5
wi w2 w3 wi w5
JOHN BIT THE DUST YESTERDAY
4, < p(a1+[d2+d3+d4] +d5) >
di az a3 d4 ds
wl w2 w3 wi ]
JOHN KICKED  THE BUCKET  YESTERDAY

Long ago, Dean Trench outlined the same situation with reference to

individual words most lucidly:
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[Al word will travel on by slow and regularly progressive courses
of change, itself a faithful index of changes going on in society
and in the minds of men, till at length everything is changed
about it.... There may be said to be three leading phases which
the word successively presents.... At first it grows naturally
out of its own root, is filled with its own natural meaning.
Presently the word allows another meaning, one superinduced on
the former, and foreign to its etymology, to share with the other
in the possession of it, on the ground that where the former
exists, the latter commonly co-exists with it. At the third
step, +the newly introduced meaning... has thrust out the
original... possessor altogether.... The three successive stages

may be represented by a, ab, b....

Ve are not to suppose that in actual fact the transitions from
one signification to another are so strongly and distinctly
marked, as I have found it convenient to mark them here. Indeed
it is bhard to imagine anything more gradual, more subtle and
imperceptible, than the process of change. The manner in which
the new meaning first insinuates itself into the old, and then
drives out the o0ld, can only be compared to the process of
petrifaction... - the water... successively displacing each
several particle of that which is brought within its power, and
depositing a stony particle in its stead, till, in the end, while
all appears to continue the same, all has in fact been thoroughly

chapged. (Trench 1862:205f.)
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Although such ‘'petrifaction' (represented by the fourth of our
diagrams) is relatively common in respect of individual words, we
believe it to be very rare in any language for collocations. One
token of this rarity is the monotonous re-appearance of kick the
bucket in analyses of idioms. Language tolerates utter arbitrariness
of signification only in respect of minimal signs, up to the level of
the word. Such arbitrary signs cannot themselves combine to
constitute arbitrary units, and, as we have seen, language has many
means not so much to prevent the emergence of this type of arbitrary
structure as to adjust itself so that the anomaly is no longer felt to
be such. The persistence in languages of the occasional absolute
idiom is itself an object of interesting study, which we believe must
concern itself with the 1lexical and referential reasons for the
absolute loss of a synchronically cognizable compositional or
‘propositional’ reading of a collocation, in view of the fact, as we
see it, that the primitive antecedent of any ‘pure' idiom mumst have
been introduced into its very first dialect not as an idiom but as a
fully and actively comprehended ‘'descriptive' expression (cf. Sect.

B). Pure idioms, that is, are deviant adults, not malforwed infants.

However, for the purposes of the present work, our main interest is in

collocations exemplifying the second and third situations represented

in the diagrams.
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An explanation of why there should be so many collocations, especially
of the second and third kinds, is not attempted in the present work.
That they should then become ‘restricted', that is, perceived as
single wholes ratber than as lexical composites, seems to relate, at
least in part, to ease of perception. A collocation that replaces or
exists alongside a simple 'label', will tend to lose, in the language-
user's perception its internal 'descriptive' semantic structure as its
‘labelling' function comes to be perceived as paramount, partly
because the area of referemce now expressed in 'descriptive' manner by
the collocation bas already been encoded for the speaker by means of a
structurally simple nominative sign. The npominative function also
tends to dominate because, in the terms of our diagrams, it is easier
to interpret at the ‘topmost' level, +treating collocations as
equivalent to 1lexical simples, without continually 'descending' to
interpret the propositional content of a collocation in its own right.
Bolinger has expressed the same thought thus:
The landscape of frozen forms is a jagged one, here and there
rising to great bheights of morphemes piled on morphemes, in
between sinking to levels only one or twa morphemes deep.
Disambiguation follows a course that skims the top. At no time

does it go morpbeme by morpheme. (Bolinger 1965:571)
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Interpretative ‘'laziness® 1like this serves +tao re-inforce the
perception of the collocation as such (l.e., as a syntactically
complex expression being oddly used as a 'label') without removing the
possibility of retrieving its internal propositional relationships.
Our stance here is consistent with experimental psychological evidence
vhich suggests that the 'meanings' of ‘idioms® are accessed directly,
without first ‘composing' a literal meaning and that the idiomatic
meaning of an idiom is accessed faster than its compositional one

(see, e.g., Ortony-Reynolds-Antos 1978; Swinney & Cutler 1979).
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Between the situations illustrated in the second and third diagrams
lies an infipity of degrees of active or merely latent cognizability,
of 'freshness of metaphor'. Unlike 'pure' idioms, for which there is
no longer a ‘cognitive bridge’ between the actual idiomatic meaning
and the apparent compositional meaning, in the case of collocations
possessing a lesser degree of idiomaticity there is indeed such a
'cognitive bridge’, but this bridge is rarely used; speakers simply
stay on the side of the actual idiomatic meaning, only crossing back
and forth when explicitly required. In the naive native-speaker
perception the differing lengths of bridges to different collocations
is only of significance when the native-speaker 1s asked to cross it;
hence, he or she possesses only a fairly crude idea of differing
degrees of idiomaticity - an idiom is an idiom is an idiom. But for
the purposes of scientific inquiry, the length of the bridge, as
demonstrated by the difficulty experienced imn crossing it, that is,
the perceived obviousness or lack of obviousness of tbe answer to the
question "Vhy does collocation x mean so-and-so*, is the key to the

attempt to assign each 'non-absolutely idiomatic’ collocation to its

place on a scale -of varying degrees of idiomaticity.
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G. FROM THEORY TO ABALYSIS

The preceding ‘theory of idioms' relates to our proposed study of the
substitutional restrictions of collocations in the following, rather
obvious, way. A commonly accepted index of a collocation's semantic
specialization or ‘demotivation® is its apparent inability to retain
its meaning when a standard synonym of one its components is
substituted for +tbhat component, or to change its meaning in the
expected way if the component is replaced by a lexical item with which
it shares a standard semantic relationship (such as antonymy). Given
our account of the semantic structure of an idiomatic collocation this
feature is aobvious. If no mismatch between syntactic form and
semantic function were present, there would be no problem in
manipulating the components to alter or retain the meaning of the
collocation in a predictable manner. This meaning would be a logical
consequence 0f the syntactico-semantic relationship of the meanings of
the components, instead of being, as in the case of 'idiomatic'

collocations discussed, more or less divorced from it.

Following the same argument, we hypothesize, as outlined in Ch. 5,
that the extent of this divorce can be measured as a function of the
degree to which the components of a collocation are or are not
amenable to lexical manipulation. In the following chapter, we

develop a simple means of examining the permitted degree of lexical

substitution.
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PART 111

A STATISTICAL HYPOTHESIS

CHAPTER 7

NEASURING IDIONMS

A. PREVIOUS ATTEKPTS AT COLLOCATIONAL-STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF IDIONMS

INTRODUCTION

Up to this point we have established, broadly, a feature of many

collocations, ‘'stability', which we believe can be measured and

utilized as a criterion of degree of idiomaticity. Not only have we

shown the desirability of accounting for aspects of meaning 'formally"’
both in general terms and specifically in connection with idioms, but
we bave also suggested a 'theory of idioms' that is compatible with
our emphasis on.stability. In Sect. B of this chapter, we outline the

measure of stability to be used in our analysis. Before turning to

this task we examine three other formal and statistical approaches to

idiom analysis.
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1. SINCLAIR-JONES-DALEY 1970

Vithin a report of various colleocational analyses presented by
Sinclair, Jones, and Daley in 1970 is a section devoted to 1idioms.
Here and elsewhere we find a number of measures of relevance to a
scalar classification and measurement of idioms, although these are

rarely developed by Sinclair, Jones, and Daley.

Sinclair, Jomes, and Daley first try to exploit a possible definition
of idioms as "A sequence of words im a fixed order, occurring very
comnonly in the language®™ (Sinclair-Jones-Daley 1970:50). However,
the formula they employ to measure statistically significant
association of components proved impractical, consuming large amounts
of computer time (ibid.:91) -~ it is not specified whether the time
mentioned is cpu, punch—card-operator time, etc. Sinclair, Jomes, and
Daley also complain that the method produces a large number of
obviously unidiomatic data (ibid.), but this criticism might derive

simply from their (mon-scalar) assumption that an expression must be

either an idiom or a non-idiom.

In the end, they decided to collect
fifty examples of the idiom [red herrimgl... with fifty examples
each of the two [component] words occurring separately. The

contexts in which they occurred were recorded up to a span of #4.

(Ibid.:94)
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The results of +this wmethod, detaliled at Sinclair-Jones—Daley
1970:245ff. (Appendix 6vi), cast light on both positive and negative
features of collocational method in general. For example, in one
group (1) red herring appears twice under herring as a culinary item,
because the span includes the word fish. In another group (3), under
the influence of the word communist/m, the idiom appears with red in a
political sense. Another, “unclassified® 1list groups together 29
instances of the idiom, eleven of red in its basic, colour, sense, and
four of bherring(s) in its literal sense. More positively, another
group (10) consists of all and only the non-idiomatic occurrences of
red berring, thus virndicating to some extent the claim that:

it is to be expected that the collocational pattern of a word

vhen it is part of an idiom will be quite different from that of

the same word used independently. (Ibid.: 91).
Compare:

In essence we pick out a polymorphemic item when its cluster

[i.e., the words with which it significantly collocates]l cannot

be predicted from the clusters of its comporents (Sinclair

1966:423);

[Tlhe composite element can exhibit its own distribution gqua

compositum. (Mitchell 1971:50)

Although the method of Sinclair, Jones, and Daley in itself is of
little practical relevance to our own analysis, this is not truve of

the following passage which develops their insight about the
collocational peculiarity of an idiom in the context of a discussion

of (the disambiguation of) homographs:
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Given sufficient data... they [scil. idioms] might be found by a
two stage procedure. Stage one would consist of the splitting of
ambiguous words into homographs according to their collocatiomnal
patterns. In stage two, the interaction between homngraphs would
be examined. If two homographs were mutually defining, e.g. word
A was a strong discriminator of a homograph of B, and the word B
a strong discriminator of a homograph of 4, it would be a good

objective indication that they constituted an idiom. (Sinclair-

Jones-Daley 1970:109)

By "strong discriminator", Sinclair, Jones, and Daley seem to mean an
item which collocates with another relatively frequently. They do not
provide any measure of such ‘'relative frequency’ in connection with
their discussion of idioms. However, they do mention, in another
context, a property of idioms which suggests that it can be assessed.
The relevant property is what Sinclair, Jones, and Daley call
‘position—dependence®'. Position-dependence of a word within a ‘span’
(an 'environment') of other words is most obviously associated with
‘grammatical words®', but "lexical items* may also "enter into
position-dependent collocations when they form either an idiomatic

phrase or a very common grammatical construction® (ibid.:80).
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The position-dependence of idioms is implied by the first definition
of Sinclair, Jones, and Daley ("words im a fixed order®™; see above),
and it is this feature which, as we pointed out in Ch. 5, Sect. D,
makes idioms in some ways rather easy to analyze in terms of both
computerization and statistical quantification - bad Sinclair, Jonmes,
and Daley paidnnore attention to this fact they might have chosen a
substantially simpler metric for their initial attempt to identify
idioms. (The ome chosen had been previously used for the analysis of
more complex ‘position-independent® collocational relationships.)
'Positionally-dependent strong discrimination' would seem to be a
close relative of the property of ‘stability’ which we have already

claimed is a basic characteristic of idioms.

In fact, Sinclair, Jomes, and Daley actually provide a measure of

position—dependence, although it is not presented as such:
[Allthough there is only one measure of association between the
two words the and cathode, the degree of prediction exercised by
each word is very differeant. Given the word the, the likelihood
that it will be followed by cathode on any one occasion is small,
whereas the likelihood that an occurrence of cathode will be
preceded by the is much higher. The probability that a
particular collocate will follow the node can be calculated by
dividing the total number of node occurrences into the number of
intercollocations; no account is taken of the text length or the
frequency of the collocate. The resulting figure will always be
a fraction of 1.0 but the closer it is to the whole number, the

greater is the probability. (Ibid.:61)
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As will be seen in Sect. B, this measure forms the basis of our own

techniques to measure ‘stability’.

2. BERRY-ROGGHE 1973, 1974

Four years later Godelieve Berry-Rogghe had published two papers about
the statistical analysis of collocations which touch upon our proposed
study. For example, in the second paper, Berry-Rogghe describes:

a way of automatically constructing a lexicon of phrasal verbs
given a vast amount of... data and adequate statistical
procedures (Berry-Rogghe 1974:18).
The variables she enumerates in both papers are as follows:
Z: Total number of words (i.e., tokens) in the text;
A: A given node occurring in the text Fn times;
B: A collocate of A accurring in the text Fc times;
K: Bumber of co-occurrences of B and A;
: Span size, "that is, the number of items on either side of the
node considered as its environment.® <(see Berry-Rogghe
1973:104).
From these may be calculated:
p: "The probability of B occurring at any place where A does not
occur®; p=Fc/(Z-Fm);
E: "The expected number of co—occurrences”; E=p x Fn x §;
z: The 'z-score' which measures to what exteant "the difference

between observed and expected frequencies is statistically

significant® - z=(K-E)=\/Eq (where q=1-p) (ibid.).
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There are a number of superficial flaws in Berry-Rogghe's
presentation. (1> The formula for E is incorrect And should read
E=p.Fn.2S (see Sinclair 1966a:418). (2) Berry-Rogghe appears to use
neither the corrected nor the uncorrected version of the formula. For
example, 1n the following data presented in Berry-Rogghe 1973:106,

according to Berry-Rogghe's statements elsewhere Z=71595, Fn=83, and

25=6:
Collocate K Fc E zZ—score
THE 35 2368 20.6315 3.2978
THIS 22 252 2.1955 13.3937
A 15 1358 11.5661 0.9316

But if we assume the figures for Z, Fn, and 2S5 to be as stated, the E
and z-score figures should be for THE 16.4904 and 4.6355, for THIS
1.7549 and 15.3095, and for A 9.4569 and 1.8199. Assuming that only Z
and Fn are correct, Berry-Rogghe's figures can only be achieved by
using a 2S5 of approximately 7.4 (i.e., 3.2 words on either side!).
Hor is this an isolated example. Of all the tables of data supplied
by Berry-Rogghe, only the one at Berry-Rogghe 1974:22 seems to tally
precisely with the figures already supplied. (3) Ko special treatment
is reserved for an item occurring in such a position that it falls
within the span of two occurrences of a single node or for a collocate
that occurs more than once within a single span (see, e.g., the
figures for SOLD at Berry-Rogghe 1973:110). ([ 4] There is an apparent
confusion in the 1973 data between VHERE and THERE and between A and

OR and with the figures for BEFORE and SOMETHIKG.)
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On more general grounds there are reasons for questioning Berry-
Rogghe's methods. It seems to us that she has attached too great a
significance to the probability of each item within the corpus as a
vwhole, namely Fc/(Z-Fn). High—frequency words will, as a matter of
course, tend to associate with nodes, especially where a span is large
. ('function words' in particular may even occur more than once within a
span). Thus they tend to acquire high z-scores even though their
attraction to the node 1s of 1little significance <(cf. Haskell
1971:162; Sinclair 1966:417). (Moreover, because the z-scores of high-
frequency items are exaggerated those of low-frequency items are
unduly diminished.) Thus, despite the high degree of probability of
statistical association (z 3} 2.58; see Berry-Rogghe 1973:107), several
of the z-score-significant collocates of HOUSE (using a span of 3;

25=6) listed below (from Berry-Rogghe 1873:109) do not form obvious

syntagmatic ties with HOUSE.

Collocate Z=score
SOLD 24,0500
COMMORS 21.2416
DECORATE 19,9000
THIS 13.3037
EMPTY 11.9090
BUYING 10.5970
PAINTING 10.5970
OPPOSITE 8.519
LOVES 5.481?
OUTSIDE 5. 8626
LIVED 5. 6067
FAMILY 4.3742
RENENBER 3.9425
igLL 3.8209
1ETO 3.6780
TER 3.5792
EAS 3.2978
2.93590
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More significantly for our own intended analysis, Berry-Rogghe's model
takes no account of the fixed order of components within idioms (see
part 1 of this section). I1f a span of one (25=2) is chosen, the

results of an operation utilizing it will be valid equally for items

occurring immediately before the node as for +those occurring
immediately after it. If the span is increased to two (25=4), results

will be valid equally for each of any four items surrounding the node.

Nor does the model pay attention to the proximity of a collocate to a
node. A collocate that enters the span when this is set at ome is

accorded an evaluation no different from that of a collocate that

enters when the span is set at four (see, e.g., the entrance with

fourth-ranking z—-score of FRONIS when the span from the node HOUSE was

increased; Berry-Rogghe 1973:110).

Such a model is wuseful for indicating the mere presence of
association, but it is insensitive to the type of collocational
relationship involved. Prima facie it is unlikely to be successful in

the study of that aspect of 1lexis which is characterized by

relationships of a highly stable nature.
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Thus, in respect of idiomidentification and -classification, Berry-
Rogghe's method, like that of Sinclair, Jones, and Daley, fails to
exploit the generally high 1levels of position-dependence and
structural invariability characterizing idioms. Moreover, the method
she employs is not only unduly complicated (for our purposes), but
~also gives too much significance to absolute frequency within a corpus

rather than concentrating on the statistical relationships amongst the

components of collocations.
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The two computer—-generated graphs at the end of Sect. A of this
chapter, which relate +to data imn, respectively, Berry-Rogghe 1873 and
Berry-Rogghe 1974, plot, in a very simple fashion, rank of z-score
against rank of K/Fc (the number of collocations divided by the
frequency of -the collocate). Note that this second variable is
similar to the one which Sinclair, Jones, and Daley (1970:61; see
above, Sect. A, 1) call "degree of prediction", and which we have
related to ‘stability’, although it does not utilize as data omnly
spans of 1 item. Ranking by z-score is represented by the bisecting
straight line x=y; the jagged line indicates deviation from this of
ranking by K/Fc (for more information on how this type of graph is to
be read, see Ch. 10, Sect. O©. Although there is no question of
identity, the degree of deviation is usually quite small, indicating
the possibility that K/Fc provides a simpler alternative to the z-
score as a means of ranking collocations in order of significance.
Moreover, it is less susceptible to the fault of Berry-Rogghe's metric
in that it is not so greatly influenced by frequency of occurrence.
For instance, THE <(HOUSE) is ranked seventeenth in Berry-Rogghe's
figures (Berry-Rogghe 1973:108; see above) but only thirty-seventh on
ours. There thus seems to be good reason to explore the
‘predictability' measure of Sinclair, Jones, and Daley (and Kir; see
above, Ch. 5, Sect. C), and to attach only with care importance to
measures of the sort proposed by Berry-Rogghe (and'initially Sinclair,

Jones, and Daley) comnecting degree of idiomaticity with statistical

significance of (unordered) co-occurrence.
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3. CHOUEKA-KLEIR-REUVITZ 1983

More recently, Choueka, Klein, and FNeuwlitz have published an
*algorithm" (Choueka-Klein-Neuwitz 1983:34) for collecting "as a by-
product of the automatic processing of a large corpus... a list of
common, .. idioms... that occur frequently enough in that corpus®
(ibid.). This was to be achieved purely on the basis of "the
statistical aspects and the combinatorial properties of the words®
distributions ia the text™ (ibid.). Although their avowed intent is
simply to identify rather than to classify or compare expressions,
Choueka, Klein, and Neuwitz do in fact utilize a scalar measure (see

below). Their approach has prima facie interest for our research as

well for the following reasons.
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First, the corpus utilized is Hebrew - "the RESPOESA database... of
the full and unaltered text of 176 volumes of Rabbinical documents”
(ibid.>. Secondly, it exploits the general nature of idioms as “two
or more copsecutive words® (ibid.; emphasis in original), a point we
have already stressed. Thirdly, it is ‘'inclusivist'; it is not

concerned solely with ‘pure idioms' (ibid.), thus allowing, as we

suggest, for 'degrees of idiomaticity'. Fourthly, a criterion that
Choueka, Klein, and Beuwitz offer for deciding that an expression is
‘idiomatic' in this broad sense is “"whether a learned informant can
guess (knowing that he is dealing with an [idiomatic] expression) the
entire sequence once he has read (or heard) its beginning® (ibid.).
Although one might question the necessity of telling informants in
advance that the data are idiomatic, the criterion as a whole clearly

exploits "degree of prediction® (Sinclair, Jones, and Daley) or

‘stability’. (That informants be “learned® is, of course, demanded by

the nature of the corpus.)
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Due to lack of computing resources Choueka, Klein, and Feuwlitz only
examine expressions of two collocates in length. They also defend
this restriction because "most... 1longer expressions would be
identifiable... by their beginnings®™ (ibid.) and because of the
relatively rich synthetic nature of Hebrew morphology which means that
two Hebrew words are often equivalent to a good deal more English
words. Clearly, this ‘'defence' implies a non—morphologically-
segmented and, presumably, non-lemmatized text and a definition of
‘word' as 'word-form' rather than 'lexeme' or 'lemma'. Although the
use of such 'raw' text would produce poor results in our own analysis
(cf. Ch. 8, Sect. E), it is more justified for Choueka, Klein, and

Neuwitz given the much larger size of their corpus (28,000,000 words).

Choueka, Klein, and Neuwitz discovered that a measure based on or
heavily influenced by the frequency of a collocate or of collocates
yields poor results noting that "the most frequent pairs are formed by

‘accidental concatenation', so to speak, of the most frequent words"

(Choueka-Klein-Beuwitz 1983:35; see part 2 of this section). However,

they also admit that it cannot be completely discounted observing that
when such high-frequency collocates combine there is a marked and
statistically unexpected difference between the occurrences of the

combination in one order (AB) and the other (BA).
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Instead of concentrating, then, on frequency or significance of co-
occurrence, Choueka, Klein, and HNeuwitz turn to what they call a
‘peighbour-selectivity index' (¥SI) which would reach a peak in the
case, for example, of "a word wi [whichl occurs 50 times in a given

corpus, and is invariably followed in all its occurrences there by the

same word w=" {(ibid.).

The formula that Choueka, Klein, and Neuwitz eventually utilize for

the BESI is as follows:

1 £()-d(w) 1 n{w)-n’ (w)
- + -—
2 fw-1 2 £f°(w) [1+SD° (w)+n” (W)}

Definitions: — f(w): frequency of a given word, w. d(w): number
of different word-types immediately following w. m(w): frequency
after w of the commonest item to follow w. n“(w): mean of
frequencies of all other collocates of w. SD'(w): standard
deviation about n’(w). Hote that primed (°) variables involve

the use of pseudo-collocates in place of several low-frequency

(below 10 in the data analysed) ones.

Chouveka-Klein-Keuwitz 1983 supplies few of the explicit data required
to check results and contains a number of apparently erroneous
calculations. However, right at the end of this section, we provide a
computer—-produced tabulation of data supplied or implied at Cho ueka-
Klein-Feuwitz 1983:38. J¥SIa represents the result of the first part

of the formula given, KSIb, the second.
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Choueka, Klein, and Neuwlitz report a good correlation between success
in 'guessing' collocations by informants and degree of ESI. The equal
veighting of RSIa and ESIb is questionable, as it appears from our
data to be much more difficult to score a high BSIb than to score a
high ESIa. Also open to doubt is the value of combining a measure of
a set of collocational relationships (HSIa) with a measure of a

specific collocational relationship (ESIb) in this way.

ESla is a measure merely of what Mel'chuk (1960:20f.) calls the
'combinability’ of a word w occurring f(w) times (see Ch. 5, Sect. D).
As such it yields no explicit information about any specific ‘'idionm’
in vwhich w occurs, but simply measures the number aof different item-
types with which an item collocates. It could assist us in
determining the 'idiom-forming tendency' of a word (cf. Nakkai 1978,
briefly discussed in Ch. 5, Sect. B), but is of less immediate use in
our present task of trying to establish whether omne collocation 1is

more or less 'idiomatic' than another.

ESIb is a fairly sophisticated measure of the proportion of
collocations with w in which w's most frequent collocate participates.
However, this proportion is unduly elevated - as it stands, the
measure seems to assume that only one, tbhe most frequent, collocate of
a particular item will form an 'idiomatic' collocation of any
significance with that item. Furthermore, two features of ESIb lead
to counter-intuitive results, if we regard ESIb as a potential measure

of differing degrees of idiomaticity attaching to collocations.
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The first of these features is the employment of the mean and the
standard deviation about the mean of the frequencies of the collocates
occurring less than the mnst frequent collocate. In principle, this
element of the calculation allows the overall ‘combinability' of an
item to be taken into account. In practice, it can lead to anomalous
results. For example, the formla for HESIb using the seventh item
from the data at the end of this chapter is filled out as follows:
286 - (11+6>/2 277.50

ESIb = = = 0.71/2 = 0.35.
303 x (1 + 2.5/8.5) 392.12

However, let us now suppose a situation where four rather than two
collocates exist in addition to the most frequent collocate, occurring
in total the same number of times as before (17) and with a virtually
identical standard deviation (2.5). The formula will appear thus:

286 — (2+815+2)/4 281.75

ESIb = = = 0.58/2 = 0.26.
303 x (1 + 2.49/4.25) 481.77

Vhat is demonstrated here is that, in éertain. circumstances, HSIb
assigns a higher score to a collocate which has to 'compete' against
relatively few collocates to attain its supremacy than to a collocate
which bas to 'compete' against relatively many. Yet we should surely
wish to claim the opposite, that the greater the number of words with
vwhich a collocate can combine, the more remarkable it is that a single

one of these collocates takes up a high proportion of collocations of

the item.
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The second counter-intuitive feature of KESIb as a measure of
idiomaticity concerns its utilization of only the 'frequency-within-a-
collocation' of a collocate rather than its overall frequency in the
corpus. Suppose, for example, that f(w) of a particular w is 100 and
m(w) of its most frequent collocate x is 50. Row x might occur so
frequently in the corpus that its appearamce in this collocation 50
times is statistically completely expected. Yet Choueka, Klein, and
Neuwitz's measure assigns greater weight to this purely 'accidental®
collocation than it does to a collocate y which occurs 49 times in the

corpus each time after the same w with which x occurs.

The first criticism of NSIb suggests that we should not try to get a
single idiommeasuring formula to account for too many aspects of the
collocational attraction of a particular pair of items. Obviously, in
the long term, it is desirable to isolate and measure as many
variables as possible which might affect idiomaticity, but initially
only what is considered to be the most fundamental aspect, should be
measured, lest the precise object of calculation becomes obscured
along with the exact significance of any results. In respect of the
second criticism, it seems that whereas Berry-Rogghe over-emphasizes
the overall frequency of collocates, Choueka, Klein, and Neuwitz have

ignored it to the detriment of the usefulness of their measure beyond

thelir own immediate needs.
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DATA FROM BERRY-ROGGHE 1973:108

Deviation ef K/Fc rank from Z-score ranking (x=y} of 63 iteas

DATA FROM BERRY-ROGGHE 1974:20

Deviation of K/Fc rank from 2-score ranking (x=y) of 23 items

fo) dw) nle) W' (w) ') {'(e) NSIa NSIb NS

64 563 1.0 6.0 564,08 ,4391 .4982 .99%
4 a6 0000 6000 248,00 4908 4319 989
i1 115 S0  0.0000 116,58 4315 4871 978
i 12 4.6000 ¢.0000 116,00 4357 4605 361
ek 3 6360 009 JeB.62 .4635 .4351 958
2 187 17.6000  0.0000 204,08 4375 4167 .94
3 286 . 5000 S000 303,00 4967 L3938 8505
1A 95 15.0000 000 110,00 4354 3636 .85
683 36 586  13.397% ©338  639.71 .4 2137 754
1223 G52 10i3 29.1060 18,5933 1158.62 .4792 .2S91 .738
BH 28 1%4 E.?go é{ 132 2;;0.?6 .3394 2338 .7136
B4R OCTHR CLER Phd A bl I
1512 34 955 126.4425 120.0400 1460.67 .4831 .1420 .63l
146 2 51 15.3461 13.584 97.04 4063 .09 ,
fol 1 33 17.38% 14.61 B7.76 .43 ,0626 .432
3 & 60  34.6300 21.1317 273.35 .4265 .0287 455
187 181 201 95,3140 65.1111 493.68 .3791 .06%0 .4461
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B. A MEASURE OF STABILITY

Examination of the previous analyses suggests that in approaching the
particular sart of collocational stability in which we are interested
we are best advised to concentrate not on statistical association as
such but, rather, on the paosition-dependent predictability of words in
particular enviropmentg, that is the degree to which the presence of
word or words x entails the presemnce in a particular position of word
or words y. This approach, unlike Berry-Rogghe's, should bave the
effect of including in the data collocations consisting wholly or in
part of low-frequency items, and . of excluding high-frequency
collocations which, nonetheless, do not possess the

sort of

predictability with which we are concerned.

A first approximation to ‘stability’ 1is provided by analysis of

transition-probabilities. Suppose in a corpus x occurs 100 times, y 3

times, and xy (in that order) 3 times. The forward transition—
probability of x to y (x9y) will be 3=100 or .03 whereas the backward
transition-probability of y to x (yex) will be 3:3 or 1.0. An average
trapsition-probability (zey) of (.03+1):2 or .65 can then be stated.
Hotice that the measure utilizes the total frequency of collocates,
not simply frequency within a collocation (as Choueka, Klein, and

Heuwitz), but ignores the corpus-probability of an item.

As we bhave seen (Sect. A, 1) transition—probability as a possible
measure of ‘collocability' is implied in Sinclair-Jones-Daley 1970.
The significance of transition-probabilities within

idioms was

explictly suggested, although not developed, by Damerau (1971:58f.):
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[Olne expects idiom structures of the +type ‘'immediate
constituent® to be characterized, in linguistic texts, by very
high forward transitions from IMMEDIATE to CONSTITUENT, and high
backward transitions from CONSTITUERT to IMMEDIATE. In lexical
analysis of linguistic texts, this word pair should be treated as
a unit and the transition probabilities may help us to isolate
such units.
Furthermore, a version of Fhis measure has been utilized in a
Biblical-Hebrew study (Kaddari 1966) where it was found that "the
ratio of the total frequency throughout the Bible of a component [of a
particular combinationl] to its frequency in close proximity to a
second (or subsequent) component [of that combinationl® (ibid.:117;
orig. Hebrew) provided a good gemeral indicator of the
compositionality or, alternatively, compounding of certain
collocations of nouns joined (sometimes) by 'and' or ‘or'. (Hote that
Eaddari measures this ratio only in respect of the least frequent,
hence, most °‘favourable' component, and that the frequency of the
‘combination' +to which the ratio relates is the total of all
collocational associations amongst the components in question, not, as

in our analysis [see above, Ch. 5, Sect. D], just ome, grammatically-

structured, sequence.)
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However, (average) trapsition—probability scores give no weight to
differing frequencies. Thus, x?y will always be .5 if the frequency
of ¥ is exactly twice the frequency of xy regardless of the actual
frequencies involved. One way of overcoming this problem might be to
grade scores of equal transition-probability according to descending
frequency of occurrence of collocation. But, prima facie, this is
rather crude as it would still class a callocation that occurred 45
out of 100 times lower than one that occurred five out of ten times.
Intuition suggests that although transition-probability, the ratio of
collocation—occurrences tao collocate—-occurrences, is of fundamental
significance, this bas to be weighed against the need to take into

account substantially different frequencies of collocatioms.

Ve decided to resolve the problem of balancing the collocation-
collocate ratio and collocation-frequency through the information
(specifically commmnication) theory measure known as ‘redundancy’,
which seems particularly well-suited to our needs as it utilizes both

aspects and places resulting scores along a single scale between 1%

and 100%.
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To comvert a transition probability into a redundancy percentage
requires the calculation of entropy (H), maximum entropy (Hmax), and

relative entropy (Hrel), all expressed in binary digits or bits (u.).

The relevant formulae in full are as follows:
Xy 1 H
p=— ;i B=log=z - ; Hmax=logz xy ; Hrel = ———— ; R = 100 x (1-HRel).
X P Hmax
(p: transition—probability; xy: frequency of collocation; x: frequency

of component of collocation.)

Ve utilize a binary system in our calculations for the sake of
continuity with previous studies which chose a binary base because of
its significance in relation to decision-making procedures and its
seeming compatibility with electromnic, computational, and neurological
systems. Notice that our application of entropy <(and hence of
redundancy) differs from tbat of other linguistic and information
theory studies which usually use H in relation to the entropy of a
system (e.g., a corpus) as a whole where H = -I(p.i)x(logzp.1i). Both
tbe application and the symbolism of entropy in information theory and
linguistics are rather diffferent from those of their thermodynamic

origins, a point sometimes criticized (see, e.g., Bruneaux 1984:10).
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To illustrate the application of the formulae, we use as examples the
two instances already mentioned. In the first, the collocation xy

occurs 5 times and the collocate x ten times. 1Imn the second xy occurs

45 times and x 100 times.

1
1. H(x4y) = log= —— = lu.
.5

Hmax (x9y) = log=10 = 3.322u.;
1
Hrel (x2dy) = ———= = 0.301u.;
3.322
R(x3y) = 1-0.301 = 0.699x100 = 69.9%.

1
2. H(x+y) = logz —— = 1.152u.;
.45
Hmax (x9y) = 1log=100 = 6.644u.;
1.152
Brel (xdy) = ——— = 0.173u.;
6.644

R{x4y) = 1-0.173 = 0.826x100 = 82.7%.
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Backward (R x¢y) and average (R x#y) redundancies can easily be
established. Redundancy may be regarded as a measure of the degree of
'expectedness' or ‘'predictability' of an item in a particular
environeent, given the frequencies of the terms involved. The measure
is extremely simple to use and the validity of results can easily be
checked, using the formulas provided above. Unlike simple transition-—
probability, its application neatly coincides with the statistical

principle that the strength of a conclusion increases with an increase

in data leading to that conclusion.

Note +that redundancy will not distinguish collocations with a
transition-probability of 1; for each of these R = 100%. Thus, as a
matter of practicality as well as of linguistic and statistical
comeon-sense, only collocations the components of which each occur at
least twice should be assessed, because, by definition, any item
occurring just once will have a redundancy of 100%, seeing that it can
and must only collocate with just ope other item. Remaining 100%
redundant collocations mist be graded according to frequency of each

collocation as a whole.
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As a statistical measure, redundancy has the disadvantage that as
corpus-size increases so the redundancy of any collocation, including
a statistically expected one (i.e., a collocation of statistically
independent items), also increases. Although this flaw is probably
not especially relevant to the present work (it is umnlikely that many
of the collocations we examine are statistically ‘'expected'), it
suggests that we should ﬁay attention more to the relative position of

a collocation on a scale of redundancy than to its absolute redundancy

value,

Redundancy attempts to capture the fact that we cam ‘predict' the
elements of certain sequences on the basis of exposure to just a part
of it, this predictive facility being a result both of strength of
collocational association between components (transition-probability)
and frequency of occurrence of sequences. Xoreover, to some extent at
least, redundant statistical ‘'information' seems to coincide with
redundant semantic 'information':
It is clear that a high level of redundancy in, say, the works of
an individuval author is an indication of the excessive repetition
by him of various words and expressiomns, i.e., of “poor® literary
style; in contrast thereto, the low redundancy in the works of
certain great authors can characterize the brilliance and

unconventionality of their Ilanguage. (YaglomDobrushin-Yaglom

1860:27).
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Following the recommendation of MNel'chuk 1960:12 (quoted in a

different context in Ch. 5, Sect. F), we have chosen to utilize omnly
one point of +transition in each collocation, treating mmltiple
components of relatively long collocations as single units. This
means that in a three-item collocation xyz, we shall be measuring the
relationship xyez or xeyz, but not xeyez. Partly this is because it
greatly facilitates analysis and comparison of results if a five-item
collocation can be treated like a two-item omne, but also, if this
procedure 1is ©not adopted <(as Mel'chuk's analysis implies),
collocations containing a lower number of components will be unfairly
advantaged against those with a higher number, as the collocation of w
items is, in a corpus of n items, approximately n times less probable
than that of a collocation of w1 items. In fact, bhowever, we
discovered (see Ch. 10, Sect. B, 2; E) that longer collocations tended
to 'overscore' by this process, because, as they are <(again out of

statistical necessity) likely to occur less often in a corpus than

shorter collocations, the transition probability of xy+z or xeyz is

likely to approach 1.
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As stated in Chapter 1, we are not overtly concerned with the
‘psychological reality' of the units and processes that we examine.
But it seems likely that the recognition and comprehension of 'idioms®
is significantly aided by high levels of transition-probability.
Taylor (1953:419) claims that high transition-probabilities influence
‘readability', as measured by 'cloze procedure’, allowing one "to
complete a familiar but pot-quite-finished pattern... by mentally
closing up the gaps® (ibid.:415). On the other hand, Swinney and
Cutler (1979) tested the significance of transition-probabilities for
the recognition of idioms, and found that in a phrase-completion
experiment involving (possible) idioms, just under half the phrases
were completed as idioms by subjects; they concluded that the results
did not favour the influence of transition—-probability. But the
pbrases they used in the experiment (Swinney & Cutler 1979:533f.) have
markedly different levels of idiomaticity (compare, e.g., bhold on and
lost his marbles), and we should predict these to have correspondingly
different transition-probabilities. Swinney and Cutler seem to
assume, like many others, that an expression is eitber an idiom or a
non-idiom, but this is both counter-intuitive and runs against our own
thesis. Swinney and Cutler's evidence against the psychological
influence of tramsition-probability in idiomrecognition would have
been definitive only if tested against a group of expressions which
had been shown independently to have been 'equally idiomatic'. As no
break-down of their evidence is provided, we cannot check tao what
extent decrease in transition-probability relates to decrease in

‘idiomaticity'. This, of course, is part of the goal of the analysis

that we can now begin.
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PART IV

TESTIRG THE HYPOTHESIS

CHAPTER 8

CORPUS AND DATA

A. THE CORPUS

The corpus which forms the object of inquiry of the analysis used to
test the statistical hypothesis outlined is the complete Masoretic
Text (MT) of the Hebrew Bible, from which certain anatomical terms and

their collocational environments are extracted as data.
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Our hypothesis predicts that the statistical isoclation and grading of
*idioms' proposed will be consonant with linguistic intuitions on
these matters. Although it is true in gemneral that our semantic
intuitions about a dead language are less trustworthy than those of a
modern one, in the case of the biblical corpus we can test our views
against the (published) fruits of the intuitions and analyses of
generations of Christian, Jewish, and secular biblical scholars
developed by them as by modern schelars through exposure to ‘good’,
'bad’, ‘’standard', and 'odd' features of Biblical Hebrew (cf. Sawyer
1972:34). It is likely in the case of Biblical Hebrew (or any other
language) that these intuitions are more valid in in conpection with
syntactic and morphological features than with semantic ones. However
for Biblical Hebrew the stylized nature of parallelism in much of the
literature can assist our intuitions about simple semantic
relationships like antonymy and synonymy (but Barr [1983:279]1 rightly
urges caution in its use). And in respect of the data of the present
analysis, we possess a relatively rich scholarly 1literature on
anatomical terms in Semitic languages from a philological/literary
perspective (see below for some examples) or as part of an essentially
non-language—oriented analysis (e.g., the analaysis of Akkadian

medical terms in Adamson 1974-84, a biblical ‘'materia medica®' in

Schmidt 1743, and an attempt to enumerate a complete Hebrew medical

vocabulary in Malchi 1928).
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The MT constitutes a ‘closed corpus', but this is pnot in itself an
obstacle to linguistic inquiry (see Ch. 3, Sect. D, 2). FKeither, in
respect of the very limited collocational amalysis that we propose, is
it a substantial problem that the contents of the corpus are
beterogenous in terms of, for example, subjJect-matter and style (see,
e.g., Frye 1983:206> and date and dialect of composition (see, e.g.,
Norag 1974), nor that the corpus as a whole reflects literature rather
than 'transcribed speech' (and a rather artificial literature to boot
glven the fact that it was consciously composed and/or edited as
sacred literature probably 1leading to the favouring of certain
linguistic forms and the rejection of others - see, e.g., Abramson
1971:1). This is because the anatomical terms at the heart of our
data are in any language 'essential' or ‘basic’ expressions that will

tend to occur regardless of style, register, or date of composition.

The limited data and goals of the analysis also means that it should
be possible to use the MT as a corpus for the analysis, even though
its 304,901 words (according to Masoretic calculation; the number
would be greater were bound morphemes reckoned separately) falls well
short of the “twenty million running words®™ that Halliday (1966b:159)

thinks necessary for a full-scale collocational analysis (of English).
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B. THE VOCABULARY

One reason for selecting anatomical terms in particular as the data
for testing our hypothesis is that there is likely to be extant in
Biblical Hebrew a substantial number of restricted collocations built
around terms that otherwise refer to parts of the body. Partly this
is due to the antiquity of Semitic anatomical vocabulary. (See Nakkail
1972:200 for the relationship of idiomaticity and antiquity of idiom-
components in English; see Bergstrasser 1928:183ff. for the Proto-
Semitic status of certain antomical terms, Holma 1811:x and Lacau 1970
for their presence in Egyptian, and Greenberg 1966 for their presence
in 'Afroasiatic' more generally; see Lacau 1970:147 for the primitive
morphology of anatomical terms in Hamito-Semitic, and 1bid.:3 et
passim for their continued existence over millenia within a language-
family [although the reference. of a particular term will sometimes
shift to a different part of the body; for an Indo-European example of
the same phenomenon, see Bloomfield 1935:425]1 - Kovacs [1961:405]
believes this stability derives from the fact that, with certain other
vocabularies, body-part terms “se trouvent en relation avec la réalité
la plus concréte®".) Also, the evidence of other languages leads us to
expect that ‘body-part idioms' will be well-attested in Biblical
Hebrew as well. Holma (1911:viii) writes of

die allen Sprachen gemeinsame Neigung, die Namen der Korperteile

auf leblose Dinge der umgebenden Natur zu ibertragen (cf. Caird

1980:172£.)
(connected, presumably, to ‘'pre-scientific' man's personalizing of
natural phenomena; see Frankfort et al. 1949:24,49), and his claim is

borne out by Pearsall Smith's discovery that:
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The first... great source... of idiom is nothing less than the
human body itself. About almost every external, and many of the
interpal parts of the human body, are clustered whole
canstellations of phrases and figures of speech of extraordinary
vividness and variety. (Smith 1925:249; cf. Bloomfield 1935:149)
Smith actually lists approximately one thousand such expressions. For
a more recent statement of the substantial proportion of English
idioms involving parts of +the body see VWright 1978. Dhorme
1923:161ff. is a detailed summary of the situation in Biblical Hebrew.
The ubiquity of anatomical idioms is to some extent a function of the
high frequencies of anatomical terms (see Makkai 1972:202; 1978:421),
but it is likely that the perceptual immediacy of the body and its
parts is also relevant. In Biblical Hebrew at least, terms for the
non—exposed organs do not participate to such an extent in body-part
idioms:
En dehors du coeur, les parties [du corps] internes ne figurent
que trés rarement a 1'état de métaphores. La chose se comprend
d'elle-méme si 1'on songe que 1l'assimilation d’un objet & une
partie du corps suppose que cette partie est constamment sous les

yeux et fournit le terme de comparaison. (Dhorme 1923:109)

172



A particular reason why a large number of anatomical terms might be
expected in the Bible concerns its general reference, namely God,
especially a God who intervenes in the everyday lives and concerns of
humanity. It is probably due in part to the 0ld Testament restrictiom
on direct representations of God that we have such an extensive
written relic of the comminity under Him, but for men to even write
about God leads almost inevitably to the use of anthropomorphic/phatic
language (see Robinson 1913:65), especially given the anthropocentric
nature of divine activity. Amongst instances of this language are
items referring to the most basic elements of a person, namely the
bodily organs:
[Slcriptural references to God are in form highly
anthropomorphic. God is constantly spoken of as possessing human
features, qualities, and feelings. There is reference to His
face, eyes, ears, hands, arms, heart, 'bowels' (of compassion),
feet and footsteps. He is said to see, hear, smell, speak,

descend, remember and forget, grieve, and sa forth. (Brown

1955:79)
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The existence of Hebrew body-part idioms has long been recognized

implicitly or explicitly. Several collocations involving an
anatomical term are translated by ‘exegetical' (i.e., pon-literal)
compound words in the LXX (see Tov  1977; e.g., o ow=">"1

‘uncircumcised of lips’ is alogos ‘speechless' or  Isxnopho:nos
‘thin-voiced, shrill voiced'; g mU~Y ¥ 'man of lips’ is eulalos
‘sweetly—speaking'). Jones (1983:130f.) notes that the translators of
the Geneva Bible (1560) version of Ezekiel provided idiomatic
renderings in the text and 'word-for-word' equivalents in the wmargin.
Examples given are ‘'impudent', bard of face (2.4, grio=ur); ‘of
an unknown tongue®', with deep 1ips (3.5, MBY=pPoY); ' consecrate’,
fill the bhand (43.26, 7% N%*¢); ‘'‘mark well®, set the  bheart
(44,5, 3% 0'W). Large-scale studies of anatomical terms, including
collocations, such as Dhorme 1923 and McCurley 1968 utilize, as their
titles imply, a comparative approach, and tend to stress the
similarities rather than the differences amongst the languages
analyzed. Substantial, comparative, analyses are also found in Gruber
1980 which deals with ancient Semitic *body language', and a similar
approach characterizes studies which only incidentally contain
analyses of body-part data; for example, Greenfield 1965 and
Greenstein 1979, etc. Analysis of a variety of anatomical expressions

is available to the non-linguistic-specialist via Volff 1974a.
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C. THE USE OF CONPUTERS

Computerized techniques are gemerally advocated for collocational work
(see, e.g., Berry-Rogghe 1974:17; GSinclair-Jones-Daley 1970; Nir
1978:211; Sinclair 1966:410,428), and we decided to use this approach
in the pursuit of the hypothesis outlined. Ve acquired from Oxford
University Computer Services for a notional charge a computer-readable
magnetic tape of the BHS standard edition of NI, prepared at the
University of Michigan. (An apparently far superior version of the NT
vas available from the Centre Informatique et Bible, Naredsous,
Belgium, but the cost was beyond the project's means; other superior
versions, produced by Gérard Veil (Lyomns) and by Emanuel Tov
(Jerusalem), might be ready in 1987, and an excellent version of the
Pentateuch and Former Prophets produced by Peter MNorris at Lampeter
and Edward James at Imperial College, London, is already available.)

It was on (a corrected version of) the text encoded there that our

analysis was conducted.

The principle of using a computer even for relatively small amounts of
data is to be strongly defended, as computerized 1listings, once
established, provide an easier and securer source of collocational

data than traditional published concordances for the following reasons

(amongst others).
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First, published concordances do not systematically ‘'centre' items,
making it difficult +to establish both pre- and post-collocations
(see below, Sect. E) of an item at a given verse. Vhere an item is
‘centred', the length of 'span’ on either side of it is likely to be
less than can be achieved with a computerized concordance. Secondly,
concordance entries are listed according to, first, morphological
form, and, secondly, order of appearance in the Bible. Both features
tend to split up collocational units over the 1listing, ratbher than
presenting them together. Thirdly, where concordances and lexica,
give explicit collocational information, this is done in an
unsystematic way, covering only those combinations that the compilers
feel to be semantically or theologically ‘interesting’. Furthermore,
even the information that is provided is not necessarily accurate.
For example, ES claims that the collocation ox=193 occurs at Psalms
71.6, but the entry in ES supporting this does not correspond to the
text of BHK/S. Again, in its collocational information for U3 ES
cites just two instances of w3 ¥N®%0, only noting a further
occurrence at Jaob 15.2 under yrl= Fourthly, omnce created, a
computerized concordance data-base can be manipulated to yield
linguistic information of a different nature, which might be far less

easy to inspect in a published concordance or lexicon.
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However, as indicated in the next section, an account of how data to
test the statistical hypothesis of Ch. 7 were chosen and collected,
reliance on computational techniques can hinder early analysis of the
subject matter, and falsely encourage expectations of the amount of
data that it is feasible to analyze. Our experiences should serve as
a warning to other linguists not to embark on this type of work unless

they have substantial experience in using a mainframe and a good

awareness of 'systems aﬁalysis' .

As explained below, the amount of data originally intended for
analysis, was sharply reduced. Of course, statistical theses are
served better by more rather than less data. However, it should be
borne in mind that our analysis of Biblical Hebrew anatomical terms
is intended simply to function as a test of a particular statistical
hypothesis, and this hypothesis is in a sense only an adjunct, albeit
a significant one, to the overall ihesis pursued in the present work,
namely, that collocational techniques supplemented by statistical
analysis serve a valid and useful role in the study of meaning in
general, and of the meaning of 'idioms' in particular. The thorough
proving/disproving of our hypothesis would require a major work in its
own right; the most to be expected within the confines of the present
study, where the hypothesis forms but a component of a more general
analysis, is that it provides sufficient data and analysis to indicate
whether or not the hypothesis is on the right lines. As Ch. 10 shows,
the evidence collected was enough to start to demonstrate the validity
of the hypothesis; tbhe limited analysis, of course, also lays the

foundations for future more rigorous testing.
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D. THE METHOD AND EXTERT OF DATA COLLECTION

Ve isolated, mainly on the basis of information in NcCurley 1968, 116
Hebrew lexemes each of which it was claimed referred at least
sometimes to a part of the human body. Ve decided to ignore the 57
items occurring ten times or less, as being probably of insufficient
value to the statistical analysis. Several hapax- and dis-legomena

could only tentatively be identified as anatomical terms in any case.

Eventually, though, only thirteen of this revised inventory of 59

items were analyzed. The reduction was due in large part to computer-

related difficulties.

During the period that most of our data-collection was due to take
place, the University of Hull's ICL 2960 operating under GEORGE3 was
continually ‘crashing'. As the jobs submitted were necessarily
particularly long (see below), our data—collection especially suffered
from this. Eventually the 2960 was replaced by a 3980 operating under
VME. Transfer of files from the 2960 to the 3980 and installation and
'teething—troublgs' of the new machine added to the delays. Omn top of
this, a new version of OCP (see below) for VME took a 1long time

arriving and yet longer to install to even a minimm standard of

acceptability.
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The hardware problems were exacerbated by poor quality software. The
biblical text as encoded on our magnetic tape represented a completely
uncoded (in terms of syntax, morphology, or lemmatization) version of
BHS, baving only the minimum of morphological segmentation. As we did
not bhave the time to develop programs to achieve such analysis (and
were unaware of any computer implementation of the method described in
Price 1969), the data, once obtained from the computer, had to undergo
a thorough non-computer—aided inspection. To make matters worse, the
‘Michigan' text is replete with errors and these had to be isolated.
Both factors diverted comsiderable time away from the collection and

examination of collocational data.

An even more important software problem related to the concordance-
making package used, namely, the Oxford Concordance  Program (OCP).
The mainframe version (one for microcomputer is planned for 1987),
written in FORTRAN, employs a 1laborious sorting strategy which
requires a massive amount of computer central processing unit (cpu)
time and space for the work-files that it creates during analysis.
However, it was not only OCP's lack of speed that delayed us but also
a 'bug’ in (the implementation of) OCP 1.0 running under GEORGE3 which
effectively reduced OCP's speed by at least balf (and, of course,

doubled the time in which it could abort because of a computer °‘crash'

- see abave).
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As a general rule we should expect that for any language, and
particularly for a relatively agglutinating language like Biblical
Hebrew, as a.lexeme increases in frequency, the number of different
morphological forms realizing the lexeme will also rise, and so will
the number of selection commands required by OCP (at least in the
'bugged' version) to isolate all the occurrences of the lexeme. In

view of this, it was decided to ignore all lexemes occurring more than

.200 times. - -

A centred concordance utilizing as large a span as possible was then
produced through OCP and other means {e.g., by use of a mainframe
editor) for the 45 selected items (59 items of frequency greater thén
ten minus fourteen of frequency greater tbhan 200). This concurdance
was itself fed tkrough GCP to produce two concordances, one according
to the alphabetical order of collocates to the left of the item, and

the other according to the alphabetical order of collocates to the

right of the item.

However, another factor now contributed to the contraction of these 45
items to the thirteen actually amalyzed in Ch. 9. As we commenced
'manual' identification and study of the collocations from the
concordance listings (no further mechanized techniques were used in
the data-collection and -analysis procedures), it became clear that
because collocations usually occured infrequently (a frequency of four
or above is not common), analysis of the i1diomaticity attaching to
such collocations necessitated detailed study of the immediate
narrative context of each occurrence - any idiomaticity, that is, had

to be demonstrated, it was in no way self-evident.
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In retrospect, because of the limited number of data we were
eventually able to analyze, our aims would probably have been better
served had we analysed either very few (three or four) of the highest
frequency anatomical terms (those occurring more than 500 times in
Biblical Hebrew and Biblical Aramaic in descending order of frequency
are gY1e, T4, 19, wo-i, ©NA, 23? [excluding 2371, and
M) or a subset of closely related anatomical terms (e.g.,
expressions for the hand/arm); either of these approaches might well
bhave produced a good onpumber of superficially 'synonymous',
‘antonymous', etc. collocations, the actual, idiomatic, meanings of

vwhich could bhave been neatly compared.
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E. OPERATIONAL DEFIKITIORS

The following descriptions and definitions are operational for the

purposes of the analysis in Chs. 9-10.

A collocation is a syntactically instantiated combination of a
stable collocate (or 'node’) and an unstable collocate. A stable
collocate consists of an anatomical term in isolation or a sequence of
words which include an anatomical term. Am unstable collocate is the
(syntactically structured) lexical material remaining in a restricted
collocation when the stable collocate is removed. A pre-collocation
is formed when a stable collocate appears at the end of a collocation.

A post-collocation is formed when a stable collocate begins a

collocation.,

Generally speaking, in the present work we ignore collocations of
prepositions and anatomical terms - such prepositional phrases are
instead treated as (parts of) stable collocates. Because
prepositional phrases are so common, our analysis would have rumn the
risk of becoming bogged down in discussion of prepositional vagaries,
rather than examining lexical association on a larger scale. But this
does not mean that we (operationally) comnsider as identical an

anpatomical term in isolation and an anatomical term following a

preposition.
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Pronominal suffixes, object-markers, and definite articles are ignored
for the purposes of isolating collocations, although their presence,
if relevant, may be discussed in analysis of a collocation. This is
for ease of analysis, it does not imply a denial of the fact that many
‘idioms' critically involve ‘grammatical words', pronouns, etc.
Compare make up ‘compose', make it up with, ‘be reconciled', make up

to ‘flatter', and make it up to ‘compensate' (data from Nitchell
1971:57).

To be included in our analysis, a collocation must occur in the same
form at least +twice. By ‘form', we mean the form of the deep-
structure syntactic unit realized by the surface combination of stable
and unstable collocate. Surface-structure differences in themselves
are not critical in distipguishing collocations. For example,
surface-structure variations in the inflection of a noun, an
adjective, or a verb (of a given conjugation - see below) are not

considered significant. (This is not without danger - see Sinclair-

Jones-Daley 1970:118; Firth 1968:181.)
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Conversely, mere formal juxtaposition of items does not of itself
render a sequence a further instance of a particular collocation of
these items, even if the order of the items is the same both times.

For example, 331 w91 'soul and body"* (?) is not reckoned as a

collocation, because in one occurrence, at Psalms 31.10, the
conjunction 1 links the two nouns within a single noun-phrase
whereas at its other occurrence, at Prov. 13.25, 1 conjoins two
sentences each of which contains one of the noumns. This is mnot to

deny that w1 and W3 constitute a significant association {cf.
Psalms 44.26), but they do not represent a collocation in the sense

with which we are concerned in this woark.
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Because a collocation is defined in terms of syntactic as well as
lexical bonding, no item within a collocation is conflated with
another item of the same stem but a different morphological category.
For example, a collocation in which a consonantal stem (root) is
realized as a noun is not identified with a collocation which is
similar except that the root is there realized as an adjective
(indicated by its morphology or by its syntactic function as an
adjective — though formally it might be a participle). Similarly,

verb conjugations (Q431*13) are not conflated unless +they represent
active and passive variants — intensive and causative (typically, piel
and hiphil) forms are not accepted, for preéent purposes at least, as
‘transforms' of simple—declaratives (qal). For instance, 103 anax
(gal) ‘the womb swells®' (Fum. 5.27), 33 1322 <(hiphil, altbhough
this is disputed — see Rashi imn loc., BHK, and BDB) ‘'to make the
womb swell® (Bum. 5.22), and M3z i3 'swelling/swollen belly'

(adjective) (Num. 5.21), does not constitute a single collocation, for

the reasons outlined.

Collocations are always cited as (Verb-phrase +) HNoun-phrase (or
i Verb-Object-1 Subject), even if this order is not manifested in the
surface-structure occurrences of a given collocation. For example,

the surface-structure form oo 73290 g++273 92 at Ezk 7.17; 21.12 is

presented as 0%12372=%2 0*0 1271 'runs (with) water all kmees' (Ch.

9; 10:01).
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F. METHOD OF PRESENTATION

The thirteen anatomical terms selected from the original list of 116,

preceded by tbe number of its position on that list and followed by a

common translation, are as follows: 09, 393 ‘stomach, womb’;

10, 7732 *knee'; 25, 71 'beard’; 26, winr ‘arm'; 28, P
‘chest'; 29, T ‘*palate‘; 40, %0 ‘right hand'; 41, T
‘thigh'; 44, m1"?> 'kidneys'; 46, 82 'palm’; 49, a3 'shoulder’;

53, 1> 'jaw, cheek'; 55, 711u> ®'tongue’.

The main heading for the collocations attaching to each of these
thirteen items, consists of (1) the number of the item (09, 10, 25,
etc.), (2), the item itself, (3) in brackets the frequency of the item

in the Hebrew part of the Bible (based on ES).

This is followed by a list of parallel verses (marked by 'li') if any
exist. A ‘'parallel’ verse must occur in what is generally accepted to
be a 'duplicate passage' of some length. Typically, parallels occur
between Kings and Chromicles. Prov. 18.8 and 26.22, for example, are
not reckoned as parallel verses, because they do mnot occur in a
context of more substantial duplication. If a pair of generally
accepted parallel verses do not realize in identical fashion the
clause containing the relevant anatomical term, the verses are not
‘parallel’ for our purposes (e.g., for 1327, 1 Kings 22.19 and 2
Chr. 18.18). The number of parallel verses is subtracted from the

total in the main heading and the revised figure is given, in

brackets, at the end of the list of parallel verses.
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Following the list of parallels is a list of 'recapitulations' (marked
by '=') if any. ‘Recapitulation’ is the term we give to amn instance
of a sequence, usually of at least balf a verse in length, which
repeats an earlier occurrence simply to 'foreground' it im the
discourse structure. A verse containing a recapitulation is often a
near—duplication of the verse imn which the expression originally
ocurred, but it does not constitute a ‘parallel® verse - it is a
deliberate repetition within a single narrative framework, and is not
‘gratuitous' in the way that the Chronicler's duplication of DtrG
might be said to be. An example of a large-scale recapitulation is
the °'repetition' of Exodus 29 in lLev. 8 in order to show that the
instructions of Exodus 29 were actually carried out. Similarly, at
Judges 13.7 a formula from v. 5 is recapitulated. However, although
recapitulations have a narrative significance greater than that of
'parallel verse' repetitions, they are 1like 'parallel passages’
inasmuch as the new occurrence adds nothing to our knowledge of the
semantics of any collocation (or word) found there - to repeat what
one has.just said does not improve amn interlocutor's understanding of
vhat was said, but simply draws his or her attention more strongly to
the fact that it was said. The adjusted total, minus parallels if

any and minus recapitulations, follows any statement of

recapitulations in brackets.

After the main heading and lists of parallels and recapitulations is a
statement and analysis of all pre-collocations based on the anatomical

term studied, and this is followed by a similar description of all

post—collocations.
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Every pre-collocation attaching to an apatomical term is assigned a
number of the form xx:yy where xx is the number of the anatomical term
and yy is the position of the unstable collocate in an alphabetic i
ordering, starting from 01 <(numbers 1-9 are 1listed as 01-09 to-
facilitate the programming described im Ch. 10, Sect. A). Post-
collocations of the anatomical term are then numbered according to the

same pattern, with the yy numbers commencing at one plus the yy number

of the final pre-collocation.

The first lipe or first few lines of an entry for a collocation
consists of (1) the number (xx:yy) of the collocation, (2) the form or
forms of the collocation occasionally interrupted by '/' to indicate
the point of +transition between stable and unstable collocates
(normally this type of slash will bave a space either side of it; a
slash without surrounding spaces usually marks alternative forms - the
collocation at Ch. 9, 41:04 is an exception), (3) the frequency of the
collocation followed by a */' followed by the frequency of the form of
the stable collocate that appears inm the collocation, <(4) the
frequency of the collocation followed by */' followed by the frequency
of the unstable collocate (again, as specified in the particular
collocatiaon), S) a simple, 'shorthand®, statement of the
morphological type of nouns within the collocation arranged im the
order that the nouns occur in the collocation (see below), (6) a list
of passages 1im which the collocation occurs, and, sometimes (7),
citation of passages of some relevance to the collocation, which are

not necessarily discussed in the analysis that follows.
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Regarding (2), if no transition-marker (usually ' / ') is present, the
point of transition in a pre—collocation comes immediately before the
anatomical term or before a preposition immediately preceding it - in
a post—collocation the point of transition comes immediately after the
anatomical term. Hote the significance of space between maqeph and a
following noun in the given form(s) of a collocation; this indicates
that suffixed material irrelevant to the collocation (see above, Sect.
E) intervenes between the two collocates; of course, magep without

space links two components as construct and absolute.

Regarding (3)-(4), statistics for the absolute frequency of a stable
or an unstable collocate are usually based omn inspection of the
entries in ES, including explicit collocational data provided there.
Figures for unstable collocates do not take into account any
‘parallel' and ‘recapitulating®’ occurrences of the unstable collocate,
although, except in the case of very-high-frequency unstable
collocates, they are reduced by the number of any ‘recapitulating® and
‘parallel® occurrences of the collocation. In line with our
definition of (restricted) collocations, in calculating the
occurrences of a multi-word stable or unstable collocate, it is
instances of the realization of the deep-structure form instantiated
by the collocate with which we are concerned, not simply formal

orthographic 'copies' of the collocate.
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T, winT, and 102 are registered by BDB as masculine and
feminine <(although one gender tends to predominate), and the
statistics for verbs in collocations based on these terms reflect
this. Otherwise, the figures for nouns and verbs represent the total
occurrences of the form or forms of a stable or unstable collocate as
glven in the heading. Where a noun functions as a subject of a verb,
the only occurrences of the verb selected are those corresponding to
the number and gender of the noun. Vhere a noun functions as an
object, figures for the verb are for all realizations of a particular
conjugation regardless of number and gender. For the purposes of this

study dual and plural forms were conflated as ‘'plurals’.

The figures yielded in (3)-(4) assume just one 'point of transition'
in a collocation, between stable and unstable collocate. As we shall
see (Ch. 10, Sects. B, 2; E), this arrangement is not really adequate
as it tends to create ‘cramnberry collocates’, which automatically
receive high redundancy scores. However, the method allows for simple

calculation, and has been suggested before (see Ch. 5, Sect. F, 2).

Regarding (5), two examples illustrate what is meant. 'S+C; P+A' means
that the first noun is only attested within the collocation in
singular-construct form, and the second only in plural/dual-absolute
form. ‘'[S+[A+CII+[PiC]l®' means that a particular noun-collocate is
attested in singular-absolute, singular-construct, and plural/dual-
construct forms (i.e., it is unattested only as a plural/dual-
absolute). The information makes explicit what is generally conveyed
implicitly by the form of the collocation given im (2). Only the four

categories (S, P, A, C) mentioned are used.

190



Following the heading for each collocation is a short study of the
occurrences of the collocation. As stated above this was necessitated
by the relatively low frequencies of collocations and the ensuing
uncertainty about the status of their *idiomaticity’'. Ve stress that
the analyses provided do not aim at comprehensive description of
collocations or analysis of passages, merely at provision of

sufficient information to decide to what extent they are idiomatic.

Any collocation which bas all its tokens within a very few verses of
each other, is marked as 'Data restricted'. Results from these data

are not included in the main tabulations of results in Ch. 10 (Sects.

B, D).

For the remaining collocations, objective judgement in the matter of
idiomaticity is very difficult, especially when data are sa 1limited.
Certainly, we do not assume that our intuitions alone are a safe guide
to idiomatic values, even of expressions as universally attested as
anatomical idioms (see above, Sect. B) — Bloomfield (1935:150) urges
caution in this respect. To help alleviate the problem, we have tried
to use in a fairly consistent way three terms, operationally related

for present purposes, namely, 'association', 'symbol', and 'index’'.
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‘Association® is used in an everyday way - a collocation forms an
association with a particular meaning pot directly expressed by the
collocation if in the immediate environment (i.e., within a verse or
two) of the collocation this meaning is expressed 1literally. An
English exémple would be He was white as a sheet;, frightened out of
his wits, where from the evidence presented we cannot say that white
as a sheet 'means’ ‘frightened', merely that it is associated with it.
Clearly an association can become so strong that the meaning
previously associated with a collocation can become directly expressed
by the collocation. If so the collocation then becomes either an

index or a symbol of the meaning with which it was once only

associated.
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Symbol and index are adopted from traditional semlotics; the former
refers, in our usage, to a collocation that directly <(i.e., non-
‘associatively’') expresses a meaning which, if it can be inferred at
all from the compositional meaning of the collocationr, represents an
idiosyncratic, ‘'not immediately obvious', implication of or
assoclation with the literal meaning of the collocation. An index
differs from a symbol in that the meaning conveyed, even though this
is not the meaning literally expressed by the collocation, is an
obvious, self-evident, implication of or association with the 1literal
meaning of the collocation. For example, in respect of % man
'strike the cheek' (Ch. 9, 53:01) it is unclear at times whether the
meaning conveyed is ‘humiliate' (symbolic) or ‘attack, hurt'
(indexical). The distinction between symbolic and indexical is rarely
clear-cut and presupposes an analysis of ‘natural' as opposed +to
'conventional' signs and of universal versus culturally-conditioned
perceptions of obviousness. Bevertheless, it is usually clear enough
that a particular collocation is 'more' symbolic than indexical or
vice-versa, and the distinction seems particularly useful for the

purposes of analyzing idiomaticity.
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0f course it is to be expected that many of the collocations will
possess an insubstantial level of idiomaticity (they would not be
classed as 'idioms’' by a native-speaker). Often, however, although a
collocation as such is not idiomatic (i.e., the relationships amongst
the collocates are fully regular), it will contain one or more
collocates that express a 'figurative' meaning of some sort (cf. Ch.
10, Sect B). In describing this (as well as in describing idiomatic
collocations), we utilize traditional terminology, in particular,
metaphor, metonymy, and synecdoche. The last two features are very
common in Biblical Hebrew, perhaps reflecting what Wolff (1974a:8)
calls 'synthetic thinking' - whereby an anatomical term refers both to
the actual body part and at the same time, through a sort of
synecdoche, to the person to whom the body part belongs (leading
eventually to their use as reflexive pronouns or incorporation within
* compound prepositions’; see, e.g., McCurley 1968:7,230ff.).
(Frankfort et al. [1949:21] regard the process as an aspect of
specifically 'mythopoeic’ speculation.) For example, at Job 4.4, where
the first colon bas, 'Your words strengthened the faltering®', the
parallel colon should perhaps be rendered not so much ‘'And the weak
knees you supported' as 'And the weak-kneed you supported’. It should
be emphasized that by the use of these terms from traditional
thetaric, we do not mean to imply that biblical writers always or even
usually consciously manipulated the meanings of anatomical, or any
other, terms for a particular aesthetic or stylistic effect. Rather,
we assume that these figurative processes are inherent in the natural

development of any communicative system, and are quite uncontrived.
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Alongside the three terms mentioned we also occasionally use the
expression 'hypostasis'. By this we refer to those occasions where a
part of the body is presented as acting independently of the person to
whom it belongs (contrast the use of the same term in Bloomfield
1935:148). The phenomenon is common in +the Bible (see Bullinger
1808:861ff. for Old and New Testament examples, presented as instances
of ‘personification'). Contrast, for example, non-hypostatic g3
"27uw73 '] spoke with my tongue' (Psalms 39.4) and *® 127 'my mouth
spoke' (Psalms 66.14); an English example of the same phenomenon is
the ear of the musician discerns many sounds. It is sometimes
unclear whether such usages are intended literally, or whether they
represent synecdoches of the person to whom the anatomical term
belongs. This is especially true in respect of poetic diction where
fluidity of images, hypostatic and syndecdochical, might be intended
or at least catered for by the author - thus, for example, at Psalms
73.9, yax3 T°OM 01102 permits an image both of a tongue stretching
out across the land, commnicating evil, and of evil people wandering
from place to place to pervert God's will (cf. de Boer 1968:264: “The

commanding tongue of the wicked is proceeding over the earth®).

The evidence of this analysis is presented in the next chapter. Im Ch.
10, we describe how statistics about the collocations examined were
produced, and present the results of, and some conclusions arising

from, the statistical analysis.
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G. INDEX OF COLLOCATIONS SELECTED

Botes: D after frequency indicates ‘data restricted'; brackets
indicate that entry is duplicated, and has already been listed under a
different number. Translations are only of literal readings. Glosses

in quotation-marks are from NEB.

NUMBER HEBREY FORNX ENGLISH GLOSS FREQUERCY
09:01 3= 13 Son of the womb 02
09: 02 03~ Chambers of the stomach 04
09:03 938 X2 Come out from the womb 04
09:04 w=o/3 &N Fashion in the womb 04
09: 05 W3 X0 Fill the stomach 03
09: 06 U=ty o] Fruit of the womb 11
09:07 1933 @mrein Twins in the womb 02
09: 08 ox~iuae/2 In/from the womb of the mother 06
10: 01 pr3213~22 Qo 1377 All knees run with water 02
10: 02 §tYom3~%218 9t Give birth on the knees 02
10: 03 g iy = Every knee 04
10: 04 THI™®S MUn2 Every knee bends 02
10: 05 p1*272~>y U2 Bow down upon the knee 05
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25:01

25:02

25:03

25:04

25:05

26:01

26: 02

26: 03

26:04

26: 05

26: 06

26: 07

26: 08

26:09

26:10

26:11

26:12

26:13

28:01

28: 02

28:03

28:04

28:05

28: 06

WwT AN Shave the beard
w122 71 Cut off every beard
WPT™MRD  Edge of the beard
w?TOIN WND Head or beard

?TY WX Head and beard

UI1T3 2¥1 Redeem with the arm
UVINTRITA Great of arm
VAT 1T U His arm
¥11T #1°n Strengthen the arm
¥InTY et Right hand and arm
VINT "3 Break the arm
TUTYTEANT Arm

2337 TROTUANT Arm of

1103 YUIAT Extended arm
TIUTUIAT Arm
TIRTBTEINT Arm
UTIPTRINT Arm

DYITVINT Arm

eAlrimfs{’ 1] Vife of the bosom
2ar=oy 27971 Return to the baosom
PR A3VIWT Lay in the bosom
»yne P? Take from the bosom
?312 XWi Lift into the bosom

P2 20U Lie in the bosom

197

saved him

of Yahweh

the king of Babylon

of streangth
of Pharoah
of holiness

of the wicked

02

02

02

02 D

03

02

02

02

03

07

02

02 D

14

03

03 D

02

02

02

02

02 D

02

03

02



29:01

29:02

29: 03

40: 01

40:02

40:03 71355 32 aARwIn

40:04

40:05

40: 06

40:07

40:08

40:09

40:10

40:11

40:12

40:13

40:14

40:15

40:16

40:17

[40:18

40:19

40:20

40:21

40:22

T -anae

™m> PAns

The

Sweet to the

1W2 M2 AP37 The tongue sticks to the

11879 AN
18Ty M@ X Blocked of the
His
ER1-RER-S1'ih| Return the

2IROVOT 1908 A&7 A wall

10N OPasn The
"5%0 WAl Five from the
Pt =Rl b Hand of the
e e The
1 eI Thigh of the
tRI-R- -V A Sit at the
PANOUY M6 E) Turn
PINOWY Vet MO Turn
1EYT 1Y Eye of the
PR=DY ey Stand at the
VeATRU Leg of the

DiROE 1N P00
YINTY 100
SI1X00Y a0
TATA= s
RT-AL ARE LTS

LR AT
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One from the right side

band of the

palate tastes 02

palate

palate

right side

right band saved him

right hand
on the r.s.

right hand

right side

right side

right hand

right side

right side

right side
right side
right side
right side
right side
Right side

Right hand

Right side
Right hand
Right side

Right band

and left s.

embraces

is a r.h. of

and left side

and left side

or left side
and arm

and left s.
of Yahweh

of Jesbhimon

of falsehood

02

03

02

02

03

02

02 D

02

04

09

02 D

02 D

0z

03

09

03

04

07

02

031

13

04

02 D

02 D



41:01 TAY=%8 290 "N Gird a sword on the thigh

41:

41:

411:

02

03

04

41:05

TYTANEYe Outgoings of the thigh
T =62 Palm of the thigh
TRYTAS2 U1 Touch the palm of the thigh

THYTR20 PO Slap against tbhe thigh

41:06 TAY=nad 9 @ Place a band under the thigh

[41:07

41:08

41:

41;

44

44;

44:

44;

44:

46:

46:

46:

46:

46:

46:

46

09

10

01

02

03

04

05

01

02

03

04

05

06

: 07

Ehl-Rlnk inh Thigh of the right side
2PUITTIN Thigh of Jacob

Mare=T"" Thigh of the altar
1Pwe=TN Thigh of the Tabernacle

m1392- 7113 Examiner of the kidneys
maseE=Ion Fat of tbhe kidneys

M1%%3=29 732798 A°A1% 'Rempant® upon liver upon k.
m22=1n0 The two kidneys

321 M2 K. and heart

30 VA Save from the hand
n2 a0 Strike the hand
g3 PN Save from the band
D533 oon  Vrong in the hands
=Rl )=t s R Toil of the hands
nI=PY pYe Pour over the hand

RIPe=23

=39~02 13 1377 "X Vherever the sole of the foot treads

46:08 nm1o521 nviete *Souffers and saucers”

46: 09

46:10

oD ONMS Strike the hand

B3 X9 Fill the hand
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02

03

04 D

02 D

02

0z

021

03

02

04

03

02

05

07

03

04

04

08

03

04

02 D

02

02

02

02



46:11

46:12

[46:13

46:14

46:15

46:16

46:17

46:18

46:19

46:20

46:21

46:22

46:23

46:24

46:25

46: 26

46:27

46:28

46:29

46:30

46:31

46:32

HATNIDO Fulpess of hand
2277633 nM136 Rest for the sole of the foot
TIYTR23 U Touch tbe palm of the thigh
QYB3 XWa Raise the bands
723 1m Give into tbhe hand
oYiBa PBO Clap bands
03 WYy Vork the band
Qg3 WIo Extend the palms
QY83 1113 YN Vash the hands in innocence
03 Qv Place the hand
£33 UB) o0 Place the soul in the hand
a3=%u==wy oW 0il that is upon the hand
S19=m192 . Under the sole of the foot
53 Uen Strike the hand
211¥"n20/3 In/from the hand of the enemy
900 N 82 "One saucer weighing ten gold
m10p NS ATt shekels, full of incense”
U N=m2 " Hand of a man
TITTSR QYYD UND

Extend the palms to Yahweh

nR=2N 82 A Strike hand on hand
D231 nies "Saucers and vessels"
miseiey noa "Saucers and flagons"”

TUETRAIR 3871182 "Twelve golden saucers®
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02

02

021

03

02

03

02

09

02

02

04

06 D

02

05

06

12 D

02

02

02 D

02

03

02D



46:33

=Rl il 2=
[46:34 TYTeD
46:35 i hi-a i)
46:36 178752
46: 37 T207020
46:38 bbbl el b
46:39 21702

46:40 IPTRTIVY PAnTEDL
46:41 ne2N00 =2

46:42

Palms of the bands

Palm
Palm
Hand
From the hand
Upon the hand

Sole

left bhand

201

of the thigh
of the priest
of Midian

of the king
of Pharoah

of the foot

From the sole of the foot to the pate

To%0U 0venld U Extend the palms to heaven

03

04}

04 D

02 D

05

02 D

18

04 D

02 D



46:01

49: 02

49:03
49:04
49: 05
49:06
49: 07
49: 08
49:09
49:10
49:11
49:12
49:13

49: 14

53:01
53: 02
53: 03

53: 04

pYy*aId 13 Between the shoulders
"DISYTR2TON 2137
Valley of Hinnom to the Jebusite slope
nyaa-aaa=%y wor  Five at the side of the house
B5=%3 Every shoulder
[RSTRY XUl Carry on the shoulder
=110 53 n) Present a rebellious shoulder
HS=2W 2 Place on the shoulder
BAST2R MAY Cross to the slope

gCraoaa=Su oo Place on the shoulders

geaafa=sng Two shoulders
TIBNTNIBAD S.s of the ephod
ma=mna Side of the house
na3oy HA3 Right side
[BE=AN3 Side of the gate
-] Strike the cheek

@32 oyt 312 Put hoocks in the jaws
MDA Present the cheek

i T=12 iy b Jaw of an ass
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02

02

02D

02

06

02

03

03

02

03 D

03 D

07

05

05

04

02

03

03 D



[55:01
55:
B5:
55:
b5:

55:

55:

55:

55:
55:
55:
55:
55:
B5:
55:
55;

B55:

55

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

iz

13

14

15

16

17

: 18

19

1162 TN 737 The tongue sticks to the palate 03]

1 T The tongue speaks 05

182 At The tongue murmurs 04

18 pYonT Smootbh the tongue 02

1MEP=120 Beaviness of tongue 03

11WS2% 2133

According to writing and according to speech 04

1S=e2 Every tomgue 03

WD PROWAT1122 YONTN? None sharpened a tongue towards

the Sons of Israel 02
m11702° ninowe? By clan and by tongue 02 D

W3 A9 A vord in the tongue 02

182 a339 The tongue shouts for jay 02

M2 10 Sharpen the tongue 02

thl:=ahinh Under the tongue 04
2T Tongue of gold 02 D

=Rl =l i BT/ T. of the wise 02

QY= U> T. of the sea 03

DUY DWT1IURD

According to the speech of each people 03
70" 12 . Beceitful tongue 02 D

NPT 10T T. of falsehood 05
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CHAPTER O

ANALYSIS OF BIBLICAL DATA

9. w3 72)

PRE-COLLOCATIORS

08:01. =13m3=»313/~13. 2/46 2/4602 (I S+P1+C; S+C). Isaiah 49.15; Job

19.17. Cf. Prov. 31.2.

At Isaiah 49.15a S is sypecdochical of the mother  (thus, ‘her
son'), and the collocation as a whole has an intensifying value ('her
own son'):

TI0393 o8 TP TUN nounT

"Does a woman forget her baby at the breast,

or fail to cherish the SON OF BER VOMB?* (JB)
(retaining NI's pointing of ome as an infinitive construct contra
BHE/S and KREB). The use in the same colon of the root oM, yielding
vwords to do with 'womb®' as well as with ‘compassion’, adds an extra
stylistic flavour to 4¢3 here. A similar (synecdochical/intensive)
value is attached to the Aramaizing version of the collocation at

Prov. 31.2:
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1973172 O0% 0 YAU3TNaTASY YMatis

"Vhat, my son! What, SON OF MY VOMB!

Vhat, son of my vows!" (JB).
(x203793 is here used as a 'term of endearment’® [7A3m=*1321
according to ESD.) In both instances the collocation might have a
specialized (*idiomatic’') indexical value of, say, ‘'natural (as

opposed to adopted) child', but there is insufficient evidence to

confirm this.

The interpretation of the whole of Job 19.17,

Y103 33T MTAMY YBND AT v,
is uncertain. KB explains our collocation here as "the sons of the
womb which has carried me = my own brothers", and this indexical value
seems to be favoured on grounds of narrative consistency by Rowley
(1980:136); for the same reason, it is unlikely that 303 refers by
synecdoche to Job's wife (mentioned in the first half of the verse) or

one of his concubines (see LIXX). Rote also another instance of 3103

meaning 'my mother's womb' or ‘the womb that enclosed me', at Job

3.10a, quoted at 09:03.
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09:02. q@a= 7M. 4/26 4/12 (P+C; S+A). Prov. 18.8; 20.27,30; 26.22.

At Prov. 18.8 (if original; cf. LXX) and its duplicate at 26.22 our
collocation seems to refer to the mind under an image of the stomach,
where gossip is pondered like food that is enjoyably digested:

157~ o o S e e T =T o TR = IR =Ty foc s == B b S b M s = 1

"A gossips words are savoury morsels,

gulped down into the INNER MAR" (NEB).

HEB's rendering of the collocation here does insufficient justice to

the gastronomic figure. For 13 as ‘mind, memory' cf. Prov. 22.18.

At Prov. 20.27 the 1jw3=+771 refers to a person’s hidden character:
WITYITIATRD EsM QT8 meUl ATt Ml
"Man's spirit is the lamp of Yahweh,
searching his DEEPEST SELF* (JB).
For the imagery, compare Yahweh as [3%171 m1392 113 (44:01); see
Loewenstamm 1987 (where =31 in the first colon is rendered ‘one who
digs/searches'). Three verses later, the same value of 'secret

thoughts® is represented by our collocation in parallelism with U

‘evil' or 'intention' (see BHS; KB; HNEB).
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Thus, although at Prov. 18.8 and 26.22 we may claim that spa=1=21n
metaphorically represents mental digestion by physical (cf. 09:05),
the contexts of the uses of the collocation in Proverbs 20 suggest
that there U3 expresses a reasonably well-established metonymic
sense of 'mind' {(cf. Prov. 22.18; see Dhorme 1823:133f. and Bullinger
1898:582, where John 7.38 is also noted), Dr,vsimply, ‘innermost part'
(as in Modern Hebrew, e.g., m%3%T 93 '"bowels™ of the ship'; ESD) -
see KB and compare Holma (1911:94) on Akkadian buTonu (?budnu)
'‘inpside (of a mine)' and Dharme (1823:134) on 231x¢ 93 at Jonah 2.3b
cf. oot 232, v. 4a; a compressed allegorical detail, 'the belly of
the whale which is the same as Sheol', is perhaps intended - cf.

Sawyer 1972:13f.).
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09:03. =1@20/030 Nzv, 4/23 4/785 (S+[A+Cl)., Job 1.219; 3.11;

38.20; Qoh. 5.14,

The relevant passages (with translations from NEB) are given below.

The second passage might be dependent on the first (but see Gordis

1068:253):
TeU 3UN RUVY oW 030 YANZY RN
"Naked I CAXE FROM THE VOMB,
naked I sball return whence I came®™ (Job 1.21a%);

NIUWI mAS2 21U D1MY 10X 030 RELY MUND

"As he CAKE FRON THE VOEB of mother earth, so0 must he return,

naked as he came® (Qoh. 5.14a);

IRINNO SON MDY MI03 ABT MAD MR 1D

VWIANY MIONEY W30 TION OO N9 O3

"[Blecause it did pot shut the doors of the womb that bore me
and keep trouble way from my sight.

Vhy was I not still-born,

why did I not die when I CANE OUT OF THE VOMB?® (Job 3.10-11);
IP0TIDAN TR0 OIN 3N N0ARTUNT

172 30 DoU TB3Y AR XYY Y0 jd3e

"Bas the rain a father?

Vho sired the drops of dew?

Vhose VOMB GAVE BIRTH TO the ice,

and who was the mother of the frost from heaven [?1"

(Job 38.28-29).
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In each instance, it can be seen that the collocation is used as part
of a longer stretch of poetic metaphor concerned with birth (including
generation of natural pbenomena). In respect of the first two
passages, the metaphor is specifically of birth as a sort of reverse
death. In the 1light of the poetic or ‘'extended metaphorical'
environments of the collocation, we cannot claim that the expression
is 'indexical' of be born. The evidence we have allows us to claim
only a vividly metapborical figure, not an expression which has been
in any way 'lexicalized' (for the latter claim, we should reqire usage

in more prosaic contexts).

That the expression is, thus, 'unidiomatic’ is indicated too by the
occurrence 0f a synonymous variant with gmm, which is restricted to
an obviously ‘'poetic®’ context at Job 38.8, (cf. vv. 28f.; 3.10) and
Jer. 20.17f. (cf. Job 3.10-11), and at both Jer. 1.5 (quoted in 09:04)
and Bum 12.12,

TTWD OAET RINYT OION QM9 IANND MUN TOD AT NITON

*I entreat you, do not let her be like a monster,

coming from its mother's womb with flesh half corrupted® (JB),
the collocation is best understood as a literal expression within
vivid descriptions of activity in the womb. (Rashi's understanding of
198 ...°W0N at Bum. 12.12, "since bhe [the only person who could
declare her clean]l has come out of the same womb®, also requires a

*literal’ reading.)
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As BDB points out, ax+ alone (without 828 or omm2) is used in
connection with birth at Gen. 25.25f. and 38.28ff. (both J); again,
though, the contexts make it clear that 'come out, one before another
(from the womb)' is intended rather than simply 'be borm'. That au»
in isolation was no more used as a (lexicalized) index of 'be born'
than was pn7S/ W38  X¥Y  is probably indicated as well by Exodus
21.21 (B), where 7°72* 1¥¥*1 'so her children go forth' clearly,
from context, refers to premature/still-birth - it seems unlikely that
X2* would be used with such a negative meaning, if it existed as a
fixed, lexicalized, metaphor of successful birth, especially within
the context of legal regulations where gross ambiguity, presumably,

would generally be avoided.

09:04. 1wso/3 . 4/14 4/37 (S+A). Isaiah 44.2,24; 49.5; Jer.

1.5,

For God as 'potter’ (Ag1%) in the creation of humanity, see Gen. 2.7
(J) and Psalms 139.16 (MT is difficult here). Isaiah 49.5a,
12 T3L? Y030 Y Tt
*"[Tlhe Lord who FORMED ME IN THE VOKB to be his servant™ (NEB),
and Jer. 1.5,
TIAMY QY137 NtDY CTYABTRT OO NET DN03Y TYADTY 1023 TREN D03
"Before I FORMED YOU IN THE VOB I knew you for my own; before
you were born I consecrated you, I appointed you a prophet to the
nations* (NEB),
occur in a Call to the Propbet — the similarity in diction is a result

of this shared Gattung. Similarly, in Isaiah 44,
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WAL TN WY T30

*[Tlhe Lord your maker,... who FASHIONED YOU FROM BIRTR"

(v. 2a; NEB)
and

WSS TR TENA T

*[Tlhe Lord, your ransomer, who FASHIOKED YOU FROM BIRTH"

(v. 24a; REB),
the use of the collocation is associated with Yahweh's declaration of
Jacob as bis 7239 - vv. 1la, 2b, 2la,bd, 26; note especially v. 21a:
AN YPTTIL TAANEL. Its employment is, thus, consistent with
Deutero-Isaiah's overall message, which casts Israel corporately in

the role of ‘prophet®' (to the Gentiles).

Although we bhave no evidence that the collocation actually symbolized
‘declare someone a prophet’', it is clear that the expression was
strongly associated with a call to the prophetic order, and could have
developed into a symbol for it. The semantic specialization of our
collocation is indic ated, indirectly, by the absence of any
'prophetic' context for the superficially synonymous 1j023 uw at Job

31.15.
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09:05. =1ju3 wN2+0. 3/46 3/111 (S+C). Psalms 17.14; Job 15.2; 20.23.

Cf. Ezek. 3.3; Job 32.18ff.; Qoh. 11.5.

On the assumption that the 'literal meaning' of the collocation is
'fill the stomach', thus, indexically, 'eat to satisfaction'’, its use
in the following two passages seems to be symbolic, expressing greedy
acquisition of material wealth - Psalms 17.14a (Q):

QY33 U3WY D1 NDON TIiD¥M

*CRAM THEIR BELLIES from your stores,

give them all the sons they could wish for® (JB),

"GORGED AS THEY ARE with thy good things, blest with many sons"

(FEB, which reads ¥2an, with LXX, as a niphal);
Job 20.23a:

BN 11T IO 1363 §ROD vM

"¥Yhen he is about to FILL HIS BELLY,

God shall cast the fury of his wrath upon him" (AV).
(NEB, with the Hexaplar text, omits this instance of the collocation;

for our interpretation, note ¥»3 2°m 'gulp down wealth' at v. 15a).

But at Job 15.2 the collocation seems to have a more literal
reference:

1303 ST XSOYY MITANT A1 pona

"Does a wise man answer with airy reasomnings,

or FEED HIMSELF on an east wind?" (JB).
Vind here is metaphorical of vain thoughts and words - the image of
the flatulent stomach impatiently storing things to say is found also

at Job 32.18-20 (see Dhorme 1923:134; cf. 09:02).
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It is not certain, though, even in the first two passages, that the
collocation‘as such is indeed symbolic. The expression might be
better regarded as exhibiting a particular, natural, use of y215 as
'satisfy*® (isolated by BDB), with which we may compare W03 w3w at
Prov. 18.20, and a particular, agaian mnatural, use of 13 as ' (the
seat of) desire’' (compare the transition of w®2 from 'throat’, i.e.,
organ of thirst, to 'desire'; see Volff 1974a:15ff.). At Ezek. 3.3
both the physical stomach and its 'mental' associations seem to be
implied; Ezekiel makes his 102 pot omnly 'eat' (2'2¥%1) the scroll
but also ’'inwardly digest' its message (see Bullinger 1898:826, where
Jer. 15.16a, 2%5%% 7737 18851 'I heard your words and devoured

them', is also noted).

09:06. =1yuz/wa=sm@. 11/72 11/103 (S+C; S+[A+Cl). Gemn. 30.2; Deut.
7.13; 28.4,11,18,53; 30.9; Isaiah 13.18; Micah 6.7; Psalms 127.3;

132.11.

The original context of this collocation might have been as it is in
its modern reflex in the Ave Naria (see Luke 1.42) as well as in

Deuteronomy that of a blessing/curse formula.

Although Gen. 30.2 and Kicah 6.7 (111123) allow the more specific
meaning 'firstborn' (cf. the Ave Naria), the clear normal semnse of
the collocation is (singular) ‘child® or (collective) ‘children' -

this is indicated by the parallelism of, e.g., Isaiah 13.18b,
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D218 DINATND QY137210 140M7YTND juaTYNon

*[Vlbho have no pity on LITTLE CHILDREN

and spare no mother's son" (WEB)
(LXX renders tekmna both times), and Deut. 28.53a,

TAYNI2Y TIIR WD TILITYNO OO

“Then you will eat YOUR OVN CHILDREN, tbe flesh of your sons and

daughters® (NEB)
(where the 'sex-inclusiveness' of the collocation is demonstrated).
Fruit of the womb means 'what is produced by/in the womb' as =179
19371 "fruit of the vine' in the Sabbath Kiddush means ‘'‘what is
produced by the vine' (grapes). The naturalness of relationship
between the 1literal and ‘'idiomatic' semses here means that +the

relationship is indexical rather than symbolic.
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According to KB, the collocation is conveyed in contracted form at
Lam. 2.20 by o+® *fruit of their wombs® (NEB), indicating that +the
idiomatic value of the collocation was well-established. Certainly
this indexical meaning bad so suppressed the independent/original
senses af its constituents that the BH writers found no difficulty in
applying the collocation to the children of males or groups of persons
including males (although this might simply echo pre-scientific
beliefs - compare the story, ridiculed by Lucian, of the transfer of
the embryonic Dioaysus from the womb of Semele to the thigh of Zeus).
Contrast this Old Testament usage with the unease about the meaning of
the collocation when applied to David which Luke betrays at Acts 2.30
where he renders karpos te:s koilias 'fruit of the womb/body' in the
LYX of Psalms 132.11 (and standardly) as karpos te:s osfuos ‘fruit
of the 1loins'. Bote, though, that for the Deuteronomist the
compositional, ‘de-indexicalized', value of the collocation was
sufficiently transparent to allow the expression to be associated with

the formally similar phrases a73/7127%=%79 (Deut. 28.4,11; 30.9).

09:07. =1jw23 o orCxan, 2/7 2/2 (P+A; S+C). Gen. 25.24; 38.27.

(Rashi records a fanciful explanation for the variation in spelling of

the first component.) No idiomaticity evident. J describes the labour

of Rebecca and Tamar in very similar terms.
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POST-COLLOCATIORS

09:08. =ox=1wWw35/3. 6/17 6/201 (S+C; S+C). Judges 16.17; Psalms

22.11; 139.13; Job 1.21; 31.18; Qoh. 5.14.

For Job 1.21 and Qoh 5.14 (=px=ij038 xX%%), see 09:03. Here BX™1@20
is to be interpreted literally. Elsewhere, the collocation introduced
by =12 appears to have an indexical value of ‘'from the time of birth
of', or as suggested by Rowley (1980:202) in comnnection with Job
31.18, ‘'always, all my life':

TIMIN YEON UISY IXT 1IDTI OMMBI0 2

'Since I can remember I have brought him up like a father,

ALL MY LIFE I bave given her guidance’
(reading piel for NI's qal of 773; FEB makes more changes - in our
interpretation, the pronouns refer to, respectively, the orphan of v.

17b and the widow of v. 16b).

This interpretation, 'always', is well-suited also at Judges 16.17a,
TON 020 NI QYIPN TITITIIDOYNATIN 2072 M0
"No razor bas touched my head... because I am a BRazirite,
consecrated to God FRON THE DAY OF XY BIRTH" (NEB)

and might be appropriate at Psalms 22.11,
OO 5N 0N WAL BATR 2Tl ThRY
'From the womb I was thrust upon you,

You have ALVAYS been my God’.
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At first sight, it might appear that the collocation is merely a
pleonastic version (cf. ESD) of 120, for which BDB notes the same
indexical sense of 'from the time of birth, always' - e.g., Judges
13.5a,

JEITT IR VAT TUTY QABN ANTITAD UNATRY ARWYTNR TN

"[Alnd no razor shall touch his bhead, for the boy is to be a

Nazirite consecrated to God FRON THE DAY OF HIS BIRTE* (NEB)
(cf. 16.17, above), and Psalms 58.4b. Thus, in isolatiom, qu20
shares this indexical sense with oMo as indicated by the
parallelism of the two forms at Psalms 22.11 (see above) and 58.4.
Moreover, Targum Yerus halmi's 1yami13%@ 10 'from their youth' and
Peshitta's men kyonhu:n 'by their nature’ for XT oi'mm20 at Gen.
49.5, might indicate a further member, =130 12 ‘female
pudenda‘'), of the 'from the womb' > ‘'always' colligation (although the
indexical value of the colligation seems to vary slightly from context
to context). However, in view of the fact that @26 is the only
member of the colligation to occur with o¥ in this indexical sense
(oN=gr2's only occurrence is literal: see 09:03 on Num. 12.12), it
is possible that ZX=1030 has a specifically emphatic/intensive value

(‘from the very start of my life').

217



Our collocation is introduced by 3 rather than & only at Psalms
139.13b,

TeN 0253 Yiobn

'You covered me with/knitted me into my mother's womb',
reflecting a theme also found at Job 10.11. The indexical meaning
vwhich we have seen to be associated with pN=W@32 is not natural
here, and the versional evidence for emending the preposition to 2
is not very strong - LXX's antelabou mou ek ga‘stras me:itros mou ‘You
helped me out of my mother's womb'(?) appears to represent an

expositional paraphrase or a Hebrew text substantially different from

NT.
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10. 73 25

PRE-COLLOCATIOKNS

10:01. gszma=93 7 Do 1991, 2/3 2/2 (P+A; P+A). Ezek. 7.17; 21.12.

The two passages from Ezekiel are as follows:
S0 71290 £Y3T379IY T1AENn oYTNITRR (7.17);
*"[Vlhile their hands hang limp and THEIR EKNEES RUN VITH URINE"
(7.17; BEB);
g TI2WA BYSTATRIY MOTRS AMT21 @Y7 19M 390D e
(21.12b).
*{AJll bhearts melt, all courage fails, all bands fall 1limp, ALL
MEF'S KNEES RUN VITH URIRE" (21.12; KNEB).
AV's rendering, "all knees shall be weak as water", assumes the
imagery here to be similar to that of 3% 551 'the bheart melts' also
at Ezek. 21.12 (cf. Joshua 7.5b:
£i0% WT1%Y DuaTIa® Do
"At this the COURAGE of the people MELTED and flowed away like

water” [{REB]).
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Dhorme (1923:156) renders "Bt tous les genoux s'en iront en eau”, but
on the basis of the use of 71971 in

210 129y 7T 3RBRTIDY 37N MISPA MIL3im

[Alnd the bhills [shalll FLOV VITH milk.

All the streams of Judah shall BE FULL OF water®

(Joel 4.18a; NEB)
and of =% in

YT 1110 T3TAmM

"[Tlhat our eyes may RUN VITH tears® (Jer. 9,17; NEB)
(cf. 14.17; see Driver 1953:260:n.1), we prefer to interpret 791 in
the collocation, not as *'turn into', but ‘run down, run with', +thus,

'all knees run with water' (i.e., 'water runs down the knees').

EEB's rendering of the collocation does justice to the syntactic
facts, and the meaning is consistent with LXX's 'all thighs shall be
dirtied with moisture' (see also 10:02 for LXX's use of me:ros
‘thigh' for MT 7-3). Probably the collocation gained an additional

stylistic flavour through association with the well-known

'euphemistic' use of 793 discussed in, e.g., Driver 1953; Holma
1911:96; McCurley 1968:205,224; Toll 1682. Driver (1953) notes a
similar Akkadian idiom of extreme fear, shipa:teshum uzarrabu: ‘and

they released their urine', and a different Biblical Bebrew expression
of the same image at Job 18.11:

12372 1ESTY A9 AN 3430

"The terrors of death suddenly beset him

apd make him piss over his feet™ (NEB)

(but cf. Rowley 1980:129).
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For Biblical Hebrew, our evidence is that the collocation represents a
vivid metapbhor (not an idiom), ‘'explained’ by its association with
commoner figurative expressions of panic, which is peculiar to Ezekiel
in the same way that o 273 P® ‘shaking of knees' is a special figure
of Eahum (2.11); however, both prophets draw on the standard Israelite
symbolism of the knee as a point at which weakness is most obviously

or critically displayed.

In view of the obscene comnnotations of this collocation as a whole and
of its components, 03372 ('genitals’) and @' ('uripe'),
individually, it is surprising that in Modern Hebrew we should find
the expression D**372=*0 'water of the kmees'’ in a quite mneutral

sense of 'shallow water' (i.e., 'water up to the knees', derived {from

Ezek, 47.4; ESD).
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10: 02, =r393=2u» 72011, 2710 2/241 (P+C). Gen. 30.3; 50.23.

The expression is difficult; we have chosen to approach its analysis
through its actual (albeit figurative) meaning(s) in context. The two
verses in vwhich it occurs are as follows:

J300 M2INTEY TIANY ADTATRL OARAYT O TIEN NI A7 ION 3T MM

'So she (scil., Rachel) said, Look, here is Bilbah, my servant.

Make love to her. Then she can GIVE BIRTH ON XY KNEES so that I

too will be 'be-sonned' - from her' (Gen. 30.3);

DWW 213 o1MEN? AD1Y MO

HO1Y ADTATRY 17T MWI0T92 930 vid O

'And Joseph lived to see Ephraim's great-grandchildren;

Even the children of Makir (the son of Manasseh) VERE BORN OF

Joseph's KNEES' (Gen. 50.23).
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Gen. 30.3 could be seen to involve the collocation in an idiomatic
expression of adoption of a child. But this interpretation is
difficult to square with the context of Gen. 50.23, where, i1if Joseph
is 'adopting' Machir's sons, the 'adoption' is very different from
that of Gen. 30.3 - +there is no transfer of responsibility or
ownership from the children's natural parents to Joseph, rather,
Joseph simply accepts them as legitimate descendants. A traditiomn
represented by Targum Onkelos and Rashi understands both instances of
the collocation to refer to the rearing of a child <(as Bullinger
1888:61). But why should Machir or Joseph wish the latter to bring up
the former's children? Finally, it bhas been argued that the
significance of the expression differs from passage to passage. Thus,
Dhorme (1923:156f.) believes that the use of the collocation at Gen.
30.3 simply implies the longevity of Joseph. Compare Samaritan »a33

' (they were bormn) in the days of (Joseph)'.
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On the assumption that the figure is of adoption, many commentators
believe the underlying image bere to be of a birth taking place on the
knees of a midwife (cf. Job 3.12a: g++593 31577 V172 'Vhy did knees
ever first greet me'); thus, it is possible that Gen. 30.3 refers to a
contract whereby the adoptive motber acts as midwife to the natural
mother. If so, then at Gen. 30.3, the collocation bas quite 1literal
value, although referring to an action of symbolic significance. The
problem with this interpretation is that, unless we assume that the
collocation at Gen. 50.3 has nothing to do with the expression at Gen.
30.3, it requires an almost incredible <change in contextual
restrictions enabling the expression to be applied not just to a man

but to a great-grandfather, and to signify 'legitimize' rather than

'adopt’.
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An alternative view of the origims of the expression is that it is, to
some degree, figurative or ‘stereotyped' from the start, that it
actually means 'bear a child for someone to set it on his or her
knees' (cf. NEB at Gea. 30.3). This has the advantage that it
requires no major shift in significance from Gen. 30.3 to Gen. 50.23,
and that it facilitates a variety of implications from context to
context — for example, adopting, suckling, cherishing. Sitting on the
knees in order to suckle or to be comforted is a common image in the
0ld Testament and elsewhere (Dhorme 1923:156f. — cf. Judges 16.19; 2
Kings 4.20; Isaiah 66.12; Job 3.12 [but see abovel), and this image
might in turn be connected with adoption/recognition. It might be
that this simple symbolism (of an 'adoptive' parent tenderly holding
the child on its knee) developed into a specific ritual whereby an
adoptive child touched or passed through the knees of its new parent -
see Selman 1980:127 and MNargalith 1986:402f. for summaries of
parallels from the Ancient Rear—East and beyond. Compare Gen. 48.12,

JENR IYBND IMNWSY 1Y5N3 QUL OX 801 XXIM)

'And Joseph moved them from where they were standing by his

knees, and they bowed each of them with his face to the ground’,
vhich perhaps refers to acceptance of grandchildren, although the
detalls of the ceremony are unclear (see von Rad 1972:415). The
ritval might bave in its background the sense 773 ‘'genitals' and the
notion of the solemnly binding nature of a contract ratified by
touching the genitals (cf. 41:06; note LXX's rendering of D373 at

Gen. 50.23 by me:roi 'thighs', perhaps euphemistic for 'genitals’).
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The safest conclusion about this collocation, in view of the 1limited
data for the expression as such, is, we believe, that it is
‘idiomatic' only to the extent that its reference is compressed, only
insofar as it means ‘bear a child to set on the knees of someone'.
The precise implication of such knee-setting varies from context to
context, but probably has a loose connection with adoption/recognition

of a child.

10:03. pmesoma/7m2=92. 4/11 4/5290 (S+C; (S+P1+A). 1 Kings  19.18;

Isaiah 45.23; Ezek. 7.17; 21.12.

For the texts, see 10:01,04. Notice that each instance of the
collocation is closely associated with another anatomical term. The
collocation itself is not idiomatic. In tbe Ezekiel passages,

although the expression constitutes part of a metaphor, its reference
is to the knee (perhaps used euphemistically) as such (see 10:01). On
the otber hand, at Isaiah 45.23, T-3 might be synecdochical for the
person qua worshipper (although NEB prefers +to render literally) and

is almost certainly so at 1 Kings 19.18 (cf. NEB).
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10:04. priy3|3a/73790 / V/una. 2/4 0 2/13 (=10:03). 1 Kings 19.18;

Isaiah 45.23.

The relevant verses are as follows:

DYB28 ONIW INTWND AANRUM

12 RUWITHT TWON T5TT22% SR 072TND WX D330

"But I will leave seven thousand in Israel, ALL VHO bave not BERT

THE KNEE to Baal, all whose lips have not kissed him"

(1 Kings 19.18; REB);

TIWR=23 L3WS TRATR3 UNIM Tl

*"[Tlhat to me EVERY KREE SHALL BEND,

every tongue shall swear™ (Isaiah 45.23b; REB).
In both instances the action described is symbolic of worship and
specifically of professing subservience to a divinity. In connection
with Baal, obedience is also expressed by kissing him, presumably in
the form of his idol (compare a similar gesture in the context of a
royal investiture at Psalms 2.12); in contrast, confession of Yahweh,
who, at 1least im the orthodox Judaean cult, bad no cultic
representation, required the devotee to signify his acceptance of
Yahweh's rule in binding words (yiw2=~22 waun; Isaiah 45.23b) - a
linguistic and literal affirmation rather thamn, or at least alongside,

a gestural and symbolic one.
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10:05. =1372=%» u43. 5/10 5/30 (P+C). Judges 7.5,6; 1 Kings 8.54;

2 Kings 1.13; Ezra 9.5. Cf. Job 4.4.

At a compositional level the collocation might appear to Dbe
pleonastic. However, instances of ¥%3 independent of 773 indicate
that its original central meaning was not ‘'kneel', but 'bend down,
crouch' (cf. Gen. 49.9: [7"7%2 Y31 ¥79 “"crouch and stretch 1like a
lion"; NEB), applied mainly to animals (cf. D'"2 as a non—human
anatomical term); the original =significance of =23 in the
collocation might them be ’'against’, thus, ’bend against the knee’,
i.e., 'kneel’. Yhen 773 is the subject of 73, the verb can mean
‘kneel’ (1 Kings 19.17; Isaiah 45.23b, both quoted imn 10:04) or
‘shake’ (Job 4.4Db: yoxnm mivnd 0%3731 ‘and [people withl] knees that
shake you stirengthen'; cf. Isaiah 35.3, where 202 'stumble' is used

for un3).

At Judges 7.5f. the collocation has a literal, compositional, value:
D0 mAOU? QTYSMITRY 107D QWY Y 921 (v. 6b)
"[Blut all the rest of the people BOVED DOVN UPON THEIR XNEES to
drink water® (AV).
But in the 0ld Testament kneeling is frequently associated with
religious contexts (cf. u92 at Psalms 22.30; 72.9; Estber 3.2,5; 2
Chr., 7.3; UT 76.4i1.18), and the use of our collocation reflects this.
At 2 Kings 1.13b the gesture is clearly associated with intercessiom:
TY2K JIMNTY ATIRN TA1D 19573700 PN

“[Alnd {he]l KNELT DOVE before [Elijahl and pleaded with hinm"

(NEB).
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And at 1 Kings 8.54 and Ezra 9.5, the collocation is conjoined with
gy u¥m5, also associated with/symbolic of intercession (see
46.18):
ONTO TINANTY A2BMTT9S N ATYTRN REONTR 05U a2
CHowT iUt 1°03% 17373770 YD Y MATo YI9n%d o
'Vhen Solomon had finished this prayer and supplication to the
Lord, he arose from before the altar of the Lord, where HE HAD
BEEN KNEELING with HIS HARDS SPREAD OUT to heaven"
(1 Kings 8.54; HNEB);
TRAUSY OYTAT ADTTIY OMAVIBAS TOP 21UT MNIo3M
UTIR OTATYTRN O3 TUNDNY YINATRU auhaNt
'Then, at the evening sacrifice, I rose from my humiliation and,
in my rent robe and mantle, I KNELT DOVH and SPREAD OUT MY HARDS
to the Lord my God"™ (Ezra 9.5; NEB)
(cf. Ezra 9.8, which makes it clear that Ezra's prayer is

intercessory).

Hence, we see that our collocation develops in 1its association with
intercession, from supplication to a human (albeit someone bhaving a
special relationship with God) to supplication to God. At Daniel
6.11, an Aramaic version of our collocation seems to be associated
with praying in general, rather than intercession in particular, thus

evidencing a further, natural, semantic transition.
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25. T (19

PARALLELS: 2 Samuel 10.5111 Chr. 19.5 (18).

PRE-COLLOCATIORS

25:01. =321 mera. 2/12 2/18 (S+C). Lev. 14.9; 2 Samel 10.4. Cf.

Lev. 21.5; Jer. 41.5.

2 Samuel 10.4 concerns the humiliation of David's envoys:

QIFT EMTAN 0227 117 YTIILETAN 1AM MRt

SEREYY QTYMANY Y EM3 QTYITaTAN ot

*So Hanun took David's servants, and he SHAVED OFF half THEIR

BEARDS, cut off half their garments up to the buttocks, and

dismissed them™ (NEB).
The collocation here is not itself symbolic, but a literal description
of a symbolic act. In view of Hanun's information that David's envoys
were actually spies (v.3), the act might well have had symbolic value
beyond that of shaming <(see McCurley 1968:176f.) -  Greengus
(1969:43:n.28) notes that in Mesopotamia “occurrences of facial
mutilation... all derive from situations where individuals were

punished for breaking or contesting agreements”.

At Lev. 14.9a tbe collocation bas no symbolic value beyond its

function within a context of ritual cleanliness:
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1WYTVITAN A2 2WN3WT 593 TV
122 Y70WT207AN8Y 1910 132 N VIPTTINY AURNTAN
‘On the seventh day, he is to shave off all his hair. The hair

of his head, of HIS BEARD, his eyebrows - all his bair HE IS TO

SHAVE' .

Lev. 21.5a,

122 NT DAPT NDY QUNTS NP AP

*Priests shall not make bald patches on their heads as a sign of

mourning nor cut the edges of their beards™ (NEB),
presumably prohibits a type of mourning mutilation, as does Lev.
19.27:

TIPT OND AN M0M N2Y Q20NN TND 19P0 N2

*You shall not round off your hair from side to side,

and you shall not shave the edge of your beards™ (NEB).
A quite specific, cultically objectionable, form of shaving appears to
be meant, for at other passages there is evidence that disfiguring the
beard was an acceptable token of bereavement in Israel as well as her
neighbours (see, e.g., Jer. 41.5; Micah 1.16, quoted below, 25:02);
Holma (1911:37) notes tearing out of the beard as a sign of mourning

in Babylon (cf. Ezra 9.3, quoted below, 25:05).
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25:02. p1=w3 s ¥, 2/2 2/14 (SiC; S+A). Isaiah 15.2; Jer. 48.37.

The form of the collocation presented and the associated figures
assume, with BDB, KB, and Mandelkerm, that 7u172 is a qal passive
participle employed predicatively, thus, ‘'every beard will be cut
off'; we reject ES's understanding of 2172 as a noun, “123 BIRSN
13158 M3 P TTe" (the collocation would thus tramslate as ‘every

beard becomes a bare chin').

On the literary relationship of the two passages, see, e.g., Kaiser
1974:60f. and Driver 1909:214. The context clearly indicates, that
the collocation expresses a symbolic act of mourning for the defeat of
a nation:

ITEINA PTTRI MNP 1ENTTREI PR QNIS NITO Ty 1R3ThY

"DR3 TR TTYY ASI OTAMASANAT AYMIAL OSU O PU O I7AM 1viEaIna

'Over Nebo, over Medeba, Moab will weep.

On every head baldness - EVERY BEARD, SHORK.

In his squares they wear sackcloth.

Up on his rooves and down in his streets the whole land wails,

Prostrate with grief'. (Isaiah 15.2b-3).
(Compare Micah 1.16:

TAAIIWA I2T20 TN AW

ToO 132 D MWD TAMTYE YA

"Shave the hair from your head in mourning

for the children of your delight;

make yourself bald as a vulture,

for they have left you and gone into exile® [HNEBI,
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and, as Bullinger [1898:6041, Jer. 47.5a: aT=eX AP ax3.)  Note

that T here means 'beard’ and does not bear a synecdochical value

(‘a person with a beard®); cf. 712 in 772722 (10:03).

vm) is only definitely used of ‘shaving' in this collocation
(although KB finds the same usage in the difficult text of Ezek.
5.11), adding strength to the argument for amending XNT. Many
manuscripts have »72 'hew down/off' at the two passages - LXX
appears to have also read »C137T for 37T (cf. 26:06 on 1 Samel

2.3D.

25:03. =@1=nyn. 2/11 2/79 (S+C S+C). Lev. 19.27; 21.5,

For texts, see above, 25:01. According to Rashi, at Lev. 19.27 on our
collocation, the 'cormers of the beard' are “the tip of the beard and
its sides, these making togetbher five corners: +two on each cheek,
above near the head (the temples) - where it (the cheek) is broad and
has therefore two corpers (thus four on the two sides) and one at the
bottom, on the chin, on that spot where is the junction of the two
cheeks"”. Cf. orio=n¥n 'edge of +the face' at Lev. 13.41a and =9
X3 'fringe, temple' at 19.27a. Both times our collocation occurs in
relation to "an attempt to make oneself unrecognizable in face of the

dangers emanating from the 'soul' of a dead person® (FNoth 1977:143).
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25:04. T X /7 ©WNT. 2/2 2/99 (S+A; S+A). Lev. 13.29,30.

Data restricted. However, we examine the collocation in view of its
connection with 25:05. Lev 13.29-30 reads as follows:
=FT3 OGN MNTI VXY 13 AT A8 AN Ut
F1OS0E TREE O137 TIETTe POoOU O TIRAL TITY WANITTAXN WIRT AN
KUT PTT IN UNTT RUTE NYWT PO WIaT AN NoOY
"Vhen a man, or woman, has a sore on the HEAD OR CHIR, the priest
shall examine it; and if it seems deeper than the skin and the
hair is yellow and sparse, the priest shall pronounce him

ritually unclean; it is a scurf, a malignant skin-disease of the

HEAD OR CHIE" (NEB).

NEB, 1like BDB and JB, renders Tt 'chin' bhere. Marcus (1977:54)

disputes the validity of this:
In Lev 13:29,30 [ %»1] appears in hendiadys with [uy¥xn] "head,"®
and therefore it might be argued that the chin is indicated,
although in Ezek 5:1 the same pair occurs in a context of bhair
being shaven. However, the entire section (vv 29-37) bas to do
vwith recognizing leprous afflictions in areas of hair, while a
later section (vv 40-44) has to do with afflictions of the scalp.
Since v 33 indicates that the patient shall shave in the vicinity
of the scab (Apnaly, said to be on the [3»tr], and the
following verse mentions that the scab has not spread to the
skin, it is clear that hair (of the head) and beard are mentioned

here as the areas of diagnosis and not the scalp or chin.
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If Marcus's arguments are accepted, thenm it seems 1likely that 1 wx"
w1 is a meristic "idiom" meaning 'hair', in view of the fact,
ignored by Marcus, that the woman (7WX) of v. 29 can hardly bave a
beard. Of course, this fact could also be used as an argument in
favour of rendering T 'chin’ here; however, Marcus's
interpretation, and our development of it are consistent with an
idiomatic value which we shall see (25:05) to be associated with the

conjunctive form of this collocation.

25:05, =3jpry ~uwan., 3/3 3/350 (54C; S+C). Lev. 14.9; Ezek. 5.1; Ezra

9.3.

Collocations 25:04 and 25:05 are disjunctive and conjunctive
realizations of the word-pair wx~ - 3771, the components of which
complement each other by parallelism at Lev. 19.27 and 21.5a (quoted
above, 25:01) and Isaiah 7.20; Psalms 133.2. Ve have already
suggested that the disjunctive collocation has a meristic value of
'hair’. This can hardly be true, though, for the conjunctive
collocation at lLev. 14.9a (quoted at 25:01), where our expression,
with 17273 g121 'his eyebrows', spells out what the preceding and
succeeding 1=uW=?3 'all his bair' means - it bas literal,
'enumerative’, reference, and cannot be meristic. At Ezek. b5.la,
where the collocation occurs in the context of a symbolic gesture, a
meristic value is possible, although the repetition of the preposition
20 seems to serve to isolate 'head' and 'beard’:
TIPT=2UY TUNT=2D 12370711 .. .200 TR0

'Take a sword and run it over your HEAD and over your BEARD'.
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However, at Ezra 9.3 the form of +tbhe collocation is that of a
'dompound noun’ (see below), 'the bair of my-head-and-my-beard', and
here a merismus, 'my bhair', is quite likely:

Y305 YTIITAN VAUNP OOTT TSTITAN 20083

Bo300 JSUNT YIRTY MUY TIUo A0NeN)

'Vhen I heard this I tore all my clothes.

I pulled at XY HAIR and sat down dumb-founded'.
Hote that this ‘idiomatic' meaning, if such it be, of the conjunctive
collocation is associated with the only instance of =111 —=uxn
without material intervening between +the conjunction 1 and the

second noun (=% at Lev. 14.9; ==u at Ezek. 5.1).

Thus, we believe that the collocation 31 18/1 WN° constitutes a
merismus, "hair (of all +the head)', when no material intervenes
between the con/disjunctive marker and the second noun. This
conclusion is copsistent with that of Kaddari (1966), who also finds
in our collocation a ®"composite semantic wunit® (aspigso ATV
fi22715) meaning 'hair'. Possibly at the level of the word-pair,
B¥t - 9T, always occurring in that order, has a semantic
specialization as well - note that its use seems to be particularly
associated with ‘*cultic' life - leprosy at Lev. 13-14; mourning at

Ezra 9.3; anointing at Psalms 133.2; ritual mutilation at Lev., 19.27;

21.5.
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26. uvimT (9D

PARALLELS: 2 Samuel 22.35|1Psalms 18.35; 1 Kings 8.42i112 Chr. 6.32

(89).

PRE-COLLOCATIORS

26:01. wimT3 "N32. 2/11 2/51 (S+A). Exodus 6.6; Psalms 77.16. Cf.

Lev. 25,490,

The collocation is presumably used as a covenant-tradition formula at
Psalms 77. 16a,

ToW UINTI O%N2

"VITH thy STRONG ARM THOU DIDST REDEEN thy people™ (KEB),
recalling specifically Exodus 6.6,

TYIEE DITTS QSON ANNAY L, LOEYVTED AP0 N0 O2ON VTN

"I will release you from your labours in Egypt.... I will REDEEN

you VITH ARNM outstretchbed" (KEB).
KT of Psalms 77.16 in its present form (uiar for Tui1nt1) might then
be defended on the grounds that it (unconsciously) recalls tbe longer
form of the Exodus collocation (71*191 2311713 2¥3; for the rarity of
2%} in the exodus tradition, see Hyatt 1980:166). The collocation

as such is not idiomatic, even though ¥i1-T might have a metonymic

sense of 'strength' - cf. 26:09,
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26:02. =uy97=2711/23173. 2/45 2/18 (S+C; S+C). Exodus 15.16; Psalms

79.11. Cf. Deut. 11.2.

The collocation is not idiomatic. At Exodus 15.16a, in view of the
mythological nature of the surrounding narrative , the actual 'arm' of
God might be intended (as FEB; compare the hypostasis of the =712
111" at v 6; see 40:20); otherwise, BiInT is metonymic, *through
your great power’' - this is perhaps more 1likely in view of the
abstract nouns that precede the collocation:

JAND 10TY TUIAT TS MO MLt N QAR Ran

"[Tlerror and dread fell upon them:

through the MIGHT OF THY ARM they stayed stome-still® (REB).
At Psalms 79.11 HEB interprets 1177 metonymically:

a7 Y13 TAYT O TEITT 9710 DX APIK T 9% Xan

*Let the groaning of the captives reach thy presence

and in thy GREAT MIGHT set free death's prisoners".
JB, bowever, interprets anatomically — “by your MIGHTY ARM rescue

those doomed to die!™. Possibly the verse is meant to recall the Song

of Moses.
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26:03. =yymr 7/ =9 quswiIT. 5745 5720 (SH0). Isaiah 59.16; 63.5;

Psalms 44.42; 98.1. Cf. Judges 7.2; 1 Samuel 25.26,33; Job 40.14.

Isaiah 59:16 and 63.5 represent 'formula variants' of the same motif.
VIABL 1IN D DOUAY WX TINTD XM
AIM200 XYT IAPTEY O UMT 1Y peam
"[Hel saw that there was no man to help
and was outraged that no one intervened;
so HIS OVN ARM BROUGHT HIM VICTORY
and his own integrity upheld him® (59.16; KEB);
ToI0 1IXY QRATUXRY ATY 1R 0'aMy
VA0 XWT AIeMY AunT D ueam
"I looked for a helper but found no one,
I was amazed that there was no one to support me;
yet my OVE ARNM BROUGHT ME VICTORY,
alone my anger supported me®* (63.5; NEB).
The parallelism in both'instances with an abstract object (1px,

1am) suggests that uInT here has metonymic force, 'strength' (cf.

Bullinger 1898:877).
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At Psalns 44.4 the collocation occurs twice (in deep structure):

107 AUARLTITR? OUITTY PR WA D3AMA N YD

QI3ZT Y2 THID MIXY TUINTY TIONTHQ

"[Ilt was not our fathers' swords won them the land,

nor THEIR ARM THAT GAVE THEM THE VICTORY,

but thy right hand and THY ARN and the light of thy presence;

such was thy favour to them™ (NEB).
REB'e literal, amatomical, rendering of yiat is probably justified
in view of the association with ‘right hand'; however, the third
salvatory item, 0419 71¥, might suggest a more abstract, metonymic
sense. In poetic diction, of course, ambiguity of iaterpretation is
not unexpected. Vhatever the precise meaning, the passage illustrates
three points about our collocation. First, although u31°1 is the
subject of the collocation, and is, therefore, 'hypostatic’' in form,
the parallelism with ©3-M3 indicates that it is  ‘'instrumental’ in
semantic effect: 'his arm/strength saved him' means 'he saved bhimself
by using his arm/strength'. Secondly, the collocation is semantically
'analyzable', transparent, as shown by the adversative construction,
'not their 19T but his ¥IT saved them'. Thirdly, the noun of
the collocation is substitutable, 'your right hand saved them' - see

below.
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The collocation occurs again (if we reject BHK's proposal) in
conjunction with j3g% at Psalms 98.1b. Vv. 1b-2 read:

IIWTRP WITTY 130 ARTIUAa

ARPTE TR DT 10T AMLIgY TN LY

"{HIIS right hand and holy ARN have VOR HIN VICTORY.

The Lord bas made his victory known;

he has displayed bhis righteousness to all the nations® (FEB).
As before it is uncertain whether uyi1t has metonymic or anatomical
value here, in view of the more abstract referents that follow <(also

=<on and 73168 in v. 3).

Evidence from ‘'colligational®' variants of the collocation, using
1% or T  for 1M (see Dhorme 1923: 138£f. for the
interchangeability of bhand and arm in Hebrew and Akxkadian),
suggests that the colligation as a whole was developing an idiomatic
value., This value might be characterized as 'behaving presumptuously,
as though God'. For example, in each of the following passages, a
human party is represented (by God) as believing itself worthy of an

acclamation applicable to Yahweh alone:

241



TIW0Y TI LWIATAD O TIIN tINTRAY

*Then I in my turn will acknowledge

tbat YOUR OVN RIGHT HARD CAN SAVE YOU" (Job 40.14; NEB);

AR OTEIWAT T OTANT PNAWT VD WeMYT D

*Israel will claim the glory for themselves and say that it is

THEIR OVE STRERGTH THAT HAS GIVER THEM THE VICTORY™

(Judges 7.2b; NEB).
(Vith the second passage compare Judges 6.36f.) Imn the light of this
understanding, at 1 Samuel 25.26, 97 1 @it refers to 'high-
handed, presumptuous, behaviour' - Yahweh has intervened to stop David
behaving outside the law, as though he were God:

TTOTTY LUATY Q@ASTR NIAS TIaY T¥io

'Yahweh has restrained you from committing murder and LETTING

YOUR OWR HARD SAVE YOU'.
Cf. Smith 1899:226 on v. 31 (where LXX assumes our collocation - NI's
omission of 71 here merely emphasizes its synecdochical value, as
standing for the possessor of the hand): "David will be bhappier in
future days, if he now restrains bimself from taking vengeance on

Nabal... instead of waiting for the deliverance promised by God®.
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In these passages, then, we see evidence for a development in the
meaning of the collocation, or, better the colligation 1% VI
117N/ TV /AT, First, with ¥197 the expression is used in the
cult, perhaps as a cultic cry of triumph, to describe Yahweh's defence
of himself and bis people. On the one occasion that it is applied to
human beings (Psalms 44.4), this is merely to deny that they could
make the same claim. Secondly, with 330", it is used alongside the
collocation with Uit and in the same context; however, this form of
the colligation 1s also used, iromnically, by Yahweh of a human (Job)
who over-reaches himself. Thirdly, the collocation with =+ is used
(in Judges) in the same way as that with 1°27; however, +this final
form of the colligation is used by one human being of another with
the, 1diomatic, implicatiom, because of the contexts of the
collocations with u391 and 1'0%, that the addressee has usurped

Yahweh's description, hence ‘behave presumptuously'.
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26:04. =miuynr preM. 2/21 2/64 (P+C). Ezek. 30.24; Hosea 7.15.

The context of Ezek. 30.24 suggests that here the collocation
expresses strengthening of the bones and muscles of the arm (cf.
26:06,08):
TN MANATTOX AnR2un + 0233 TR0 mMUNTTRR VIR TM
"Then I will STRENGTHEN THE ARMS of the king of Babylonm...
but I will break Pharoah’'s arms" (NEB).
This seems to be true also at Hosea 7,15a:
SADA™T AAPTA YAR0Y YIRY (retaining xm
'l bhave trained (them), I bhave MADE THEIR ARXS STROEG®.
For the diction here, compare, as Volff (1974b, im loc.), Job 4.3:
PIAN 0357 QY7 BY23A7 IR0 Tat.
The same sense is found at Prov. 31.17 where ya'X is used for p2Tn
in an image of military originm:
TYTIWAT YONAY  JYI00 Tiv3 Aamam

"She girdeth her loins with strength, and STREEGTHENETH HER ARMS®
(A7),

Hence, the cdllncaticn does not bear the idiomatic sense of

‘encourage' attached to p=y prom.
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Ve do not consider 317t pa1T at EBzek. 30.25 to be a by-form of our
collocation, likening it instead to = Py (Zech., 14.13) . and
3% prmy (Isaiah 41.13), in both of which the verb bas the sense
of 'hold, grasp'. This meaning makes excellent sense in the context
of Ezek. 30.25, where, having said that he will break the arms of
Pharoah but strengthen those of +the Babylonian king, Yahweh now
promises to 'hold up' the arms of the latter while those of the former

dangle (321) helplessly.

26:05. =winTy =10t. 3/17 3/97 (S+C; S+C). Isaiah 62.8; Psalms 44.4;

98.1.

For the texts of Psalms 44.4 and 98.1b (wbere BHK's proposal would
remove the collocation), see 26:03. Isaiah 62.8a reads:
1T WIMTIT 1219073 1Y V3V

"The Lord bas sworn with raised RIGET HAND AND mighty ARM" (¥NEB).

The status of this expression as a collocation is uncertain. In the
two Psalms passages, 1% and D17 is each, individually,
a syntactic subject of the third person singular verb UYWAY
(feminine), and each of the two nouns is also attested independently
of the other as a subject of uW1IT (see 26:03). Thus, in the +two
Psalms texts, we suggest that the apparent function of the present
collocation as a ‘'compound-subject' of Tu W11 be regarded as only a
surface-structure phenomenon representing in contracted form the deep-
structure presence of two tokens of v W11, each taking as subject a

different one of the two nouns.
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In these passages the (deep-structure) duplication of the idiom
110Y/0%7T ~9 AUt bas, presumably, an emphatic result (even though
the purpase of the duplication might have been more for reasons of
metre, traditional dictiom, etc.). Similarly, in the Isaiah passage
an emphatic message is conveyed; we might render:

'Yahweh bas adjured himself MOST BINDIRGLY'.
(The association of both upper limbs in the context of a particularly
solemn vow [cf. 40:22] is attested as well at Daniel 12.7a:

B2107 W13 LAWY DISRITEN 1PNOUY 1180 DN

"[Hle raised his RIGHT HAND AND his LEFT to heaven and swore by

him who lives for ever”™ [JBl.)

In Isaiah, it seems possible that the emphatic meaning has been
divorced from the deep-structure combination of the =% ;v
118%/8171 idioms as a whole, and associated instead only with  the
nouns (subjects) of these idioms. Thus, in Isaiah, 19%&* and vinT
is each used, at the level of deep-structure, to complete +the phrase
‘swear by ——'. But even in Isaiah, we may not regard our collocation
as anything more than a surface phenomenon. The non-'compound-noun’
status, or 'noun-phrase-independence', of each noun is indicated by
the explicit repetition of the preposition - bhad w17ty 18 truly
coalesced into a ‘compound-noun' we should have expected 13+9°2

ITIWTEITTY, 1TIUTEIATY 1t5%3, or the like.
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Thus, the collocation appears to represent various stages along the
road to syntactic stabilizing of the word-pair 3¢ - m31°71 into an
‘emphatic' 3idiom, encouraged by the association with ‘emphatic®
contexts of the word-pair. The specific (idiomatic) association of
‘collocational-bboding® and emphatic context is also indirectly
attested by the lack of collocational-bonding and (consequent) lack of
emphatic context at Isaiah 63.12a:

AMERST AT TR 10D YR

*[¥lho at the RIGHT HAKD of Moses

set to work with his gloriocus ARM® (JB).

26:06. C=3CM1J8%MT CAJ-=Bi /2w, 7/88 77108 ([S+[ A+C1I+[P+Cl). Jer.
48.25; Ezek. 30.21,22,24; Psalms 10.15; 37.17; Job 38.15. Cf. Job

31.22.

At Ezek. 30.21ff., in a rather brutal, extended, figure, Pharoah's
arms are partrayed as broken, so that he cannot wield a sword:
N30 BYNESTTRO YD WITITTAN QRT3
3TA3 UsMT AORTAT WIOR DM BYUR MINDT A0R AnTND aim
"Man, I have BROKER THE ARM of Pharoah king of Egypt. See, it
has not been bound up with dressings and bandage to give it
strength to wield a sword* (v. 21; NEB).
Here, clearly, the'collocation expresses a loss of military power -
indeed, KB claims that in vv. 22 and 24 n9931°T bears the metonymic

value of g*23°t (in Daniel 11) 'armies’.
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At Jer. 48.25a the collocation, with singular noun and passive verb,
is a vivid metaphor of humiliation and/or military defeat (cf. Wolff
1974a:67):

28 IDATI XIS WP TUTAD

"NMoab's harn is hacked off and his STRONG ARX IS BROKEE" (NEB).
(1m® ¥7T1 also appears at Lam 2.3, quoted at 40:04; compare bip bl
¥inT at 1 Samuel 2.31, regarded by ESD as a symbol of humiliation
equivalent to i1t 720, though it might better be interpreted as a

symbol/index of fatal injury; note also LXX's apparent reading, uwnrt

‘seed’.)

The passive form of our collocation also occurs at Job 38.15b,

S3un Aen BInTY,
where the presence of the adjective 157 probably means that the
image is of

"BREAKING THE ARN raised to strike® (JB),

as a metaphor for stopping evil.

Even at Psalms 37.17, the collocation (passive) seems to occur again
as part of a longer metaphor:

037 @Den 1IATe PYTE? CuULT2Y0

13T DYRAY ToIDY  T2M28A LYNWR Ti8I7T 3

"The 1little the virtuous possesses

outweighs all the wealth of the wicked,

since THE ARMS the arms of the wicked ARE DOOMED TO BREAK,

and Yahweh will uphold the virtuous® (vv. 16-17; JB).
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The (metaphorical) point of the collocation here seems to be that the
arms of the wicked man will break under the weight of bhis treasure.
Vithout his arms an evil man cannot even hold himself up; but Yahweh

acts as a support (7510) to the righteous.

In all these four passages, then, the extended-metaphorical or
graphically descriptive environments of the collocation prohibit us

from regarding it as in any way a 'lexicalized' or 'institutionalized'

symbol or index.

At Psalms 10.15a no arm-breaking imagery is demanded by the context
and ¥1°T is probably simply metonymic of °‘power’:

DE® LINT TS

'BREAK THE POVER of wicked men'.
At Job 31.22 the (passive) collocation (with mi=Tx for uI°m is

used as part of a fully literal account of the anatomical consequences

of evil-doing:
RN TIPS YBMTNY O 99N TAoWD YB3,
*{Tlhen may my shoulder-blade be torm from my shoulder,

my ARM VRENCHED OUT of its socket" (REB).
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POST-COLLOCATIORS

26:07. m17+=pInT. 2/45 2/6639 (S+C; G+A). Isaiah 51.9; 53.1. Cf.

Psalms 44.24.

The imagery of Isaiah 51.9-10 utilizes the 'arm of Yahweh' in a vivid
hypostasis (cf. 73171%=71+ as a "poetic figure® for 'Boly Spirit’ in
¥Kodern Hebrew — on the basis of Ezek. 37.1; ESD):

G070 10T BP0 R IR TN BANT OTYTAERR AT M

SYVAM ATRANS 207 ODEAST XSTON N3

ST BN e BY O3NS NVITON NaRT

Q3TN T3P T LYTIRONS ToET,

"Awake, awake, put om your strength, O ARX OF THE LORD,

awake as you did long ago, in days gone by.

Vas it not you

vho backed the Rahab in pieces and ran the dragom through?

Vas it not you

vho dried up the sea, the waters of the great abyss,

and made the ocean depths a path for the ransomed?* (FEB).
(The 'epizeuxis' or 'duplication’, =33 *=m19, is characteristic of
the book of Isaiah - see Bullinger 1898:194f. where the same
phenomenon is noted at 6.3; 21.9; 26.3; 28.10; 40.1; 51.17; 52.1;
57.19,) The semantic intentiom, +though, must be synecdochical -
Deutero-Isaiah's mpnotheism would bardly permit him to accept, at a
level other than that of the poetic, the independence of Yahweh's arm

from Yahweh himself.
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Nonetheless, Deutero-Isaiah uses the imagery of Yahweh's arm as a
symbol of Yahweh's effective kingship over the (historicized) forces
of chaos elsewhere (cf. 26:10,12), and it is likely that this picture
is present also at Isaiah 53.1b:

AMR3178 R0 TN UNNTY

'And THE ARN OF YAHVEH - to whom has it been revealed?'.
If so an irony is intended - Yahweh's ‘arm', associated by the prophet
in his audience's mind with cosmic victory and the deliverance of
Israel (cf. 26:09) is to be made manifest in a way which overturns
traditional Israelite values ('For the wisdom of this world is
foolishness with God'), through weakpness and humility and death. At
another level of meaning, in line with our interpretation of Isaiah
51.9 ¥177 here is also sypbecdochical: 'To whom bas Yahweh revealed
HIMSELF?'. JB and NEB, by rendering 177 at Isaiah 53.1b with
"power”, miss the relationship with the other Deutero-Isaianic

passages, especially 52.10a 1&72 @17T=AX T3y OWN; see 26:12).

26:08. =33=T29=n1B1nT. 2/21 2/133 (P+C; S+C; N+A). Ezek., 30.24,25.

Data restricted. No idiomaticity evidenced. Mi1¥37T here  probably
has anatomical reference, although KB claims that the semnse is
metonymic, ‘armed forces' - see 26:04,06 (caompare Modern Hebrew, where

87T refers to a 'branch' of the armed forces - i.e., army, navy, or

air-force; ESD).
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26:09. g+1wE3  CTIvINT. 14767 14/27 (SH+HA+C1). Exodus 6.6; Deut. 4.34;
5.15; 7.19; 9.29; 11.2; 26.8; 1 Kings 8.42112 Chr. 6.32; 2 Kings
17.36; Jer. 27.5; 32.17; Ezek. 20.33,34; Psalms 136.12. Cf. Jer.

32.21.

The origins of the collocation are almpst certainly in the +traditiom
of the exodus from Egypt (all passages, with the exception of Jer.
21.5; 27.5; 32.17; Ezek. 20.33f. refer to this; 1 Kings 8.42 probably
alludes to it - see below). Typical of the environments in which it
occurs is Deut. 4.34:
QA9162Y  AAND DA Y11 3TPS 0 Y42 1P IR ONA32 DAIRN 01T AN
== B 1555 iy U1 Sl b= D271 QY N¥TISEY T8 BITTIY OPTA T3 ASARe)
TYITED OYNuSS RIVIEN T
"Or did ever a god attempt to come and take a nation for bhimself
away from another nation, with a challenge, and with signs,
portents, and wars, with a strong bhand and AN OQUTSTRETCHED ARN,

and with great deeds of terror, as the Lord your God did for you

in Egypt in the sight of you all?* (REB).
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The frequency of the expression may be due to its inclusion in the
Israelite 'credo’ or declaration of 'heilsgeschichtlich' events (Deut.
26.5-10; Gray ([1977:225] thinks 1 Kings 8.42 implies that "the
foreigner's introduction to Yahweh® was such a 'credo'), through which
it would have become well-known. Possession of, or acting with, an
'outstretched arm' is one of the most frequently cited of Yabseh's
'exodus characteristics’. In the exodus context, it is possible that
the expression developed a metonymic symbolism of ‘'powerful(ly)' -
however, the fact that the collocation is always used in conjunction
with at least one other 'exodus characteristic'’, suggests +that the
figure of an actual outstretched arm was, at least sometimes, evoked
by the collocation. The original figure might be of the divine bhand
stretched out like, or with, a sword leading the column of captive
Israelites and pointing it to freedom - cf. 1 Cbr. 21.16a:
SSEITYTRE TR0 9TYD OO3RW 131 . L LT THRO.
Rashi at Deut. 7.19 claims the figure refers specifically to the sword

used to kill the Egyptian firstborn.
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The collocation is often associated with a more common formula, =r33
Bich i That both collocations were largely synonymous in their
symbolic values is indicatgd by the replacement by =172 2 ' (with)
great power' of (1) aptm 7 at  Deut. 9.29, (2) a*er uvInt  at
Exodus 32.11 and Reb. 1.10, and apparently (3) both collocations at
Deut. 4.37 (cf. v. 34, quoted previously). (Hote also the equivalent
of our collocation in some ancient versions for the second fa21n <13
in MT of Exodus 6.1.) These data indicate that both collocations were
tending to lose their figurative value, being directly apprebhended in
a symbolic sense — ‘'powerful(ly)'. A similar sense, 'by force,
forcefully', attaches to both collocations in Modern Hebrew (see ESD).
Notice the +typically idiomatic parrowing of implication imn this
symbolic value of our expression - whereas the outstretched arm,
¥177, is protective and redemptive, the outstiretched band, =1, of
Yahweh is always punitive or judgmental, as BDB points out (cf. Isaiah
9,11,16,20; Jer. 21.5 [see belowl; for the ‘*hand' as punitive maore
generally, see Bullinger 1898:87§f.). (The association of 1Y T
with punishment is itself ‘idiomatic'. =% 77gP® ‘the hand is [toa]
short' is used in contexts not of punishment, but; of salvation -
Isaiah 50.2; 59.1; cf. Rum. 11.23. n*ﬂw:' IV 0T [ Isaiah 9.20]
has lost its original connotations in Modern Hebrew, where it means

'he is [still]l able to' [see ESD].)

In Jeremiah and Ezekiel, the symbolic sense 'powerful(ly)' persists,
in contexts other tban that of the first exodus. At Jer. 27.5a and
32.17, it is to Yahweh's mighty power, no longer in the exodus but in

creation, that the collocation refers:
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"PITTIY PTAT yEa WTRTTTARY BINATAX YONITAR AW DaN

T80T

"1 by my great power and OUTSTRETCHED ARM made the earth, man and

the animals® (27.5a; JB).
At Jer. 21.5 there is a clever blending of aptn < and 103 ¥IAT
which manages to convey an ominous message of condemnation for Israel
wrapped in traditional language of salvation:

2173 BRI TOM3Y AN2Y O AP 2INTIY VIOl T3 ODAX AN YoM

*] myself will fight against you in burning rage and great fury,

with AN OUTSTRETCHED HARD and A STROKG ARM™ (NEB).
At Ezek. 20.33f. no modification of the expression is made - the
cliched expression of redemption spells doom for Israel:

2180 AS03Y TYI@Y WITNTIY ORI TS L. LR YONEATY

"I will bring you out... by my strong hand, my OUTSTRETCHED ARX

and outpoured wrath" (v. 34; REB).
It is as though the prophets proclaim: ‘'You have always let these
words flow comfortably over you. Kow you will be forced to consider
what they really mean'. The 'mighty power' exercised by Yahweh in the
exodus is simply an aspect of that authority which can be made
manifest in which ever situation God so wishes. This is made
especially clear in the Ezekiel passage where the collocation links an
account of the original exodus with a description of the new omne

(after 586): "In D the hand and arm are instruments of divine

redemption, but here they are symbols of judgment. Yahweh will
exercise his kingship... both as leader and as judge® (Vevers
1982:120),
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26:10. C=311p=u¥i=t. 3745 3/93 (S+C; S+LA+Cl). Isaiah 62.8; Psalms

89.11; Job 26.2. Cf Isaiah 51.9.

(BHK proposes 11 2117y for MT —Tui=st at Psalms 44.4.) The
collocation combines a symbolic object, ‘arm', with its typical
metonymic value, 'strength'. For Isaiah 62:8a (where a Cairo gemizah
fragment has 1u® for MT 178), see 26:05. A literal, albeit
mythological, description is conveyed at Psalms 89.11 where Yahweh's
'arm of strength' is associated with the cultic manifestation of his
kingship (cf. 26:07):

TADWN MO OTTU ¥ITT3I O I RS2 ANDT 0N

*Thou didst crush the monster Rahab with a mortal blow

and scattered thy enemies with thy STROEG ARM" (NEB).

Ve have assumed the presence of our collocation at Job 26.2:

TUTR? D97 AROT OITND? ITTOT0

"Vhat help you have given to the man without resource,

vwhat deliverance you have brought to the POVERLESS!™ (HEB).
However, the syntax of the last three words is uncertain. If the
literal meaning is 'the arm of no-strength', then the collocation is
present and,~as in NEB's interpretation, stands synecdochically for
the weak person to whom the arm belongs. But if the sense is 'the arm
of him who has no strength', then our collocation disappears - the
(ironic) image conveyed is of the comforters assisting in battle Job,

whose arms have grown weary from struggle.
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26:11. mivmo=CoiIvInT. 3/66 3/274 ([S+P1+C; S+A). Ezek. 30.21,24,25.

Data restricted. Ko idiomaticity evidenced - see 26:04, 06, 08.

26:12. =u11p=uInT. 2/45 2/137 (S+C; S+C). Isaiah 52.10; Psalms 98.1.

Compare 26:10 (and see the same for the possibility of this
collocation at Isaiah 62.8; BHK would remove it at Psalms 98.1). In
both instances Yahweh's 'holy arm' is bhis (mythological) instrument
for displaying cosmic power and maintaining cosmic order. See 26:03
for the text of Psalms 98.1b. Isaiah 52.10 has:

DYIAT™23 310D 0P BANTTAX VY aun

YIVIDN VWY N YORTIDOXTYRI I

"The Lord has bared bis HOLY ARK in the sight of all natiomns,

and the whole world from end to end shall see the deliverance of

our God” (EEB).
Vhybray (1981:167f.) claims the figure here is of Yahweh "throwling]

back the encumbering folds of the garment in order to be able to use

his sword®.
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26:13. prwwn/BYATCAIBATT. 2/66 2/259 ([S+P14C; ([S+P1+A). Psalms

10.15; 37.17. Cf Job 38.15.

BDB regards 12y at Psalms 10.15 as the abstract noun 'wickedness' -
we have given the benefit of the doubt to ES and Mandelkern, in both
of which it is listed under the adjective ‘'wicked (person)'. Both
instances occur in combination with =20 - see 26:06. In the first

passage U771 is metonymic, 'power’', in the second the plural noun is

used literally within a metaphorical descriptionm.
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28. pim (38)

RECAPITULATIONS: Exodus 4.7=4.7 (i.e., second occurrence in verse

recapitulates first) (37),

PRE-COLLOCATIONS

28:01. =pam=nuN. 2/34 2/224 (S+C; S+C). Deut. 13.7; 28.54. Cf. Deut.

28.56

The passages from Deuteronomy are as follows;
TET AN TEAT OOUN N CTO2TIN TIZOAR OTONTIR TN
'Your brother, your own mother's som, or your daughter or the
VIFE OF YOUR BOSOM or yoﬁr friend' (13.7a);
1933 T2 AR OUNIY MINGR
"[V¥lith bis brother, or the WIFE OF HIS BOSOM, or bhis own...

children® (28.54b; KEB).

Bosom, presumably, has a wmetonymic value of ' dear (perhaps
'dearest' in a polygymnous society), thus, JB, "the wife you cherish”,
unless it is merely symecdochical - 'your wife'. That the collocation
as such is not idiomatic is indicated by +the manipulation of the
initial component in Deut. 28.54ff. (am-nux followed by prm=uwan).

Rashi's gloss at Deut. 13.7, TP M3 23187, seems to connect this

collocation with that of 28:06.
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28:02. =pam=9¥ 3°w1. 2/6 2/357 (S+C). Exodus 4.7=4.7; Psalms 79.12.

At Exodus 4.7, as in the preceding verse, pP°n probably means 'fold'

of a garment (as BDB; KB; NEB):
IRAATIN 1Ty UMY TEAATRN T 2UT o
1T832 T3UTTIAY TNEINY
"[He said,] 'PUT your hand BACK IRTO YOUR BOSON.'® HE PUT his
hand BACK INTO HIS BOSOM and when he drew it out, there it was
restored, just like the rest of his flesh" (JB).
cf., e.g., the use of 1@ 'mouth' for the top of a garment at Exodus
28.32 (see Dhorme 1923:85) and 121 ‘chest’ as 'fold* at Neh. 5.13.

Ko special symbolism is attached to the action described, and the

collocation as a whole is not idiomatic here.

As REB's rendering indicates, at Psalms 79.12 our collocation is near

in meaning to variants with =78 (Jer. 32.18a) and ©?'W (Isaiah

65.6b):
YITROTIDTM WN QADTN QREOTEN QY AUS0 13N IDU0 aum
"As for tbe contempt our neighbours pour on thee, O Lord,

TURE IT BACK sevenfold ON THEIR OVN HEADS* (KEB).

Cf. Feh. 3.36a:
DUNTTEN Qneaf U

*Turn back their reproach upon their own bheads" (NEB).

260



Possibly the expression also alludes to the imagery of az»=9x 207
(e.g., Deut. 4.39a; Lam. 3.21) ‘recall, consider’. Thus, we might
render °Make them remember their insult, and then pay them back for
it'. It is unclear whether the primary value of p*n here is
'physical' ('chest') or (by metonymy) ‘mental’ <(e.g., 'feelings').
Compare M3 N@21 (28:05) for P as the place where malediction is

borne (Psalms 89.51) and for the change in object, from concrete to

abstract, of the collocation's verb.

Perbaps the collocation is present in 'broken' form at Psalms 74.11
(Q:
92 TR IOPS 0 TINENY OTTY 20T TR
*¥hy dost thou HOLD BACK back thy bhand,
why keep thy right hand within THY BOSON?® (REB; ignoring
M¥asoretic punctuation).
(Vhybray [1981:1681 compares the image with that of Isaiah 52.10 - see
26:12.) Compare also Psalms 35.13b, where NEB's rendering interprets
%1 as synecdochical for the whole person of the supplicant:
3@ EAMTTRL Ao
"VYhen my prayer CAME BACK UNARSVERED®™ (NEB).
1f ~»u is especially significant, a preferable translation might be:
‘Even my praying turns against me®.
A synecdochical value for p*m is also possible at Psalms 79.12 (see

above), without altering the symbolic meaning of the callocation,

‘punish/remind’, there.
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28:04. c-3panms NP>, 2/4 2/939 (SHA+C1). 1 Kings 17.19; Prov. 17.23.

Fo idiomaticity evidenced.

28:05. =pa3 NWi. 3715 3/594 (S+C). FBum. 11.12; Isaiah 40.11; Psalms

89.51.

At both Kum. 11.12 and Isaiah 40.11, the collocation occurs within a
simile (introduced by =), and an overall context, of loving care:
VIS YDINTEN 7T OUT9D AN AT 'DINT
FINITON ST NUY QUND TRAMI 1ING BN eNITe
"Am I their mpother? Have I brought them into the world, and am I
called upon to CARRY THEM IN KY BOSOM, 1like a nurse with her
babies...?" (Fum. 11.12; KEB);
T3 MI%Y N@Y O IRAIT BONTO VIR 07T U 17T TUND
"He is like a shepherd feeding his flock,
gathering lambs in his arms,
HOLDIRG THEM AGAINST HIS BREAST

and leading to their rest the mother ewes" (Isaiah 40.11; JB).
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P might have anatomical or ‘'clothing® reference (cf. 28:02) - the
precise value of 3 in this expression is uncertain. For the
‘nursing father®' of Kum. 11.12 and the ‘shepherd® of Isaiah 40.11,
compare 28:06, noting especially 2 Samuel 12.3 for the second motif.
There is insufficient evidence to regard the collocation as a regular,
or 'lexicalized', metaphor of care (contra Dhorme ([1923:102,108] on
the basis of a semantically cognate Akkadian idiom of a king's
affection for his subjects). Contrast psma new at Ruth 4.16, which

some claim to have symbolic value, referring to a "gesture of

adoption® (Gray 1967:423; cf. KB).

If Dhorme's claim about our collocation were correct, then we might
render Psalms 89.51,

Q00 QY3773 PN SAKG TV NSO 217X 12T,
with

'Remember, Lord, how your servants were insulted

BEven though I was KINDLY DISPOSED TO all the great natioms'.
However, the context suggests a more likely symbolic meaning for the
collocation here of ‘continue to recall' or 'bear a grudge against';
its use has perhaps been influenced by =3t in

the parallel colon.
Thus, the second half should be rendered:

‘As I bear in my heart (the bitter memory of) all the great

nations'.
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For the imagery and its significance, compare perhaps Exodus 28.29:
CTRITEN IRID 13970 ODUST WD DNOWNTYID MISUTAN 7NN NG
TSR TITYTAIIE? Mo
"Thus, when Aaron enters the Haoly Place, he shall carry over his
heart in the breast-piece of judgement the names of the sons of

Israel, as a canstant reminder before the Lord® (HEB).
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28:03. =pyma 32w, 2/15 2/8 (S+C). 1 Kings 3.20=,

28:06. =m=sr3 200, 2/15 2/198 (S+C). 2 Samuel 12.3; 1 Kings 1.2. Cf.

Micah 7.5.

(Data for 28:03, tbhe causative [hiphil]l version of 28:06, are
restricted to omne verse.) The relevant passages, with  REB
equivalents, are:
TTIITESY 0N OVTIAMY TMINY OTIR TGN 10PN TWI2DTEN 2 DTN Ut
[35 %7y IIY 3200 AEMTIY MU0 10321 2ANT MDe Yy
*"{Tlhe poor man bad nothing of his own except one 1little ewe
lamb. He reared it himself, and it grew up in his bome with his
own sons. It ate from his dish, drank from his cup and NESTLED
IN HIS ARES; it was like a daughter to him® (2 Samuel 12.3);
120 12701 TROT 1D aToNY 743 01 TROT VITTND O 1uRas
TR0 VI QMY TR 25U
"Let us find a young virgin for your majesty, to attend you and
take care of you; and let her LIE IN YOUR BOSOM, sir, and make
you warm® (1 Kings 1.2);
MR 1IDUWMY TIWY TAONT YDEND YI3TAN MPAY 921 Tama epm
ARAMA A32UT 0T Ti1aThaN
"[Slbe got up in the middle of the night, took my baby from my
side while I, your servant, was asleep, and LAID IT IN HER BOSON,

PUTting her dead child IN MINE* (1 Kings 3.20);
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FIDND IMUIATIN UMD 1ICNAT9N

STADTARAD oY TR A32Uh

OOM3 93 ToN3 SR M3 3 9315 ja=eo

M3 MWAIN WY DN

"Trust no neighbour, put no confidence in your closest friend;

seal your lips even from the VIFE OF YOUR BOSOM.

For son maligns father,
daughter rebels against mother,
daughter-in-law against mother-in-law,

and a man's enemies are his own household" (Micah 7.5-6).

In the first three passages, therefore, the image conveyed by both
forms of our collocation is of a parent of one sex holding a child
(possibly an only child) of the opposite sex. 23 *on the  chest,
in the lap' seems to have quite a vague reference (cf. 1 Kings 3.20:
Pl iuNs). That this parent-child imagery could be applied to a
relationship between sexual partners is indicated by 28:01 and,

significantly, in view of the use of our collocation at v. 3 of the

same chapter, by 2 Samuel 12.8a:

TRAA2 TYITIN YRITAN L LT TN

"1 gave you your master's... wives to be your own" (NEB).
Compare, as BDB, Gen. 16.5. According to KNEB <(and JB; LXX), this
secand value is correct at Micah 7.5, as well. However, in view of
the reference of the following verse to parent-child antagonism, it is

likely that <2 n321¢ means 'your young daughter'.

At 1 Kings 1.2, LXX interprets 317%M3 as a sypecdoche, met autou -

cf., e.g., Job 19.27b:
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Ap1a IR0 192

*Ny heart failed ME" (HEB).
But if a more *literal® figure is intended here, our evidence about
the collocations and +their associated imagery suggests that it
possible that the standard interpretation of 1 Kings 1.1ff. be
revised, so that Abishag is seen not as a means of sexuval stimulus for
the king but as a child-substitute to channel warmth <(not 1lust) and
affection to the king in his old age. The concluding sentence of the
passage,

JUTY XD TROM

*"[Blut the king bhad no intercourse with her™ (1 Kings 1.4b; JIB),
can then be viewed not as an implication of David's impotence, but as
a statement of the honourable nature of his relationship with Abishag
("This was not a sexual relationship’), perhaps inserted

specifically to allay the suspicions of prurient readers/listerners.

At 1 Kings 1.2 and Nicah 7.5, our collocation is to be regarded as a
‘synbol’', seeing that in neither passage is it associated, through
parallelism, etc., with a clear 'explanation' of its meaning. In line
with our interpretation of the various passages, we should claim that
the symbolic value of the gqal collocation is ‘'be +treated 1like
someone's own child’ and of the hiphil collocation, 'treat a person as
one's child'. The nominalization in Micah yields a further symbol of
*child'. The contexts in which tbe forms of the collocation occur

suggest that in these symbols 'child® refers to an only child of sex

opposite to the parent's.
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(In the 1light of this understanding, it is possible that
[apakeimenon] eis ton kolpon at Luke 16.23 and John 13.23 implies

that Lazarus and Peter were accepted as ‘'sops' by, respectively,

Abraham and Jesus.)
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29. T 18

PRE-COLLOCATIORS

29:01. =1 mwi. 2/2 2/4 (S+A). Job 12.11; 34.3.

Both instances of the collocation occur within basically the same

figure in Job:
12TINEY SIN T WSO 1YEL ITNTNT™T
"Does not the ear test what is spoken as the PALATE SAVOURS
food?* (12.11; NEB).

This seems to be more maturally iatroduced at Job 34.3 than at 12.11

(which is transposed with v. 10 by FEB).

As in 29:02, =7m is the organ of taste. Specifically, in both
instances of the collocation, 7M is presented as the organ which can
'evaluate' whether food is good or bad, just as, in the parallel, the
'ear' can judge (13) whether an argument is valid or not (cf., as
Lacau 1970:62, Arabic exponents of the root T30 meaning 'inpstruct’
and 'wisdom'). The complementary nature of intellectual and gustatory
Judgment is also found in respect of +the verb gwe, which can be used
in the sense of 'discern' as well as 'taste' (cf. Psalms 34.9; Prov.
31.18). A similar range of meaning is expressed by the corresponding

noun - compare saveur and  sagesse, both derived from sapor,

sapientia (Lacau 1970:62).
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29:02., =qms/~Tn~ou pAns.  2/5 2/11 (S+C). Prov. 24.13; Song 2.3. Cf.

Song 5. 16.

Prov. 24.13b has:

TITTO0 PANS 09111
"[Alnd the honeycomb so SVEET UPON THE TONGUE* (NEB).

HEB's rendering of I as ‘'tongue’ is justifiable in view of the
frequency of the association of I with 1102 (see 29:03), but we
prefer to render the collocation here as 'against your palate', the

image being that of a boy slowly savouripg a piece of honeycomb.

HEB (and JB) render 7m as a metonymy, 'taste' at Song 2.3b:

TIMT RIS 1DY ANRgYY YAToM 12983

*To sit in its shadow was my delight,

and its fruit was SVEET TO XY TASTE" (REB).
However, a literal rendering, 'its/his fruit is sweet to my palate’,
is also adequate. Alternatively,

“2f here is synecdochical for

‘me’.

From the notion of the palate as the organ that discerns sweetness
comes the rather odd figure at Song 5.16a, where the palate (®nearly =
mouth®; BDB - a sense shared by Arabic and Syriac cognates), or a
metonymic extension from it (ESD notes a post-Biblical use of 7n as

'speech'), is presented as actually being ‘'sweet' or ‘full of

sweetness':
QYISMe 192 YPnes an

"His VHISPERS ARE SVEETRESS, wholly desirable" (NEB).
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POST-COLLOCATIORS

29:03. =1y1ws —Tqes-Tn~eX 013937, 3/3 3/89 (S+C; S+C). Psalms 137.6;
Job 29.10; Lam. 4.4. Cf. Ezek, 3.26; Psalms 22.16; Job 6.30; 20.12f.;

33.2. -

The texts (all with NEB equivalents) in which the expression, or a
biphil variant of it, occurs are as follows:

TY390% DU BRWANY TDUNTDN

TTNITR ONTTON YAMD ReRAan

*1f I forget you, O Jerusalem,

let my right hand wither away;

let my TOBGUE CLING TO THE ROOF OF KY NOUTH

if 1 do not remember you * (Psalms 137:5-6a);

TRTER® QWY 82Y EY203 17EY oW

3T SR 811D IR3IME O ITRIRE

*"[Men in authority broke off their talk

and put their bands to their lips;

the voices of the nobles died away,

and every man HELD HIS TORGUE"” (Job 29.9-10);

QT2 1N OB OMT O ITNU 037190 NOED TIATRX PIfY 11U pan

*The sucking infant's tongue

CLEAVES TO ITS PALATE from thirst;

young children beg for bread

but no one offers them a crumb™ (Lam. 4.4);
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fe2X13 TA™2N PI3TIN 72100
I will FASTEN YOUR TORGUE TO THE ROOF OF YOUR MOUTH and you will

be unable to speak" (Ezek. 3.26a).

Oesterley (1959:547) believes that at Psalms 137.6, the collocation
refers to the worshipper's inability to offer spoken/sung worship , in
the same way that +3%2% wmon (for MNT *2%e moum) 'my right hand
fails' in the previous verse expresses inability to play an instrument
in divine service. Omn this interpretation, then, the collocation has

a similar symbolic value to the one it has at Job 29.10.

However, if we retain MT and accept NEB's rendering of nouw in the
previous verse as ‘wither away', what our collocation seems to convey
is a physical illness leading to immobilization of the +tongue and
inability to use the palate. If 7m is read for m2 at Psalms
22.16a (as BHK/S; KNEB), this passage provides a further instance of
12 and T being associated in the description of physiological
symptoms (here, specifically, shock). (Holma [1911:25] reports
Akkadian ikku kurri ‘short-palated, short-throated' designating a
respiratory disorder, but see McCurley 1968:14: "ikku... [is] not
part... of the body at all®.) Of course, inability to move the tongue
implies removal of the power of speech, but it . seems more likely
that the intended implication of the collocation here is as a sign
of physical distress. Compare, however, JB, which renders naouw as

BEB, but translates our expression as "May I never speak again”.
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A more certain ‘sign-of-illness’ usage of the collocation is
evidenced at Lam. 4.4, where dryness of the mouth as a symptom of
malnutrition is expressed. 71 might, in fact, mean *throat' rather
than ‘'palate’ here (cf. Arabic =xalq, xulqu:m, which Holma
[1811:25] glosses as ‘Gaumen®’, ‘'Kehle'), or the role of the palate as
the organ of taste as well as that of speech (see Volff 1974a:77)
might be reflected. 112 is collocated with T, qua organ of

taste/discernment, at Job 6.30 and 20.12f.

At Job 29.10, however, the expression refers to the respectful silence
of local nobles. Thus, it has a similar symbolic value to =3 g2
7192 in the previous verse. The extended poetic/metaphorical context
suggests a rather vivid image, of the tongue suddenly stopping talking
and holding itself still as the speaker's attention is totally

occupied by the presence of Job.

Inability to speak is also conveyed by the causative version of our
collocation at Ezek. 3.26, where it contrasts with <Te9=nx naox  in
v. 27. Note though, that we cannot speak of a 'symbol® here, merely
an 'association', as the meaning of the collocation is immediately

'explained' (by o=x1).

Possibly there is an allusion to this idiomatic use of the collocation

at Job 33.2:
YAMI VIIWR TN3T D AAMNS NITTAT
"Now as I open my mouth,

and my tongue shapes words against my palate® (JB).
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Here the second colom recalls our collocation by phonetic contrast
(i=37 for aP371), just as, in the preceding colon, 1D Apnne

recalls it by phraseological contrast (see the preceding remarks on

Ezek. 3.26f.).

Thus, our evidence is that 11¢2> T2 P37 was quite strongly
assocliated with silence in Biblical, as in Modern (see ESD), Hebrew,
although the poetic/'explanatory' contexts in which it occurs do not
allow us to claim that it was a symbol of silence (except, possibly,
at Psalms 137). But Lam., 4.4, at least, indicates that the

collocation, like the word-pair -m - 182 (Avishur 1084:677f.),

could be applied to otber contexts.
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40. o0 (139)

PARALLELS: 2 Kings 22.2112 Chr. 34.2; Psalms 60.711108.7 (137).
RECAPITULATIONS: Exodus 29.22=Lev. 8.25 (136).

PRE-COLLOCATIOKS

40:01. =1v23p/ 9980 MmN, 2/20 2/660 (S+4; S+[ A+C]). Zech. 4.3;

2 Chr. 3.17. Cf. Judges 16.29.

Although the data are ipsufficient to make any claims about
'idiomaticity', both instances of the collocation have a context of
tall objects and a sacred location:

A2NQUT2Y IR 24T 18NS IMN TYRR QAT QN Iwn

"[Vlith two olive-trees standing by it, ONE ON THE RIGHT of the

bawl and another on the left® (Zech. 4.3; KNEB);

ZINSWTO IMNT 100G IR PIMT 429730 DATISLATAN DPY

"He erected the two pillars in front of the temple, OKE ON THE

RIGHT and one on the left™ (2 Chr. 3.17a; NEB).
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40:02. =giga=1 / n@aN 2/9 2/2 (=40:08). Judges 3.15; 20.16.

The texts from Judges, with REB equivalents, are as follows:
1395077 UM @WeN 15173 RTIATAR TAANTAN U0 o7 TN oPt
[Tlhe Lord... raised up a man to deliver them, Ehud son of Gera
tbhe Benjamite, who was LEFT-BARDED" (3.15a);
13097 0N SIS WAIN MING B2
NOMY N TTOWTTEN O JAN3 URp TTTRD
"There were also seven hundred picked men..., LEFT-HANDED men,
who could sling a stone and not miss by a hair's-breadth®

(20.16).

Both KB and BDB relate =gy to an Arabic verb meaning 'bend’. The
root occurs just once elsewhere in Biblical Hebrew (except in a proper
name), at Psalms 69.16, where the context suggests a meaning near to
that of puor *block, close' (there is no need to emend, as BHK, to
ouX:  the two items are semantically closely related roots each
deriving from an identical biliteral root plus a distinctive

‘determiner* - cf., e.g., Driver 1950:340f.).

If we assume a connection with piox, then, our collocation literally
means something like ‘'blocked of the right hand’. AV and KNEB
interpret this as 'left-handed’ (as in Modern Hebrew; see ESD), but
another tradition, represented by LIX and Vulgate, interprets the

expression as 'ambidextrous' - cf., as KB, 1 Chr. 12.2:
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109330 PIXY AXO  UP2 QXM Q1313X] DIPNOUWGY BY2110%0 NUR YUl
*They carried bows and could sling stones or shoot arrows with
the left hand or the right; they were Benjamites, kinsmen of
Saul® (¥EB).
Gray (1967:263; cf. ibid.:384) thinks that the expression "might refer
to the training of boys for left-handed fighting, which was the more
effective since the shield was normally carried on the left arm". JB
uses “"left-handed® in the first passage and “who could fight with both
bands* in the second. On eitber interpretation, the biblical writers
at both passages set up an ironic contrast between those who are
'blocked of the right hand®' and those who are 'sons of the right hand’
(Benjaminites). (For the ironic nature of the Ehud saga, see Alter
1981:37ff.; Good 1981:33.) Vhatever the precise interpretation,
clearly the conveyed sense of the collocation is symbolic (idiomatic),

for 'blocked of the right hand' can only indirectly mean 'left-handed’

or 'ambidextrous’.

40:03. =141 7/ =» awswin. 3/97 3/11 (S+C). Psalms 44.4; 08.1; Job
40.14, Cf Psalms 18.36; 20.7; 138.7.

For texts and interpretation, see 26:03. As shown there, this

collocation provides a 'bridge' between the less idiomatic member of

the colligation with ¥177 and the more idiomatic one with 7%,
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40:04. =1191 371, 2/97 2/357 (S+C). Psalms 74.11; Lam. 2.3.

Although many (e.g., BHK/S; JB; EEB) would re-position the athnach
(for KEB's rendering here, see 28:02 - Brockington does not note the

enmendation, however), MI's punctuation has this collocation at Psalms

74.11 (Q):

72 TPAM 3P0 TIMeMY TN 200 SR

"Vhy VITHDRAVEST THOU thy hand, even THY RIGHT HARD?

pluck it out of thy bosom™ (AV).
Lam. 2.3 reads:

FREE *:50.12*D* TR 2T RWY PTRD AN vma BT

3330 JT20X "AMT OND IPUND TEANY

*In his anger he hacked down the horn of Israel's pride,

he VITHDREV HIS HELPIKG BHARD when the enemy came on;

and he blazed in Jacob like flaming fire

that rages far and wide" (NEB).
On the first occasion, and probably the second, 'witbdrawing the hand'
is a 'live' metaphor of cessation of military activity. This is true
as well of 71 2%uY at Joshua 8.26 and Isaiah 14.27. However,
outside of a military context = 3°wT comes to mean simply ‘refrain

from doing, stop'-— Ezek. 18.8; 20.22 (if original; cf. K§EB); Lam

2.8a:
WIS 1T IVEITND

'He did not CEASE destroying'.
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40:05. ==i¥dUWs1 ~—I1'9°0 Osan. 2/4 0 2/69  (St+A; S+C; S+C). Exodus

14.22,29.

Data restricted. Exodus 14.29 is a repetition "in the manner of P*
(Driver 1909:30) of v. 22, which reads:
OONSUSY EINCN0 TOM G2 Q’Dﬂi W33 YT TINI PXWTI3 XA
“[Alnd the Israelites went through the sea on the dry ground,
vwhile the waters made A VALL FOR THEM TO RIGHT AKD TO LEFI"
(NEB).
Our collocation, or at least its last two words,seems +to share the
meristic value of 40:19; thus, “a wall all around us®. Cf. 1 Samuel
25.16a, referring to David's men, which KB® (s.v. 1&n) appears

to claim, alludes to the Exodus passage:

SoYs=0a aBITEY T1NRY 1N e

"They were as good as a wall round us, night and day* (BEB).
If so, 91320 'over, around us' is semantically parallel to aRl-R
21¥oU0Y, a meristic value which also seems to be indicated by Nahum

3.8, with which BDB compares the Exodus passage:

neAm 80 L. .02 2430 oY

'Vaters surrounded her, a wall of sea'.

40:06. =915y apasm. 2/97 2/10 (S+C). Song 2.6; 8.3.

The collocation occurs in virtually identical verses:

SIPIMM 3509 WUNTD A IBNOU.

*"His left arm was under my head, HIS RIGHT ARM VAS ROUND ME".

(Song 2.6; NEB).
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The figure conveyed bhere is, presumably, of a lover with one hand
around a girl's waist, and the other holding up her bhead to kiss her

(see Goulder 1986:62 for an alternative interpretation).

40:07. 1gho CTIvOM.  4/7 4/248 (StA; S+A). 1 Kings 7.49; 2 Chr.
4.6,7,8.

The collocation is literal, 'five on the right’® (cf. 40:01), with

&% used in a purely "locational’ sense, and the context always of

temple furniture in the Solomonic Temple.

40:08. =1y1gpv=T1v, 9/97 971257 (5+C; S+C). Gen, 48.17; Judges 3.15;

7.20; 20.16; 2 Samuel 20.9; Jer. 22.24; Ezek. 39.3; Psalms 73.23;

121.5. Cf. Judges 5.26; Isaiah 48.13; Psalms 21.9; 26.10; 74.11;
80.18; 89.26; 138.7; 139.10.

The collocation is, presumably, a grammatically specific realization

of the common word-pair =1 - jJ13%* (see the references cited above;

cf. Avishur 1984:364f.; Boling 1960:233; Dahood 1967:44f.). 1100

bere can hardly signify 'right hand® - 'hand of the right hand' is

meaningless for practical purposes. Rather, within this collocation

10" bears its more primitive sense (thus, KB; ESD) of ‘'right side’

or ‘right' (BDB). For 12" as 'right gide', note, perbaps, Psalms

91.7a:
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TANRYS 3371 89X TIL DO
*A thousand may fall at your side,

ten thousand close at bhand™ (NEB).

(7x here 1is, perhaps, specifically 'left side' - cf. Dahood
1967:44f. on 71" as 'left hand' when I117%°9%; in this respect, note
2 Samuel 20.9f., where Joab holds Amasa's beard by his right hand,

1*6+=1%, and stabs him with the sword in his left hand, =7*7?)

That 1v9+=7+ and 1°0°%, in its 'secondary' semse of ‘'right hand',
are equivalent is illustrated strikingly by Gen. 48.17-18:
$L...1%2%03 RANY DYIBN UNTTIU 12107 113X My TI0 ARYY NOMY
WNT=ZY TSN RYY MDIT ATEND AN 1PTN? L0
"Vhen Joseph saw that his father was laying his right hand on
Epbraim's head, he vwas displeased.... He said, °‘That is not

right, my father. This is the elder; lay your right hand on bhis

head.'" (NEB).

At first sight, the collocation appears as a simple synonym of 3194
'right band’. There seems to be no clear and consistent semantic
motive for using the longer form for the shorter. However, it is
possible, though this is an argument ex silentiog, that 1%9*=1% was
particularly favoured over 10, when no explicit contrast with
21800 *left (hand)’ was present. Compare vv. 17f. of Genesis 48
(just quoted) with vv. 13f. 1'0v=1" might bDe characterized, then,

as an optional 'allo-form' of 1°9%, the constraint on its use being

the negative one that no explicit, formal, contrast with 21x00 be

present.
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Following this argument, we find the data to be fairly well
structured. Vhere there is a contrastive structure, between 'left
hand®* and ‘right bhand’, if one of the contrasting forms is
‘contracted' (i.e., it lacks =3) +then the other form mst be
contracted; that is to say, 1*c" 'right bhand' never contrasts with
2ia¥ 7' and 20w *left hand' never contrasts with II0YTIN,
Vhere one of the forms is 'expanded' (i.e., 7% is presemt), then the
other form must be ‘expanded’ as well. This situation is evidenced at
two passages:

TiT210T Q211077121 SYTa%3 O%INSU=TY3 1P TN

*[Theyl grasped the torches in their left hands and the trumpets

in their right® (Judges 7.20a; NEB);

20X TIWSY MO CTILMY TUINOU TYC TRAUR AMYIM

"I will strike the bow from your left hand and dash the arrows

from your right hand® (Ezek. 39.3; NEB).
(Hote that, atypically, “1x00 precedes 1%@* bhere - cf. 40:19.)
Vhere there is no contrastive structure, them the mnon-contrastive
forms may be, at random, contracted or expanded. This third situation
is the one evidenced by the normal interchangeability of =7+ and =9
176" and of 21X20 and 2 1%20~7% (only at Judges 3.21). Using a
pseudo-programming notation:

if CONTRAST

then

(C(yn0r if 91x50) and (vaxow if 1°6%)) and

CCey=T1r if 29%00=11) and (2INCW=TY if Y20v=71)))
else

((122% or 9*01=717) and

(21%20 or 2ixou=71)).

282



1f it could be proved that j20* developed the semse ‘'right hand'
specifically as a comntraction of 19%=7%, this would demonstrate a
high level of 'idiomaticity', or loss of descriptive fumctiom, for our
collocation. However, this process is not assured, and Judges 3.20
and Ezek. 39.3 both evidence an obvious ‘compositionality' for the
expression. Thus, it is safer to conclude that, from a synchronic

perspective, 1*01=1* is a literal, pleonastic, version of 101,

40:09. =10 =1%51, 2/97 2/95 (S+C; S+C). Psalms 144.8,11,

See 40:22 for texts. Data restricted, and BHK proposes deletion of
the second occurrence. A semantically redundant construction ('their

right band is a right band of...') used metri causa.

40:10. =31p =17, 2/97 2/23 (S+C; S+C). Judges 3.16,21.

Data restricted. Ko idiomaticity evidenced. Cf. 40:08,14.
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40:11. =935+ 3w, 2/6 2/766 (S+C). 1 Kimgs 2.19; Psalms 110.1. Cf.

Psalms 61.8; 89.37.

The passages are as follows:

=20 3wy AT AW ANTED OTROT BRYY L L LI0%0 0 TROTTRN LauTna Xam

127047 WMy TS0 OND NDD QwtY INDD

"So Bathsheba went to King Solomon...; the king rose to meet her

and bowed before her; he then sat down on his throne; a seat was

brought for the mother of the king, and she SAT DOVN AT HIS RIGHT

HAWD® (1 Kings 2.19; JIB);

THIPATD OTWT TSN MOLONTTY 20D 2@ YITNT T oNg

"The Lord said to my Lord, SIT THOU AT NY RIGHT HA®D, until I

make thine enemies thy footstool™ (Psalms 110.1; AV),
(The suggestion of Keel [1978:263]1 that in the second passage the
collocation means 'dwell at the south side of, i.e., in a palace +to
the south of, the temple' should probably be discounted in view of the
clear meaning of the collocation in Kings and the evidence of Ezek.
16.46, where 3ag4p, not 1'&°2, is found after 2" ‘dwell'.) 1In
neither place does the collocation itself seem to be idiomatic,
altbough 1°2*? appears to symbolize/be associated with a place of
honour {(cf. Psalms 45.10 and, as KB=, Ephesians 1.200.
Aternatively, or in conjunction with this interpretation, -5
symbolizes assistance/protection (cf. Oesterley 1959:463):

W UBWS PIWUT? 113X AR TourTeD

*For he stands AT THE poor man's RIGHT SIDE

to save him from his adversaries™ (Psalms 109.31; KEB).
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40:12. =9xzw% %00 fe3. 3713 3/107 (=40:19). FKum. 20.17; 22.26;

Prov. 4.27. Cf. Exodus 15.12.

40:13. 91581 1er 0. 9713 9/161  (=40.19). Deut. 2.27; 5.32;
17.11,20; 28.14; Joshua 1.7; 23.6; 1 Samuel 6.12; 2 Kings 22.2112 Chr.
34.2.
Iﬁ Numbers the collocation with 03 means °‘<(not) turn right or
left*; at 20.17b, where the Samaritan version bhas =10 for NT 703,
TZ131 T3RITEUN Y OPAINSWY 0y @Y ND OTRY TSN T
"Ve will keep to the king's highway; we will not TURN OFF TO
RIGHT OR LEFT until we have crossed your territory® (KEB),
the context is of proceeding in a straight line along an open road and
not deviating from it (or letting one's animals graze by it - Rashi),
vhereas at 22.26b the scene is of inability to progress because a road
is blocked:
DINSWY 1LY MIEIT CTATTINN WM K Zpos '1935*1
[Hel stood in a narrow place where there was no room to TURN
EITHER TO RIGHT OR LEFT* (REB).
At Prov. 4.27, however, the deviation conveyed is moral:
NS T2A7 907 PINSEY 10rTOnTRN
"SVERVE HEITHER TO RIGHT BOR LEFT,

and keep clear of every evil thing" (KEB),
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As in 40:12, so in the collocation with 71D, a negative expression

(¥2, 2%, M22%) always precedes, and the collocation develpos
from spatial deviation ([Rum. 20.17;] Deut. 2.27; 1 Samuel 6.12) +to
legal/moral tramnsgression. The omission of any explicit object
deviated from at Prov. 4.27 (quoted above) might indicate +that the
collocations were developing into specifically moral idioms (=x>
2IX0UY 3960 ID/70) meaning simply ‘stay good'). Hote also 2 Samuel
2.19b, where ‘'be didn't turn to the right or to the left' is expressed
by 2NowI"28Y  110MITRY ND23 0I1TX2Y - the placing of 721 between
102 and the prepositional phrase serves to emphasize the literal,
spatial, significance of 781 in this context. Primarily, however,
both collocations are idiomatic to the extent that they participate in
the merismus of %I¥30Y 1'6* ‘right and left' (40:19). The fact that
TINSEY 1"@* is meristic (‘any way at all') means that our
collocafions are also pleonastic seeing that the semantic
specification of both 79) and 919 already implies 'direction' (to
‘turn' means to turn in a given direction). This pleonastic function

of DiNowy e in connection with 710/770) is well illustrated by

its omission at Job 23.11b:
GNTN2Y YT0u 130T

*I have followed his way and not turned from it* (NEB).
In Modern Hebrew, the idiomatic value of the collocation with =1p

has become more marked, meaning ‘'carry out instructions to the letter’

(1990 20T =277 X J1Ip1a N2o; ESD).
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40:14. =g/ 9ver=3rn. 37136 3/80 (S+C; S+LA+HCI). 1 Samuel 11.2;

Zech, 11.17=.

No idiomaticity evident. The collocation occurs each time in a figure

of the violent blinding of a persomn as a token of his/her utter
defeat. Compare, perhaps, 1'% 3'¥7 at 2 Samuel 20.6. 1*e* here

is 'right side' (cf. 40:08,10). 13'0 should perhaps be read for

13%0Y 1'8 at Zech. 11.17b (see BHK/S).

40:15. =ya+v=20 Tou.4/8 4/434 (S5+C). Zech., 3.1; Psalms 109.6; 1 Chr.

6.24; 2 Chr. 18.18. Cf. Psalms 109.31.

The relevant verses, with NEB equivalents, are as follows:
1303 131509730 00 WoEmM '
"[Vlith the Adversary STANDING AT HIS RIGHT BAND to accuse him"
(Zech. 3.1b);
13901720 ToRY WY DA 119 TROR
"They say, 'Put up some rascal to denounce him,
an accuser to STARD AT HIS RIGHT SIDE.'* (Psalms 109.6);
1230720 ToUT HOX 1MTNY
"Heman's colleague Asaph STOCD AT HIS RIGHT HARD®
(1 Chr. 6.24a);
1PNOWT 11707750 OYTON DYOWT NILTDIY TNDITDY WY JATYTAX AN
*1 saw the Lord seated on his throne, with all the host of heaven

IN ATTEEDAKNCE ON HIS RIGHT and on his left" (2 Chr. 18.18b).
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In the first two passages, the collocation is associated with the
evil, accusatory, intent of '<(a) Satan' - in the second passage it is
perhaps intended to contrast with the salvatory implications of =ap
1152 at v. 31, quoted in 40:11. The 'idiom' here, though, is not
our collocation as such, but rather its sub-sequence =9y =72V, which
pertains to Satan in particular <(cf. 1 Chr. 21.1; see Villiamson

1982:143f.), but is also used in other contexts - cf., as BDB (s.v.

1oy, qal, 6.c), 2 Chr. 20.23; Daniel 8.25; 11.14. The sense of the

expression in these instances is 'stand up against (as an enemy)’,

although in our two passages, a related, judicial, sense, comparable

to English stand against (in law) (cf. Judges 6.31), Iis, perbaps,

better suited.

In Chronicles, the legal context and adversarial implication are

absent; neither does 1v3'=33 convey, like 122 (see 40:11), any

connotation of 'in a place of highest honour’® - +the angels are
positioned both sides of Yahweh (2 Chr. 18.18; cf. 2 Kings 22.19), and

there is nothing to suggest that the levitical clan of Xerari was less
favoured than that of Asaph, because the former stood 1left of the

latter (1 Cbhr. 6.24,29).

In sum, our collocation bas fully literal reference in Chronicles;
elsewhere it has strong 'symbolic' associations, but these relate to

the sub-sequence =5y 74y rather than to the collocation as a whole.
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40:16. 1o =piw. 6/39 6/11 (S+C; S+A). Exodus 29.22=Lev. 8.25; Lev.

7.32,33; 8.26; 9.21; Hum. 18.18.

A P terminus technicus, the collocation refers to a part of the
sacrificial animal reserved for the priests except when a priestly
sacrifice is involved — see Roth 1977:72. It is idiomatic only to the

extent that it is specifically the hind thigh (ibid.; BDB) which is
signified.
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POST-COLLOCATIORS

40:17. =91N0U/71800 1K =1w@ /700, 2/136 2/2  (S+LA+C1; S+LA+Cl).

Gen. 24.49; 2 Samuel 2.21,

In both instances, this disjunctive collocation implies a choice
between turning one way or the other, in contrast to its more common
conjuctive partner (40:19) where the choice is simply between moving
in a straight line and deviating in whatever direction from that line:
2OTTAT YITINTAN TONY IR0 C0D Q2WYTON U
SAOUTIE OIN 10T TIBNT YD 1TYAT NTPTENY
*How tell me if you will keep faith and truth with my master.
If not, say so, and I will turn ELSEVHERE" (Gen. 24.49; REB);
DyEuITe TN T2 ORI TIENGUTRY AN TI120770 TP T0Y M2IAN A7 eAM
TAEANS MI0T BRIVD TAINTNDY O AALRATAN TR
*Abner said, ‘Turn aside to RIGHT OR LEFT, tackle one of the
young men and win his belt for yourself.' But Asahel would not

abandon the pursuit” (2 Samuel 2.21; KREB).

At Gen. 24.49, the implication of the last clause might not be, as HEB
(and Rashi) interprets, geographical (hence, indexical), ‘so that I
might go elswhere', seeing that as Rebecca clearly is the girl whom
Abraham's servant had been instructed to seek theré would be no reason
for further searching. Rather, the clause might have am intellectual
(hence, symbolic) value, 'so that I can decide what to do'. The form
and sense of the clause would, +thus, constitute a structural and

semantic parallel to the disjunction in the following verse:

280



2GR VI TYEN 73T B21) MO

*"[Vle can say nothing for or against® (¥EB).
For the parallelism (in +these verses, chiastic) rightliigood and
leftiibad, compare Gen. 48.14; Qoh. 10.2 (see Volff 1974a:68), and

Jonah 4.11b, where both intellectual and ethical indecision might be

intended:

12H0U? 137077 112 PIYTND TN

'Vho don't know what's best to do'
(Bullinger [1898:6081, however, claims the figure to be of "extreme
youth®; according +to ESD, Modern Hebrew 12iNow> 331%0%  1%3 »7Tv X

implies naivete).

At 2 Samuel 2.21, the use of the collocation implies that Asahel must
choose which way to turn, left or right, and this contrasts with the
conjunctive collocation at v. 19, where what is important is that
Asahel doesn't veer from his course at all, not the particular

direction that he might choose.

40:18, =yy=1y = 1'0%. 3/97 3/17 (S+C; S+C). Isaiah 62.8; Psalms 44.4;

98.1. Cf. Isaiab 63.12.

=26:5,
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40:19. 2ixswt 179y, 13/39 13713 (S+A; S+A). Hum., 20.17; 22.26; Deut.
2.27; 5.32; 17.11,20; 28.14; Joshua 1.7; 23.6; 1 Samuel 6.12; 2 Kings
22.2112 Chr. 34.2; Isaiah 54.3; Prov. 4.27. Cf. Exodus 14.22,29; 2

Samuel 2.19; 16.6; 1 Kings 22.19; Zech.12.6; Daniel 12.7; 2 Chr.

18.18.

The comparative data provided are of other conjunctions of 30" and
SixNow, where additional material, possessive-pronominal and/or

prepositional, comes between at least one of the nouns and the sign of

conjunction 1. The frequency of co-occurrence (d.e., not
specifically conjunctive structures) is striking — 1'%, in about
30% of its occurrences, assaociates with 211304, and AR
associates in 75% of its occurrences with 7194, The large number of

instances where the two items are joined by a conjunction seems to
reflect the claim of Avishur (1884:329ff.) that, historically,
syndetic structures precede parallelism, etc. - the syndetic form (at
least) occurs in Ugaritic (UT 52:63f.). The tendency to perceive
resulting combinations as conveying ‘'stereotyped® meanings is
suggested by the marked preference for one particular order of the
terms - 'left-right' occurs just four times (Judges 7.20; Ezek. 39.3;
Song 2.6; 8.3); perceptual and psychological factors might have
originally affected the choice of order. Typically, as well, the

terms are used with directional ('right, south'; 'left, north') rather

than anatomical wvalue.
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All but once, +the collocation comes after ne) or =D, both of

which express geographical or moral deviation (see 40:12,13). Thus,
idiomatically, within this colligation 332+ and S1NDD possess a
‘directional’ sense (‘'rightward', 'leftward'), which is morpho-
syntactically unmarked (by preposition or postposition). As already
stated (see 40:12,13), the colligation 21001 70 =0/7021 CNP])  is
superficially pleonastic, although an emphatic value might be
intended: *'You may turn neither right nor left'. If a genuine choice
of two directions were conveyed we should expect a disjunction (1¥)
to link the two nouns, as at Gen. 24.49; 2 Samuel 2.21 (see 40:17).
Instead “2iy2@y 1109 should be regarded as expressing a merismus -
'anywhere, everywhere'. This is especially true when, as typically,
moral deviation is concerned, for in this context turning ‘right' or
'left' can hardly be relevant. A merismus, 'everywhere', also suits
the context of Isaiah 54.3 (which perhaps deliberately alludes to the
original exodus-tradition formula in which the collocation first
occurs):

I MIGWL EATUT BTN G712 TUNTY TSI TINSWUY 1vev=eD

"[Flor you will burst out TO RIGHT AXKD TO LEFT.

Your race will take possession of the nations,

and people the abandoned cities® (JB).
Here, however, specific direction, ‘'north and south', might be

intended (cf. Whybray 1981:185).
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Even when 14227 and 21%00 are combiped with prepositions or other
material, their conjunction may still have a meristic value, ‘all
around', although this is not demanded - cf. 2 Samuel 16.6; 1 Kings
22.19; Isaiah 9.19; Zech. 12.6; 2 Chr. 18.18. See 40:5 for Exodus

14.22,29.

40:20. mams=yren. 4/97  4/6639 (5+C; 5S+A). Hab. 2.16; Psalms

118.15,162, Cf. Exodus 15.6; Psalms 77.11.

At Psalms 118.15b-16 the hypostasis seems to be used as poetic
variation for Yabhweh himself, who is referred to im the immediately
preceding and following verses:

ST OTER Ty e

2T OSUE T 10 IS8T 7Ty 1

"YAHVEH'S RIGHT HAND is wreaking havoc,

YABVEH'S RIGHT HAKND is winning,

YABVEH'S RIGHT BAND is wreaking havoc!®™ (JB).
The passage is concerned with Yahweh's demonstration of his effective
kingship over the forces of chaos, particularly as instanced by the
Red Sea miracle - Exodus 15.2a is duplicated at v. 14 of this psaln,
and the structure of Psalms 118.15f. might be intended to reflect
Exodus 15.6:

st 1Y TIRNY L L LTUTY TIARN

(although repetition of phrases is perhaps just a stylistic quirk of
the author of this psalm; cf. Bullinger 1898:345). For a similar

poetic hypostasis of Yahweh's band/arm in this context, see 26:07 on

Isaiah 51.10.
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At Hab. 2.16 the collocation again has literal, although not this time
hypostatic, value, as the place where the 117+=012 is held:

TATY OGN DD TYIU 310 RN aaNTRY anw

"[Ylou too shall drink until you stagger.

The cup IN THE LORD'S RIGHT HABD is passed to you" (HEB).

40:21. 1108 =910y, 2/97 2/13 (S+C; S+A). 1 Samuel 23.19,24.

Data restricted. 11o+w* is either a place-name, ‘Jeshimon’, or
'wilderpess'. 1°2% here is ‘'south side'. BDB compares Psalms
89.13a, 1'9*% 1192 ‘north and right, north and south', and points
out that the geographical semse derives from the ‘standard’
orientation (northwards in Europeanm cultures) in Israel to the east.
Bote that in Egypt, a different standard orientation was employed, so
imn meant ‘west' (Lacau 1970:118)., At 1 Samuel 23.24, the use of
1"ey=eN for g0 at v, 19 might be an instance of 'free
variation’ (cf. English [tql the south of/south from or might
reflect a conflation (or confusion) of two propositions, the first of
David and his men living south of Jeshimon, the second of the Ziphites

marching (13%*% 123711) toward this position.
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40:22. =pw=1wev. 2/97 2/108 (S+C S+A). Psalms 144.8,11. Cf. Isaiah

44.20.

Data restricted. The collocation occurs twice in  identical
environments:

ARy 0% QIStY NIUTTRT QD AUN

*[Vlhose every word is false

and all their oaths are PERJURY" (Psalms 144.11; HNEB).
(For the structure of the passage, cf. Psalms 26.10: 7271 o&I%v733="0X
T NS ©31°0%1.) BHK proposes deletion of the second occurrence, NEB
prefers to remove the first. For KEB's interpretation of the figure
as a symbol of perjury, compare Isaiah 62.8, quoted at 26:05.
Alternatively, the imagery may be of the clasping of (right) hands to
confirm an agreement - Keel (1978:96) compares 2 Kings 10.15, Ezek,

17.18, Prov. 6.1, and Ezra 10.19.
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41. 1Y (3D

RECAPITULATIORS: Gen 24.2=24.9; Exodus 25.31=37.17 (32).

PRE-COLLOCATIORKS

41:01.  =797/777720  [m139m Aman. 2713 2/6 (S+LA+CI1; S+A+C1). Judges

3.16; Psalms 45.4. Cf. Exodus 32.27; Judges 3.21; Song 3.8.

For details of the underlying, non-idiomatic, image, BDB draws

attention to 2 Samuel 20.8b (Q:

TR YYINQTRO QTSNS 27T 1AM 1YREY OGERT TS TMAf 2Ny

*Joab was wearing his tunic and over it a belt supporting a sword

in its scabbard"® (REB).
The form of the collocation, with gy for =31, at  Exodus 32.27
indicates that the expression was amenable to compositional analysis.
BHK/S's proposal to read < z7Y for MT 77 at Psalms 45.4 |is
unnecessary'despite the versional evidence — as a ‘noun of inalienmable
possession’ ‘Tﬂﬂ does not seem to require a possesive-pronominal
suffix if the 'owner' of the thigh is co-referential with the subject

of the verb governing T (cf., e.g., Ezek. 21.17, quoted at 41:05).
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41:02. =1ma=1xu3Y. 3/23 3/14 (P+C; S+C). Gen. 46.26; Exodus 1.5;

Judges 8.30.

The passages in which the expression occurs, with NEB equivalents, are

as follows:
wa3I=3 FFBITNID WY TITO 1S EEY TONTED 2PV NI weInTR
et ol
"The persons belonging to Jacob who came to Egypt, all bis DIRECT
DESCENDANTS, not counting the wives of his sons, were sixty-six
in all” (Gen. 46.26);
ZYMESI TUT ORIYY WS ONUDY IPUYTTTY AN USITPD A
*There were seventy [ Israelites who entered Egypt with Jacobl...

all told, all DIRECT DESCERDARTS of Jacob. Joseph was already in

Egypt" (Exodus 1.5);
e T OIS BNUITYD 13Tt RNEY DhID SSHIP YN OTIETAM
*Gideon had seventy sons, his OVN OFFSPRIEG, for he had many

wives" (Judges 8.30).

At Gen. 46.26 (P) the collocation refers, as a symbol ér an index
(depending on the interpretation of the components — see below), of
children and subsequent descendants. It is equivalent to 0Y313  in
the following verse. The same sense is evidenced at Exodus 1.5 (also

P); in this respect 2yqw+=2312 at v. 7 might have the precise value

of 'descendants of Jacob/Israel' (cf. Hyatt 1980:57).
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At Judges 8.30, the collocation is introduced as a description of the
type of children bora to Gideon. NEB's "his own offspring® lacks
continuity with the other uses of the collocation, which clearly do
not refer only +to immediate progeny; furthermore, it spoils the
contrast, on which the succeeding narrative depends, between the
seventy sons of Gideon's wives and the son of bhis concubine. Ve,
therefore, prefer to see in this use of the collocation a (folk-)legal
implication of ‘rightful, primary heirs', a status denied Abimelech -
the difference in lawful position of the two types of child is clear
from Judges 9.18:

TNON 33 TROMINTON IDYRAMY ...UM BAL3U 1 ISTON 1M

"Today you bave... butchered his seventy sons... and made

Abimelech, the son of his slave-girl, king™ (NEB).
Possibly this same implication exists for the other instances of the
collocation; more likely, though, we see in this collocation an
example of a figure caught at two stages of its development - {first,

'descendants', secondly, 'legitimate descendants'.
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Although the value(s) of the collocation as a whole is not in doubt,
its underlying componential meaning is less clear. At {first glance,
the expressions pruz=INtEn (2 Chr. 32.21%) and oDo7 NuNX
(Isaiah 48.19), both meaning, literally, 'those who come out from your
bowels', seem to provide parallels. Ve might, on this basis, conclude
that BH speakers could sometimes assign the physiological functions of
childbirth to men. On this interpretation, a woman provides her
husband with a sort of surrogate 'thigh' or ‘womb' (@R*42) from which
children can ‘come out'. On the other bhand, KXB® <claims that
DYNZNE 'descendants' is a metaphorical use of a term from plant

growth; if so, perhaps, our collocation involves imagery of the type

exemplified by ‘'stem of Jesse'.
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However, neither understanding takes sufficient account of evidence

for 19* as the male generative organ (see 41:06), or of +the more
primitive morphology of our collocation (simple gal participle as
opposed to derived nouns). The syntax of Tav=:NivY  suggests that
originally it meant not 'those who come out of the *thigh®' (implying
either a 'transferred childbirth', already mentioned, or a sort of
' homunculus' notion of sperm - cf. Volff 1874a:237), but rather
‘outgoings of the "thigh®' (either copulatory emissions or 'erections'’
of the penis to the same end). Probably, this obscene background had
been largely forgotten by the time it was incorporated into the P and
DtrG narratives, although the large numbers of descendants with which
the collocatian is always associated, implying extraordinary virility,
might echo the idiom's origins. (But the number seventy might have a
different symbolic function - on the calculation of this figure in the
P instances of the collocation, see von Rad 1972:403; a slightly
different interpretation is offered by Rashi, at Gen. 46.26. At
Judges 8.30 the number seventy is significant within the whole

narrative of Abimelech's fortumnes; cf. Judges 9.2ff.)
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1f the precise background of the collocation, and the specific meaning
of 59 had been forgotten, then it is possible that the collocations
based on o+ud were formed by analogy — if it was possible for a
child to come out of its father's thigh (part of the leg, not penis),
then why could it could not also come out of his 'bowels'.
(Mis)interpretation of the original collocation, yielding a sense more
properly belonging to 797z gad21*, would bave aided this  process -
as might the desire to avoid the use of the still marginally obscene
7t (for possible evidence of which, see LXX at Exodus 1.5: eks

Iako: D).

41:03. =T /T8ED. 4/30 4/76 (S+C; S+ A+Cl). Gem. 32.262,33=,

Data restricted. The context here determines the meaning of =m3 +to
be ‘'socket’ (of the hip-joint) (Kﬁ); presumably, the bone is 1likened
to an arm with a half-closed palm (m2) at the end of it. Vesalius
uses 1"¥ 'eye' similarly, as in o271~ 1*Y  ‘shoulder-blade socket'
(Hyrtl 1879:226)>. According +to Rashi (at Gen. 32.26), m2 refers to
the whole of the thigh-bone (77" signifying the extermal thigh), and
is so-called "because the flesh on it... has the form of +the hollow
part of a pot-ladle (52)* (for similar imagery, compare u27 3 at
1 Samuel 25.29: see Dhorme 1923:150). The distribution of the
collocation is too restricted for us to decide whether it was a figure
improvised by the author of the narrative, am established 'idiomatic’

figure, or a medical terminus technicus.
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41:04., =T=+=f3/3 ui3. 2/3 2/78 (S+C; S+C). Gen. 32.26,33.

Data restricted. Cf. 41:03. For 2 ®13 as a semantically
insignificant by-form of C=n¥3 U1}, see the lexica and GK 119k. An
adequate rendering of w11 here needs to highlight its frequently-

attested megative connotation, 'touch so as to barm'.

41:05. Tav=ou/%8 POD. 2/4 2/7 (S+A). Jer. 31.19; Ezek. 21.17.

The relevant verses are:
THATRU O ARDD YOTAT YNNG GISMY 3338 YNTeD
THTUY DT ARG YD AISTDITEIY YhUS
"Yes, I turned away, but have since repented;
I understood, I BEAT MY BREAST.
I was deeply ashamed, covered with confusion;
yes, I still bore the disgrace of my youth” Jer. 31.19; JB);
SNTEY ARMIITDED NWT Y0DI ANY NYWT D QTINT A ?RYIY PUT
THT=2N PO 12T W0RTAN AT 3TTEN AL
*Cry, man, and howl; for all this falls on my people, it falls on
Israel's princes who are delivered over to the sword and are

slain with my people. Therefore BEAT YOUR BREAST IE REMORSE"

(Ezek. 21.17; KEB).
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Probably the use of =2% for =3B in the Ezekiel passage simply
reflects tbhe interchangeability of the two prepositions, especially in
Ezekiel (see BHS at Ezek. 21, passim more geperally, see KB s.v. 1I
79, 8, 12). The collocation appears both times as a "tokem of
consternation* (BDB), although at Jer. 31.19 it is associated with, as
gestural re-inforcement of, expressions and feelings of remorse,
whereas at Ezek. 21.17 the collocation seems rather to symbolize
distress, agitation, of a more general nature ("a sign of grief";
Vevers 1982:124). ‘'Beat the breast', the equivalent offered by JB and
BEB, is not entirely satisfactory as it is too closely connected +to
‘remorse’ in European culture. Gruber (1980:380ff.) notes two

Axkadian equivalents of the collocation.
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41:06. =71 nnm =7t ow. 2/2 2/3 (S+C; S+C). Gen. 24.2=24.9; 47.29.

The collocation occurs in the following passages:

nnnooTen NITONY IBTEUNTEDD UL OIS ORT O1TALTRN QRN (0NN

vee 2L YIVIDT M35 YEIDT OSUN MRATND WN LTI TRAUNA DDA

OTT OTITATRU 1T UIUSY NN GQATAN TR OMN YTATAN T8 owhh

“Abraham said to bis servant, who had been long in his service

and was in charge of all his possessions, 'PUT YOUR HAKD UNDER XY

THIGH: I want you to swear by the Lord... that you will not take

a wife for my son from the women of the Canaanites.... So the

servant PUT HIS BARD UNDER HIS master Abraham's THIGH and sware

an oath in those terms™ (Gen. 24.2-3,9; NEB);

T sTNER (ITEN T2 OTEORYY BRIYT O 1:I3% NTENY OTI0P INTUATISY 12Ty

TINISM O ONITOUM O OSNY TR YIS MUY DN AR TN NAITRYW 7Yl

12 US0Y YD U2 TSN ITTETRD O TUDLN DN SNty ... IRYTIESD

"Vhen Israel'’s time to die drew near he called his son Joseph and

said to him, *'If I enjoy your favour, PLACE YOUR HARD UNDER
THIGE ARD PROMISE to be kind and good to me, do not bury me
Egypt....' 'I will do as you say', he replied. 'Swear to me’

insisted. So he swore to him" (Gen. 47. 29-31a; JB).
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The gesture described in this J expression shifts in significance from
being merely associated with taking an oath in the first passage ("put
his band under his... thigh and swore”) to symbolizing the oath itself
in the second ("So he swore”) - the action of the collocation and the
imprecatory words function as gestural and linguistic equivalents of
one oath-making ceremony. The Syriac version, accepted by NEB, has an
‘explanation’' (*that I may make you swear by Yahweh'), following the
last instance of the collocation. If XTI is to be reconstructed on
this basis, themn we bhave an association throughout, and the

collocation is never actually symbolic.

Nalul (1985) connects the collocation's figurative value with the
enigmatic =mz+=-M® (Gen. 31.42,53), which he renders *the thigh of
Isaac'. prgy=-Mmo:
symbolizes the family and ancestral spirits of Isaac. In it is
reflected the custom of the oath by the thigh..., an oath to
vwhich one bad recourse when the continuity and cohesion of the
family were at stake. (Malul 1985:200)
Nalul might be right in positing this relationship, but it is not so
clear-cut as he implies. Our collocation has to do  with,
specifically, (1) the wishes of a dying patriarch; (2) the future
relations of the patriarch's family with a foreign country. Jacob's

pact with Laban (the context of pme*=7M2) involves neither feature.

306



Nalul believes that =<+* here means 'penis' (cf. von Rad 1872:254:
see Frymer—Kensky 1984:20f. for <1t referring to the female
genitalia at Num. 5.21ff.; cf. also Song 7.2 and BHK/S's and KB's
emendation of T+297 at Prov. 31.3b), although his claim that  the
oath involved "touching the procreative organ® (ibid.) pays scant
regard to the preposition in our collocation. Rashi, too, seems to
hold to this interpretation of 749, but he supplies a different, and
perbaps superior, account of the symbolism implied:
As circumcision was the first commandment given to him and became
his only through much pain it was consequently dear to him and
therefore he selected this as the object upon which to take the
oath. (Rashi at Gen. 24.2)
Steiner (1985), who also accepts that the collocation means 'to touch
the penis', considers that its wuse at Gen. 4%.29 concerns the
manumission of Joseph and re-instatement within his father's kin-
group. Altbough other aspects of the narrative might be seen to
favour +this interpretation, the different context of Gen. 24.2
suggests that a rather more general oath-binding force is effected by

or associated with the gesture described.

Vhether we render 74% 'thigh' or 'penis', the collocation should be
compared with other imprecatory expressions which refer to touching a
‘vital' part of the body, like Akkadian napishta lapa:tu 'touch the
throat' and +twule saba:tu 'touch the  breast' (see McCurley

1968:164f.).

307



POST-COLLOCATIORS

41:07. =91zs=79%. 2/23 2/97 (S+C; S+C). Judges 3.16,21.

=40.10.

41:08. aypus=Ts., 3/23 3/350 (S+C; H+A). Gen. 32.26,33; Exodus 1.5.

No idiomaticity evidenced, but see 41:02 for the special meaning of

7% at Exodus 1.5.

41:09. matz~T7t. 2/23 2/255 (S+C S+A). Lev. 1.11; 2 Kings 16.14,

Rashi (at Lev. 1.11) indicates that the same meaning of T9° is

involved as at 41:10:
TATY IR IO MARTOT TUY DY OISN Onus

"He shall slaughter it before the Lord at the north SIDE OF THE

ALTAR" (Lev. 1l.11a; KEB);
13992 F2TST TN AN 1

*[Alnd put it on the north SIDE OF THIS ALTAR"

(2 Xings 16.14b; NEB).
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Hote that both collocations refer to cultic furniture, and that even
outside of P a north or south direction is associated with the
collocation. At 2 Samuel 3.27a, LXX appears to have read ~ugI=T10
(cf., BHK/S), with 77* in the same sense, for HT =uun TIN=SN, but

no ‘compass—directional’ lexeme is associated with this passage.

41:10. 2ws=THr. 4/23 4/88 (S+C; StA). Exodus 40.22,24; Rum.

3.29, 35.

All four passages are from P. Here, as in 41:09, 979 has a

metonymic value (possibly a lexicalized metonymy) of ‘side' (cf. Rashi

at Exodus 40.22; McCurley 1968:220,234):
AT YIS TISE PWST TR W TI0 FANA O WMRUATAN
223 SWST IO DU RO I TUN0 WIND TRILNTIN DuY
*He put the table in the Tent of the Presence on the mnorth SIDE
OF THE TABERNACLE outside the Veil.... He set the lamp-stand in
the Tent of the Presence opposite the table at the south SIDE OF
THE TABERNACLE* (Exodus 40.22,24; NEB);
M0 RWST T RU O 1Y ORIl oAnsus
*The families of Kohath were stationed on the south, AT THE SIDE
OF THE TABERWACLE® (Hum. 3.29; NEB);
7192 1IAY DWST TAY DD
"[Tlbey were stationed on the north, AT THE SIDE OF THE

TABERNACLE® (v. 35; NEB).
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Dhorme believes that +the anatomical background (*thigh') has
influenced the usage of %71 in this derived semnse, noting that the
direction associated with 771 here is always north or south:
On se tourne la face a 1l'est (@7®), 1la banche gauche est
tournée vers le nord, la droite vers le sud. (Dhorme 1923:068)

The collocation itself is not idiomatic.
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44. miv23 B

RECAPITULATIONS: Exodus 29.13,22=Lev. 8.16,25 (29).

PRE-COLLOCATIORS

44:01. m1v99=1M13. 3/20 3/6 (S+C; P+A). Jer. 11,20; 17.10; Psalms

7.10.

The expression occurs in the following passages (all with XNEB
equivalents):

371 m1992 YR PTE DU MIEAR T

S3TTTAN WIS OTYRN N QOO TASRY NTN

"0 Lord of Hosts who art a righteous judge,

TESTING THE HEART and mind,

I have committed [ 71211 my cause to thee;

let me see thy vengeance upon them™ (Jer. 11.20);

M3%33 373 5% 92 7T AN

1Y27008 1752 207D BAIND O

*1, the Lord, search the mind

and TEST THE HEART,

requiting man for his conduct,

and as his deeds deserve® (Jer. 17.10%);
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PATE 139307 DhOUR D7 XITHoA

PR DVTEN M2 MIaR

*"Let wicked men do no more harm,

establish the reign of righteousness,

THOU WHO EXAMINEST both HEART and mind, thou righteous God"

(Psalms 7.10).

At a compositional level, within the collocation nyt92 (and
associated 2%) is metonymic of 'inpner thoughts, feelings' (even,
perhaps, 'conscience'; cf., as ESD, the Talmudic saying: 12 m1%23 *nu
byt R Pl Oy J2192  nEwyY oY L. .ATNa) - for the motif
represented, compare 1 Samuel 16.7. As in the word-pair 3%-f193,
the metonymic value of 3% is  probably not clearly differentiated
from that of nm31+22. In respect of 1313, we assume a lexicalized,
or 'dead’, metaphor, 'test', not, as Keel (1978:184ff.), a ‘'live'
figure from metallurgy, ‘assay' (for the metaphorical application of

metallugical terms to biblical soteriology, see Sawyer 1972:46).

The different  immediate environments of the collocation fi39s M3,
371 33 i3, m1vRI1 mis3% Y113, indicate that it was not a fixed
legal term. However, im all passages, the collocation is associated
with Yahweh in his role as *judge' (uoiy; cf. Psalms 7.12) or
'investigator’' (apIm). Moreover, in the Jeremiah passages the
expression is closely associated with requital in particular. Ve find

this same specific context for an equivalent Greek expression at

Revelation 2.23:
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boti ego: eimi ho ereuno:n nefrous kai kardias kal do:so: humin
bekasto: kata ta erga humo:n
"[Tlbhat I am the searcher of men’s hearts and thoughts, and that
I will reward each one of you according to his deeds™ (NEB)
(cf. Bullinger 1898:568; this is the only XNew Testament instance of
nefroi ‘'kidneys'). Thus, there is some evidence that  the
collocation with following 321 developed a particular idiomatic
association in Biblical Hebrew (although this cannot be confirmed from

the 0ld Testament itself).

44:02. =gyv23=abn. 2/11 2/35 (S+C; P+C). Deut. 32.14; Isaiah 34.6.

The passages are as follows:
ISMTTEE QYTIOm WI=33 BYPANT B2 IBRATEN NE 2°MY TR ANGn
SOMTAMUN I3NTETY 0N [ateR
*[Clurds from the cattle, milk from the flock, with rich food of
the pastures, rams of Bashan's breed, and goats, RICH FOOD OF THE
wheat's EAR, and blood of the fermenting grape for drink”
(Deut. 32.14; JB);
B2 N 19422 2%Mmo oYL 0D o
"[Tlhe FAT OF rams' KIDFEYS, and the blood of lambs and goats®

(Isaiah 34.6a; REB).
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At Deut. 32.14, NEB moves 1322 to before 0712 ("lambs’ kidneys")
leaving oM 2321 (attested also at Psalms 81.17) "the finest flour of
wheat®. Thus, on NEB's understanding, our expression disappears as a
repeated collocation. 1If, like JB, we accept XTI, SO mItRD abtn
might mean 'the choicest of wheat' (cf. BDB and KB, which provide
other instances of 22Mm meaning 'best’), from the kidneys as the
richest meat (cf. JB), or 'the fat of +the kernels of wheat' (cf.
Rashi), comparing the large size of the kermels or ears to that of
kidneys (but there is no further biblical evidence for Jom=ni1+23 in
this sense). On either interpretation, our collocation, as a whole,

is not idiomatic. At Isalah 34.6, the expression is to be interpreted

literally.

44:03. J9323728 7 735720 oMy, 5/5 5/5  (SHA; S+A; P+A). Lev.

3.4,10,15; 4.9; 7.4,

This P terminus techmnicus 1s used in connection with the sacrifices
of pYp9w 3T, nxon, and CUN. It is found all five times in
exactly the same environment:

93T 0

QY2027 28 TWX 110838 UN 3RO

ACA3Y22377%8 1237208 [AAnWI=IRT

127509,

"{Hle shall remove...

the two kidneys

with tbe fat on them beside the haunches,

and the LONG LOBE OF THE LIVER VYITH THE KIDKEYS"™ (NEB);
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*[Tlhe two kidneys,
the fat that is on them and on the loins,
the FATTY MASS VHICH HE VILL REMOVE FRON THE LIVER AND KIDREYS"

JB).

JB's interpretation here rests on the close structural parallelism
between, on the one hand, 327 and #1792 and p*%C> and, on the
other band, pn7mM* and 733 and %22 - the =90 WX e TRU MO
construction of the first part matching the =5» ...=2u construction

of the second. JB assumes that the 27m of the first part is

connected, with both the following noun—expressions, 'kidneys—and-~
loins'; thus, in the second part, 1911y is connected with the

'liver-and-kidneys'.

NEB, bhowever, regards n=ni» as connected only to the first of +the
following nouns, =32, and this position seems to be supported by
Exodus 29. 13a;

WTISY TGN SRMIEANY YRR MU N TISATRR AT AN,
and its 'recapitulation' at Lev. 8.16a;

VIISA=AKRY J9327 A IUTMY TaaA ﬂflﬂ" aNa

*[Tlhe long lobe of the liver, and the two kidneys with their

fat® (NEB).

315



Rashi went one stage further than NEB, and related g-an3* to neither
of the following nouns, that is, he considered three distinct
referents to be involved. He understands n=m1s to  mean ‘'lobe (of
the liver)', meaning the “"midriff which parts the resiratory from the
digestive organs® (see Rashi on lev. 3.4, n.2). Thus, nmamiv is
connected by Rashi with the liver at a semantic level, but not at a
formal level, in respect of our collocation or any other structure
wherein  pmmm31%  and 732 collocate — for example, he interprets nam»
7227 at Lev. 8.16 as "the lobe besides some of the liver®. Vithin
our collocation Rashi renders =2 both times as 'in addition to' (as

BDB, s.v. 2y, 11.4.0).

Vhatever the precise significance of the collocation, the difficulty
in interpreting seems to arise not from any idiomatic specialization
of one or more of the lexical items invaolved, but from the compactness

of the syntax and the uncertainty of the referemce of pmami1n.

44:04. mivea=anu. 7/720 7/140 (P+C; P+A). Exodus 29.13,22=Lev.

8.16,25; Lev. 3.4,10,15; 4.9; 7.4.

The collocation appears in P as a standard, literal, aescription of a

part of sacrificial beasts (3'y, awa, 18, ==),.
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POST-COLLOCATIOES

44:05. r£=332Y CTI01v92. 3/29 3/51 (P+HLA+C); S+LA+Cl). Jer. 11.20;
20.12; Psalms 26.2. Cf. Jer. 12.2f.; 17.10; Psalms 7.10; 73.21; Prov.

23.15f.

For Jer. 11.20, see 40:01. Jer. 20.12 replicates this almost exactly:
227 1933 IR PR TS MIN2E T
ARATTAN VTR D oMo CTASREY NN
*0 Lord of Hosts, thou dost test the righteous,
and search the DEPTHS OF THE HEART;
to thee have I committed [+7121] my cause,
let me see thee take vengeance on them” (NEB).
Psalms 26.2(Q) reads:
SATY OAINRD OTENY YIDYY TR Ima
"Test me, O Lord, and try me;

put my HEART AKD MIND to the proof* (NEB).

Both nouns within the collocation are effectively equivalent symbols
of 'thought, feeling' (cf. 44:01). See MNcCurley 1968:43 for the
interchangeability of names of internal organs as a whole, and Dhorme
1923:131 for that of heart and kidneys, as symbols, in particular.
Possibly the duplication of these equivalent metonymies within the
collocation has a meristic-intensive, idiomatic, significance:

'(examine) all thoughts and passions', '<(examine) thoroughly’.
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¥oreover, the expression evidences an (idiomatic) amsociation with a
particular context. At Prov. 23.15f. it is enjoyment that is
localized at the heart and kidneys, and at Psalms 73.21, feelings of
distress, either psychological (REB) or physical (JB) (cf. Akkadian
kali:tu *anger'; Holma 1911:82). But at Jer, 12.2f. and 17.10, the
word-pair 3% - 393 is, 1like +the present collocation, found
within a 1legal context. Thus, our collocation constitutes a
syntactically-structured expression of the idiomatic specialization of
this word-pair (equivalents of which are found, with literal
reference, in parallelism in Akkadian [Holma 1911:821, and in Ugaritic
in the mythological text UT 1001:3 in conjunctive form - see Avishur
1984:592; KB®). As suggested at 44:01, the present collocation
preceded by 3113, represents a further level of specialization

(specialized associatiomn).

The association, as reflected in the word-pair, of heart and kidneys
seems to be due to the fact that both organs are hidden (cf. Dhorme
1923:131), or that they constitute the most vital parts of the body
(cf. Holma 1911:82 on Akkadian witchcraft texts), or that they exhibit
"natural paralleling" (Avishur 1984:599), or a mixture of all these.
It is, perbaps, the strength of collocational association of the word-
pair components which has led to +their ‘inflectional barmony*

(*homoeoptoton’ in Bullinger 1898:177) at Psalms 7.10 (see 44:01).
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46. 53 (193)

PARALLELS: 2 Samuel 22.1!|Psalms 18.1; 1 Kings 7.50112 Chr. 4.22;
1 Kings 8.22,38112 Chr. 6.12,29; 2 Kings 18.21i1!Isaiah 36.6; 2 Kings

19.2411Isaiah 37.25; 2 Kings 20.6111saiah 38.6; 2 Kings 25.141iJer.

52.18 (185).

RECAPITULATIONS: Exodus 9.29=0.33; 25.209=37.16; 29.24=Lev. 8.27;

Judges 8.6=8.15 (181).
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PRE-COLLOCATIORS

46:01. =-mzo w WA, 4/21 4/184 (S+C). Judges 6.14; 1 Samuel 4.3;

2 Kings 16.7=.

46:03. =mzp 2wi/9%40. 8/21 87204 (S+0C). 2 Samuel 14.16; 19.10;
22.12| iPsalms 18.1; 2 Kings 20.61 [ Isaiah 38.6; Hab. 2.9; Ezra 8.31;

2 Chr. 32.11. Cf. Jer. 15.21; Micah 4.10; Prov. 6.3.

(The differemt frequencies reflect the more general fact  that
typically 1 follows %1 but not ¥ W1 - see Sawyer  1972:70f.)
Both collocations occur with following 2°%% (U311 — 1 Samuel 4.3;
=iyq1 - 2 Sam. 19.10; 22.1; Ezra 8.31), as does =523 X1 (Micah
4.10). The parallelism of 2 Samuel 19.10b indicates that @0 is a
fourth synonymous verb within the collocation:

QACTD O30 13070 NUTY 133N 83& 1I1PET TRON

*The king bas SAVED US FROK OUR enemies and FREED US FROM THE

POVER OF the Philistines™ (NEB).
¢+'9 appears to be a fifth (see Psalms 71.4 and 2 Chr. 30.6 - note
alsa, as McCurley 1968:100, UT 3 Aqght rev. 13f: wyplTk... byd btlt
['nt]), and 778 (Jer. 15.21) a sixth:

R0 A20 TWITDY gYEn TN TYIATEM

"I will DELIVER YOU FROM the wicked,

I will RESCUE YOU FRON the ruthless™ (NEB).
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(For the differences amongst these and other verbs of salvation, see
Sawyer 1972, passim. ) The parallelism of Jer. 15.21 and Psalms 71.4
and the slight divergence in the parallel texts of 2 Samuel 22.1 and
Psalms 18.1,

2ING HEOT 1YINTRID OREO AN 710t 9huT RY3 (2 Sam. 22.1Db)

PING TYOT VTIINTRD 20 AMIN A1TyTReun @12 (Psalms 18.1b),
demonstrates an equivalence within the collocation of /3 and T
(see also Exodus 18.10; Deut. 7.8). Thus we appear to have a
colligation of verbs of salvation with certain nouns denoting the
hand (see Dhorme 1923:149 for the interchangeability of rf25 and
738 in this context) - 72 p=5 (Lam. 5.8) is a seventh member of
the colligation. Except at 2 Kings 16.7 and Prov. 6.3, the 'saviour'
required by the colligation is God or God's agent — its use in the
first passage might, therefore, be a stylistic device to heighten the
portrayal of Abaz's decadence or Tiglath-pileser's hubris:

SONTTRE 020 VIO %Y LLLTIONT L L TRTD ARAATREN DAANDD O TN AUt

i R = R

*"Ahaz sent messengers to Tiglath-pileser... to say, '... Come and
SAVE ME FROM the king of Aram and FROM the king of Israel.., '"
(NEB).

At Prov. 6.3a the implication of its use might be that if the young
man follows the advice provided he will be able to save himself
without baving to rely on divine help:

TLATRO3 ON2 %2 BEATY VI3 NIEN ANT AUy

*(Dlo this, my son, to EXTRICATE YOURSELF -

since you have put yourself IN THE POVER OF your neighbour® (JB).
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According to Sollamo (1979:303) mn22 has not attained the status of a
preposition equivalent +to 312, but functions, like its 1wmore common
partner =*3, as a semi-preposition - this opinion is based on  the
LXX's tendency to utilize a noun corresponding to 52/7* in rendering
the two prepositional phrases. The fact that in our collocation the
possessor of the 'hand' normally is a human being is evidence that
B20/7'0 has not gone as far down the path of becoming a preposition
as, say, "tY19%. On the other band, the absence of plural forms of
f3/1* gives some indication that +the collocation was not intended to
vividly evoke a picture of a captive being dragged from a captor's
grip. Ve should expect that a semi-preposition might eventually
develop purely prepositional reference ('from'), but even at Hab.
2.9b, where, perhaps, if we reject NEB, no human captor is intended,
the English versions agree that =25 bhas more than merely
prepositional value:

unThEs RIS

*[Tlo save yourself FROK THE GRASP OF wicked men® (NEB);

"[Alnd so evade the HARD OF misfortune®™ (JB);

"[Tlhat he may be delivered FROM THE POVER OF evil™ (AV),
Elsewhere, individual contexts have to be checked to determine when
n2&/7'0 is metonymic (and, to some degree, pleonastic) ‘'from the
control of' (cf. 46:36 on Judges 6.2,14), and when semi-prepositional,

‘from (the bands of)’.
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The fact that in the colligation verbs can be exchanged indicates a
more or less literal interpretation of any constituent collocation,
and the manipulation and separation of components at Prav. 6.3, points
in the same direction. Thus, the colligation, is 'idiomatic’ omnly to
the extent that in it m35/7%0 bears a figurative (metonymic, semi-
prepositional) sense. Contrast the quite literal significance of, for

example, Z%%82 2ud NP2 at Lev. 8.28.
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46:02. =m5/a3 A3, 4/102 4/485  (S+(A+C1). 2 Kings 11.12; Ezek.

21.19,22; 22.13. Cf. Ezek. 6.11.

Passages relevant to the discussion are:
TROT OTY O IMONYY ADTIZYY TIMILNY 1N 1Tho
"[Alnd tbey made him king, and annointed him; and they CLAPPED
THEIR HANDS, and said, God save the king® (2 Kings 11.12; AV);
TROWY NI OMIUT TISUIATED BN OINTUONT TSI ©PAY 7923 At
1291 \3TAY 2V IR N
"BEAT YOUR HANDS TOGETHER, stamp with your foot, bemoan your vile
abominations, people of Israel. Men will fall by sword, famine,
and pestilence™ (Ezek. 6.11; EEB);
HITRN O3 TAY N3 BINTIR
¥AT QYRR SO0 amuNRY 240 sanm
"*Son of man, prophesy and CLAP YOUR HANDS.
Let the sword be twice, three times, as cruel,
the butcher's sword® (Ezek. 21.19; JB);
SAQ0 ANMITY EDTSN ED AN MIRTEN
"I too will CLAP XY BANDS TOGETHER and abate my anger"
(v. 22a; KEB);
OEY TN TRED™3N B2 ST AIm
T2102 13T NeN TeTTRan
"See, I STRIKE VITH XY CLENCHED FIST IN ANGER at your ill-gotten
gains and at the bloodshed within your walls" (Ezek. 22.13; KEB);
RO AOTINTON WOID TONYTRIDI MOUMY TAT3 TUPMY 7Y OTNMS e
"Because you CLAPPED YOUR HANDS and stamped your feet, and
exulted over the land of Israel with single-minded scorn®

(Ezek. 25.6; KNEB).
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Although in diction similar to Ezek. 25.6, the context of the
collocation with intervening 3 (cf. BDB, s.v. 2, I1I11.4) at Ezek.
6.11 (see 46:09) bardly allows us to view it bhere (Ezek. 6.11), with
Vevers (1982:61), as a symbol, albeit iromic, of malicious joy (as at
25.6). Rather it describes a gesture of distressed agitation. The
apparent application of the same action to opposite emotional states
(cf. 46:09) exemplifies a sort of gestural Didd (for which, on a

linguistic plane, see Barr 1983:173ff.).

‘Clap one's hands together' at Ezek. 21.19 seems to be 1linked either
to the following words as a gesture symbolizing command (to the sword)
or to the preceding words as a gestural 'Amen' +to the words of
prophecy. The context of the collocation two verses on (see below)

does not clarify the matter.

At Ezek. 22.13 (and, probably, at 21.22) the collocation appears to be

symbolic/indexical of release of anger - cf. 46:16 on Fum. 24.10.

In Kings, the collocation describes congratulatory applause in the

context of a declaration of kingship - cf. 46:24 on Psalms 47.2.
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Thus, although each use of the collocation seems to be ‘'symbolic' or
‘indexical® of a particular intent, there is no consistency to the
figure conveyed (as also in Nodern Hebrew; see ESD). Ve might compare
the variety of possible messages that can be transmitted or re-
inforced by clapping of the hands in our own culture (warning, anger,
pleasure, displeasure, congratulation, etc.); +these exist alongside
more primary , physiological, functions of the act, such as making

oneself warm or releasing tension.

46:04. ==z23 pamt. 3/6 3/45 (S+A; P+C). Jonah 3.8; Job 16.17; 1 Chr.

12.18. Cf. Isaiah 59.6; Psalms 58.3.

The verses in which the collecation occurs are as follows:
LITYE23 TN DROITSY OB 2TTe UtN 1auy
"Let every man abandon his wicked ways and his HABITUAL VIOLERCE"
(Jonah 3.8b; KREB),
"[Alnd let everyone remounce his evil behaviour and the VICKED
THINGS HE HAS DORE® (idem; JB);
A3T ST vE23 DaOTND U
"{Ylet my HARDS VERE FREE FROMN VIOLEECE and my prayer was
sincere*® (Job 16.17; NEB),
"Not for any INJUSTICE IN MIEE HARDS: also my prayer is pure®
(idem; AV);
T31%1 1297138 379X N7 1833 DOMTNDD vmED vImionEToNn
"[Blut if you come to betray me to my enemies, INBOCENT THOUGH I
AM OF ANY CRIME OF VIOLENCE, may the God of our fathers see and

judge® (1 Chr. 12.18b; KEB),
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"But if it is to betray me to my enemies, WVHER 1 HAVE DORE BJO
VROEG, then may the God of our ancestors take note and give

judgement" (idem; JB).

In each instance, we prefer, at least in respect of the collocation,
the second translation givem to that of NEB. At Jonah 3.8, the
parallelism with fum supports an ‘immorality' ratbher than a
'violence’ interpretation for +the collocation, and the same is
suggested by v. 10a, where it is reported only that the Ninevites

TETT B350 138

*abandoned their wicked ways" (KEB);

if gr2=33 ponm referred to something significantly different from
'evil' in general, then we should bave expected a corresponding report
of its demise at v. 10. Again, at Job 16.17, +the parallel colon,
which concerns absence of immoral thought, suggests, against KEB (and
JB), that pan refers correspondingly to dimmoral  behaviour in
general, rather than violence in particular - for the parallelism of
(moral) action and thought, cf. 46:19 and Psalms 58.3 (see below).
This more general moral application seems to be appropriate too at
1 Chr. 12.18, where LXX has

kai ei tou paradoupai me tois exthrolis mou ouk en ale:thela

xeliros

'But if to betray me to my enemies DECEITFULLY [1lit., °'BOT 1IN

TRUTH OF HARD'1'.
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(BHS claims ale:theia replaces an original adikia
‘unrighteousness*, supporting even more strongly a non-'violence'
interpretation for gom - in the ‘original® LXX text, then, the
clause containing the collocation would have agreed with MNT in
referrring to David rather than the representatives of the southern

tribes.)

Psalms 58.3 is textually problematic,

11T DD DO YTIND 11hUDT U 2%aeN
but, assuming that m31» 292 in the first colon means 'iniquities in
the heart, evil thoughts®', then &3*7% Zam, in the second colon would
seem to mean, like GYs=33 oo, ‘'evil actions', rather than,

specifically "the violence that you have done" (REB).

An expanded form of the collocation appears at Isaiah 59.6. Vv. 6b-7a
read:

0233 DoOM TEEY PINTIYNO QT EDD

IOET TOUD IS T 1ENY DT ETYRAT

"[Tlheir works breed trouble

and their HAKDS ARE BUSY VITH deeds of VIOLEKNCE.

They rush headlong into crime

in furious baste to shed innocent blood* (BEB).
Here, the collocation could refer to immorality of a general nature
or, as in NEB's (and JB's) understanding, +to sins of violence in
particular, depending on which colon, the first or the fourth, is

considered the more significant for its interpretation.
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On our understanding of the collocation, as referring to misdemeanour
of a general kind ratber than specifically to criminally violent
bebaviour, the expression involves a weakening of the 'primary' sense
of sam in Biblical Hebrew ('violence') - this weakened sense

(*wrong') is also found outside the collocation.

Qutside of the instances (including Isaiah 59.6) of our collocation,
when 3 follows ©&fl, it has a clear ‘'locational' value, 'inside’
(cf. Isaiah 60.18; Jer. 6.7; Amos 3.10; Psalms 58.3). This suggests
that in the collocation the second component, £*'222, is itself
idiomatic in the same way that it is in 46:01,03,15, etc. The
collocation as a whole might then convey an idiomatic value of ‘have
iniquity at one's control® (carrying with it, perhaps, an implication

of abuse of one's position of authority).
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46:05. masmo/="D3=ut3r. 4/79 4/15 (S+C; P+ A+Cl). Gen. 31.42; Haggai

1.11; Psalms 128.2; Job 10.3.

The collocation occurs in the following passages <(all with XEB
equivalents):
GON 373 OYISN N7 YB3 LYANYTANY M 1uTaN
"But God saw XY LABOUR and my bhardships, and last night bhe
rebuked you" (Gen. 31.42Db);
SUY O WTENTTRUY O @ITVTTTREY O TATHTTROY DASAOUTUY PANTTRU 24T NMeXa
0382 DYIYTID W ASTITTIUY DTNTTRUY O TOTNT NYEAM MUN
"So I have proclaimed a drought against land and mountain,
against corm, new wine, and oil, and all that the ground yields,
against man and cattle and all the PRODUCTS OF MAR'S LABQUR*

(Haggai 1.11);

TP 3107 TYN@N TOMA D ThED mhan

"You shall eat the FRUIT OF YOUR OVE LABOURS,

you shall be bappy and you shall prosper®” (Psalms 128.2);
TYED DAY DHOMTD PEMATND TR 3160

[UDYT 2YOUT mEUTRY

"Dost thou find any advantage in oppression,

in spurning the FRUIT OF ALL THY LABOUR

and smiling on the policy of wicked men?" (Job 10.3).

At Gen 31.42 the parallelism indicates that a3 is, as interpreted
by KEB, synecdochical for Jacob in his role as 'labourer’; thus, the
collocation as a whole bere is non-idiomatic 'my labour' <(as KB3;

contrast KB) - cf. Psalms 9.17:
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Ve wPYl 1ves PR53a
*the wicked man is trapped in BIS own devices" (NEB)
(reading w®%3 as nipbal from @1 for MNI's qal participle of

Bri).

A synecdochical explanation of D83 is possible in the other three
instances of the collocation, and REB bas chosen this option at Psalms
128.2 ("your... labours®™). In the remaining two passages, it might be
that the collocation as a whole conveys a symbolic meaning of
‘artefacts, handiwork', 'man—made objects'® (cf. 727 Juue  at  Qoh.
5.5 - see BDB, s.v. 7gus, b.1). Thus understood, at Haggai 1.11, we
see a progression from (inanimate) pature through animals (non-human
and human) to non—natural, constructed, objects. At Job 10.3, the

symbol is applied to God, anthropomorphically.

The collocation witnesses to an extension in reference of u%*1* from

'labour' to ‘'results, fruits, of <(bard) labour': see, e.g., Deut.
28.33 (ll7nz7 ¥ »m=2); Jer. 20.5 {UI7pY) - the same process occurs
with 2u13, I®1v9, and 280 -~ see Fohrer 1968:101f.; Bullinger

1898:549ff. Thus, for the collocational meaning BDB compares =<9

§''23 "earnings® (NEB) at Prov. 31.16.
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46:06. =m2=5n pus. 2/11 2/43 (S+C). Lev. 14.15,26.

Data restricted. Cf. 46:15. The expression occurs in variations of
regulations governing a cleansing ceremony. For =9p p¥' mneaning
'pour inte (the cupped palm)', as distinct from *'pour over', compare,
as BDB (s.v. ¥y, 1), 2 Kings 4.4: 0227723 50 mpeny, Note that
here f5=2y is used when 1liquid is contained directly in the cupped
hand, whereas at Fum. 5.18 =5*3 is used to signify holding in the

band of a container of liquid (see v. 17).

46: 07, ==iy==~53 /7 13 1297 CUN oi1psTeI. 2/9 2/2 (S+C; S+A; S+C;

S+C). Deut. 11.24; Joshua 1.3. Cf. Deut. 2.5; 11.25; Joshua 14.9.

The collocation has an indexical meaning of 'wherever one goes' being
a pleopastic version of a similar expression with %37 alope (not
219752) at Joshua 14.9 which in turn is pleonmastic and synecdochical
for a3=T177 mws yNT (Deut. 1.36). A short version follows a long
one at Deut. 11.24f. 1In the context of the subjugation of Canaan, the
use of the verb 777 bhere perhaps carries undertones of the military

expression NM@Fr 777,
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46:08. pamoy  mimato. 2/4  2/3 (P+A; PHA). 1 Kings 7.50112C. 4.22;

2 Kings 25.1411Jer. 52.18. Cf. 2 Kings 12.14.

The collocation occurs as part of an inventory of cultic equipment,
normally (except at 2 Kings 25.14) with mipato1  intervening. Fo

idiomaticity is evident.

46:09. mo w2, 2/26 2/4 (S+A). Isaiah 55.12; Psalms 98.8.

(The figure for ¥Mo includes Mo at Num 34.11.) Both instances of
the collocation occur as part of “a universal call to praise* (Gray
1979:67), and describe gestures associated with/symbolic of expression
of joy at Yahweh's activity in international events viewed as a facet
of His role in upholding the cosmic order:

119390 D383 INER NoUATHR

SITINMSY AT GEUTRIY 717 830187 ESY JIE3AaY QYT

"You shall indeed go out with joy

and be led forth in peace.

Before you mountains and hills shall break into cries of joy,

and all the trees of the wild shall CLAP THEIR HANDS"

(Isaiah 55.12; REB);

<33T QYT OIAY S2TINMASY 10T

TANT CBET M2 "D I

"Let the rivers CLAP THEIR HARDS,

let the rivers sing aloud together

before the Lord; for he comes

to judge the earth (Psalms 98.8-8a; NEB).
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Note that the thematic correspondence is matched by one of poetic
diction with g»97  'mountains’® and 139 (root) 'shout praises’

occurring each time in the parallel colon.

At Ezek. 25.6 (see 46:02), 7" replaces 513 in the collocation and
is associated with Schadenfreude rather than a more positive
rejoicing. Perhaps this negative value is, partly, a function of the
use in this passage, as claimed by BDB, of the piel of xro (but see

ES, KB, Xandelkerm, GK 74e).

In Biblical Aramaic ¥r& occurs once, at Daniel 4.32b, with 7Y in
the phrase

T3 ONASY YT S N

*{Xlo one may LAY HARKD UPOR him* (REB)

- compare, as BDB, =72 1o (pael) ‘'hinder' attested ocutside Biblical

Aramaic.

Dhorme (1923:150) indicates that it is m3 specifically in the sense
of 'palm’ which provides the rationale for its use in preference to
that of 7* in collocations with verbs meaning 'strike’ - *Lorsqu’on

bat des mains, ce sont les paumes qui se heurtent"”.
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46:10. ==m xSag. 2777 2/111 (S+C). Lev. 9.17; Psalms 129.7.

46:11., =53/83~d190. 2/102 2/38 (S+C; SHLA+C1). 1 Kings 17.12; Qoh.

4.6.

(It is unclear which of 46:10 and 46:11 is the ‘basic’® form of the

collocation.) The relevant passages for both forms of the collocationm,

with NEB equivalents are:
BSTSI™20 "0 Y TI00 195 N20%Y MTISATAN 2P
"He brought forward the grain-offering, TOOK A HANDFUL of it, and
burnt it on the altar" (Lev. 9.17a);
AMEES BUTEDSY TSI MOETHR NDLTOU D 27u0 0 YRTUATIN TN TiatTi
*As the Lord your God lives, I have no food to sustain me except
A HANDFUL of flour in a jar and a little oil in a flask"
(1 Kings 17.12a);
1U3Y 8% nSTE@ mYal o TtEns v
SoNS TIERMY TEAR O 1B2 MO ONRU
"[Llet them be like grass growing om the roof,
which withers before it can shoot,
vhich will mever FILL A mower's HAND
nor yield an armful for the harvester®" (Psalms 129.6-7);
197 FI07Y 200 OhI0f N200 N1 82 NS5O 318
"Better ONE HAND FULL and peace of mind, than both hands full and

toil that is chasing the wind"” (Qoh. 4.6).
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Rashi, BDB, and KB® relate the expression at Lev. 9.17a to =p3=n
veie 'a fist—-full', also attested in connection with the flour
(n=10) of the grain—offering (7mMi1&) at Lev. 5.11f. and 2.2 (cf.
6.8):

JOISTTID 20 TI0U0Y OOS00 tEoP MNRO DUS Yem

*"[0Jne of [them] shall scoop up A HARDFUL of the flour and o0il

with all the frankincense™ (NEB).
But, according to Noth (1977:79), YE2IRP~NI20  is a "stereotyped
technical expression”, whereas m2~N1%2 is "a more general turn of
speech”. That no specific, standard, measure was intended by =N3i%2
52 is indicated by the Psalms passage - grass can hardly be

quantified in the same way as flour!

The nominal form, 46:11, in Kings also seems to refer to an
indeterminate, albeit small, quantity of a substance, ne®, similar
to 010 in Leviticus. It is perbaps significant that in MT (but see
BHK/S at Lev. 9.17) =3 is always singular within +the verbal and
nominal collocations - the sense (of the nominal collocation) seems to
be 'whatever can be grasped within a single hand’, as an index of ‘a

small amount'.
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This idiomatic interpretation is supported by the evidence of Qoh.
4.6, where the nominal collocation is in antithetic parallelism with
grrien~Ni1?e (Exodus 9.8; Lev. 16.12), the meaning of which, in this
passage at least, seems to be 'an unspecified amount able to be
contained in two hands', thus, indexically, 'a substantial amount'.
For the association of ope band with little and two hands with a 1lot,
compare Qt¥ap? 'by fistfuls, in great abundance' at Gen. 41.47
(McCurley 1968:236) with r&ip=N122 'a small amount', already noted.
Qoheleth might also intend a contrast between the type of substances
normally associated with each collocation - flour, lowly-valued, but
useful to omne's survival, as opposed to crushed incemse (Lev. 16.12)

or ashes (Exodus 9.8), sometimes valuable, but of 1little practical

use.
Hote, finally, that the collocation of y=2 with 03, E, and
¥o1® differs substantially in meaning from the well-known

collocation 71 N7'0 (see McCurley 1968:152f. for this and related
idioms of 'commission’ in BH and Akkadian, and Wallis 1981, which
includes analysis of a relevant Hittite text). At 2 Kings 9.24a,

RERS O1TY ONRO NN

"Jehu SEIZED his bow" (REB),
7 X725 might, under the influence of our idiom, mean literally
'Jehu took a handful of bow', the expression arising because of the
very small area of the total bow that actually comes into contact with
the hand (however, KB claims the sense to be ‘put the arrow upon the

bow').
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46:12. =237=n23% mao. 2/2 2/5 (StA; S+C; S+0). Gen. 8.9; Deut,

28.65. Cf. Joshua 3.13.

Indexical of ' (not even) a stopping-place' in contexts of continuous

wandering — see 46:39.

46:13. =1+v-n3/3 813, 2/3 2/78 (S+C; S+C). Gen. 32.26,33.

=41:04.

46:14. =s93 xwi. 3/65 3/594 (P+C). Psalms 63.5; 119.48; Lam. 2.19.

Cf. Psalms 141.2; Lam. 3.41.

(There seems no good reason for interpreting the verb here as ‘use,
activate' rather than 'raise' conitra Reif 1983:241.) The collocation
definitely occurs in the following passages:

183 XUX ToWI M2 727X 12

"And so I bless thee all my life

and in thy name LIFT XY HANDS IX PRAYER" (Psalms 63.5; HNEB);

THPA3 AMAUNY VISTON WN CTAIZOTON YDITXUXY

"I STRETCH OUT XY HARDS to your beloved commandments,

I meditate on your statutes® (Psalms 119.48; JB);

MIZIA™20 WD 2D73 2Y0100T  TY?PR1D 0S1TO8 TYD3 119X XU

*[L1IFT UP THY HARDS toward him for the 1life of thy young

children that faint for hunger in the top of every street®

(Lam. 2.19; AV).
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NT of Lam. 3.41,

Qeowa PXTSN DDITRN 11230 XUl

'Let us LIFT our hearts to (OUR) HANDS to God in heaven',
is uncomfortable, although comprehensible ('Let us send the prayers in
our hearts to God, by lifting up our hands toward Him'), and NEB re-
vocalizes the first =5x 'to' to mean 'not' (cf. Gruber 1980:41), to
yield another instance of our collocation and the following
translation:

*[{Llet us LIFT UP our hearts, not OUR HANDS,

tg God in heaven®.

The collocation is associated with various prayerful contexts. At
Psalms 63.5, it seems to refer to a gestural confirmation of praise
(11793), altbough Gruber (1980:39) thinks adoratiomn is symbolized
here (cf. v. 4a: Q¥R 7700 2182 "Your love is better than life
itself"; JB). At Psalms 119.48 (which might be to some extent the
result of dittography of the prévious verse), the action is again
associated with love, although NEB understands it as a symbol of
welcome (*I will welcome thy commandments®™). At Lam. 2.19, the
gesture is symbolic of intercession (cf. Gruber 1980:40). If present
at Lam. 3.41 (see above), the collocation there would appear to
describe a ritual action symbolic of superficial penitential prayer
vhich contrasts with prayer from the 323%., . At Psalms 141.2 the
nominalized form of the collocation has ‘prayer’ (19971) as a
parallel, serving as a symbol or at least a gestural confirmation of

this mental/linguistic activity:
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INVTAMIO YOI ARWL  THADY N0R ARen 1on
*Let my prayer be like incense duly set before thee

and my RAISED HANDS like the evening sacrifice® (EEB).

The evidence we have leads us to believe that in all these instances,
except, perhaps, at Lam. 2.19, the collocation itself is not symbolic
but describes, im literal terms, an action that is symbolic. For the
somewhat ambiguous nature of the gestural symbol (intercession,
prayer, praise, 'formalism'), compare pi+7v dWi1, which also occurs
just three times in Biblical Hebrew (the collocation with singular
noun, normally symbolizing 'swear'’, is much more common - see, e.g.,
Ezek. 20, passim cf. Dhorme 1923:145): it is associated at Lev.
9.22 with blessing (cf. post-biblical o592 Xw: *give a  blessing';

ESD), at Psalms 28.2 with supplication, and at Psalms 134.2 with

praising (cf. Gruber 1980:35).
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46:15. =23 3. 2/17 2/1921 (S+C). Judges 6.13; Jer. 12.7.

At Jer 12.70b,

TY3N R23 UBDY [OITINTAN Aamd

*I have GIVEN my beloved INTO THE POVER OF her foes" (NEB),
the following D*3'X points to a comnnection between this collocation
and 46:01,03. This relationship is of antonymy - ‘deliverance unto’
as opposed to 'deliverance from'. Assuming MNT (cf. BHK/S), Judges

6.13-14a clearly demonstrates this:

2YYITRTH2Y Y3IAYY TASY V3001 A0¥Y L. 10T L. 0NN
1710 020 BNTEYTAN U0 L. TP TONYY TUTY 13N 19
*Gideon said, '.... But now the Lord has cast us off and

DELIVERED US IRTO THE POVER OF the Midianites.' The Lord turned
to him and said, *... Go... to FREE Israel FROK THE POVER OF the

Nidianites....'® (HEB).

A similar contrast between 713 11 and 70 ¥ 03T is found at  Neh.
9.27. Note that at Judges 6.13, f332 M2 is not merely ‘semi-
prepositional', ' (deliver) unto', for the expression is equivaleat to
T3 M3 at v. 1, and that 7' blere bas a specific metonymic value
of 'power, grip, control' is indicated by v. 2a:

2RWTTIY T~ TIMm

'The HAND of Midian was (too) strong upon Israel'

(Midian, bere, presumably, is viewed eponymously).
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Vhen 3 does have a completely literal (non-semi-
prepositional/metonymic) value, *(place in someone's) hand(s)', =%
is used for 3 in the collocation (Gen. 40.11, 21; Fum. 5.18; 6.19 );
see Abramsom  1971:13 for another example of =D» indicating

‘literalness’.

46:16, = z2/@Y'D3  PODR/D. 3/79 3/8 (P+[A+Cl). KHum. 24.10; Job

27.23; Lam. 2.15.

Two distinct idioms appear to be represented <(cf. BDB). At Bum.
24.10a, the collocation describes a gestural re-inforcement of anger
or frustration (llsx M) - contrast KB, which regards the
collocation here as describing here an "Abwehrgestus”):

13O37AN £ODYY DUIITIN PR OANTAMMY

"At that Balak was very angry with Balaam [andl BEAT HIS HANDS

TOGETHER" (NEB).

Elsewhere, ==y gv'93 P00 'clap one's hands against' might,
colloquially, be rendered 'give a slow hand-clap to', functioning with
P ¢ (alliteration has perhaps affected the choice of word-pair) as a
symbol of contempt:

1OP00 1170 PYOBYY 10192 102N PIyn

"His downfall is GREETED VITH APPLAUSE,

and hissing meets him on every side* (Job 27.23; JB);
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g1t A2778 QUKD 1811 I1PTW TT YIBDT9I D93 TYSW 1poD
"All who pass your way CLAP THEIR HARDS at the sight;
they whistle and shake their heads

over the daughter of Jerusalem® (Lam 2.15a; JB).

For the ambiguity of symbolism (anger, contempt), compare the variety
of meanings associated with A3 137 (46:02). If a variant with =
exists at Isaiah 2.6b, so that for XT

1PNBUWY EYM3) TR
we read

1PEWs QN2 YT

*(Tlhat CLAP foreigpers BY THE HAND* (JB),
a further symbolic value is evidenced, for the meaning of the
collocation here would appear to be close to that of a3 upa in

Proverbs (see 46:24), ® (strike hands to) ratify an agreement'.

The text of Job 34.37 is uncertain - if 1792 is to be ‘'understood’
(as ellipsis; BDB) or supplied <(by emendation; BHK) after 13113
100" *amongst us he claps' (?), the collocation would appear to be a
gestural symbol of contempt (see Rowley 1980:223f.), contempt of court

specifically, perhaps (cf. JB).

At Jer 48.26b, we ought, perhaps, with LXX, read our collocation for
NT 1%*73 3¥12 79D "Moab will wallow in his vomit™ (JB). Thus:

N0 PR 1T 1082 aXY0 PODY

'Moab will CLAP HIS BARDS IN GLEE,

but he too will be an object of laughter'.
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The contextual association (drunken joy) of the collocation is, again,

different from others we have seen.

46:17. =+p3/7m3 nuu. 2/141 2/2525 (IS+PI1+C). Prov. 10.4; 31.13.

The underlying figure in the two instances is, perhaps, the same. At
Prov. 31.13b,

1882 YB3 Wum

*And she MAKES with gladness HER HANDS',

clearly means

'She gladly toils at her work’.
The idiom here seems to involve a similar semantic process to that
evidenced in =+ rmwuws (7r mew;  cf. Prov. 31.19) and fa2a8%6

(CF1Y max=ed#Ty TN [the nominal form bas beemn revived in Nodera

Hebrewl; see Greemstein 1979 for these and Akkadian parallels).

At Prov. 10.4,

WU QAT T TIONTHR WY UXRY,
parallelism suggests that ;wpy should be pointed as a feminine
participle (MT masculine). NEB does not <(according to Brockington)
amend, but renders as though it has amended:

"Idle HANDS MAKE a man poor;

busy bhands grow rich®.
If thus amended, this second instance of our collocation disappears.

But if NT is accepted, and respected, the meaning of the first colon

seens ta be

'A pauper is one who makes an idle hand®,
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that is,

'A pauper is one who works idly*.

If a single collocation is indeed attested in both passages, the
extant evidence indicates that it needs to be accompanied by a

semantically adverbial expression (work gladly, idly, etc.).

46:18. = o3 y7® (W™® qal and piel). 9/65 9/64 (P+C). Exodus
9.29=9.33; 1 Kings 8.22112 Chr. 6.12; 1 Kings 8.38112 Chr. 6.29;
Isaiah 1.15; Jer. 4.31; Psalms 44.21; Job 11.13; Ezra 9.5; 2 Chr.
6.13. Cf. 1 Kings 8.54; Psalms 88.10; Prov. 31.20.

The qal form of the collocation always occurs in the context of
prayer, usually intercessory, to the divime. Gruber (1980:31) thinks
that at Job 11.13 and Psalms 44.21 (see below), there is an additiomal
connotation of 'worship’'. For the semantic range of the idiom compare
RY12723738 U723 (10:05). Gruber (1980:36) claims that "pasa w1
'supplicate’ is derived from a gesture of pleading that omne's empty
hands be filled" (see also Keel 1978:322; cf. Gruber 1980:44 on now
81193 at Psalms 88.10); the same image viewed from a different
perspective seems to underlie the collocation with singular noun as a
gesture of almsgiving (Prov. 31.20). Keel (1978:312f.) suggests a
possibly "exorcistic®™ or ‘npuminous-averting' origin for the gesture,

in Egypt at least.
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In terms of its overall idiomatic status, the gesture described 1is
definitely symbolic of prayer/intercession (as indicated by the XNEB
renderings accompanying the texts below), only at Psalms 44.21 and Job
11.13, for at these places there is no term for, or content of, prayer
stated in the immediate environment (in other words, one has to
‘guess’ that the gesture does refer to prayer):

AT 2XT 13993 UNDIT 121YIVN DU 1IM20T0OXR

If we had forgotten the name of our God

and SPREAD OUR HANDS IN PRAYER to any other” (Psalms 44.21);

TOI 1IN AUTST T3 M1 TAXTON

"If only you bad directed your heart righbtly

and SPREAD OUT YOUR HANDS TO PRAY to him* (Job 11.13).

Probably, however, the use of the collocation at Exodus 9.29 should
alsa be regarded as symbolic in the same way, for here g@ivo3y u-o
seems to function as a 'synonym' of =9% =°'nmuY  “intercede with™ (NEB)
at the beginning of the previous verse:

TUTYTIN ADITAN UNBX VWITTON IINED U0 179N T0XY

PANT TUTYD D DTN TIUTIATY XD TR 1R AP

"Moses said, "VYhen 1 leave the city I will SPREAD QUT XY HAXDS 1X

PRAYER to the Lord. The thunder shall cease, and there shall be

no more hail, so that you may know that the earth 1s the

Lord's.... '" (HEB).

Comparison with Exodus 8.25a yields further evidence of this synonymy:
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JUT96 2TV 0T TUTITON ALY CTOLS XXt YDIN TAT WL MO
*Moses answered, 'As soon as I leave you I will intercede with

the Lord. Tomorrow the swarms will depart from Pharcah.... '"

(NEB).

Elsewhere, the symbolic value of the collocation is less clear and

we may only infer a more general type of association between the
gesture described and prayerful activity. See 10:05 for this usage at

Ezra 9.5 and 1 Kings 8.54.

The collocation with piel verb occurs twice. At Isaiah 1.15a, it
describes a gesture re-inforcing the ;2om of the parallel colon:

oW 23N TRET 1372 mA D20 1 RYSUN 02992 Q30N

"Vhen you LIFT YOUR HAKDS OUTSPREAD IN PRAYER,

I will hide my eyes from you.

Though you offer countless prayers, I will not listen" (NEB).

Probably at Jer. 4.31a the expression describes a gesture of pleading
in distress (cf. Gruber 1980:29; KB: “imploring mercy”), although
bardly prayer; XKEB (and JB?), however, seems to interpret the
reference as a physiological index of pain:

7182 UMD MBSO 11'RETAI TP IMY2203 TN YN0 A2 217 D

"1 hear a sound as of a woman in labour,

the sharp cry of one bearing her first child.

It is Zion, gasping for breath,

CLEECHIEG HER FISTS" (NEB).
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According to Gruber (1980:41) pys9+ g o (piel) is the post-exilic
equivalent of 07792 ¥79 (qal and piel), although it seems to have a
rather wider range of reference - at Isaiah 25.11 it bas 1literal
reference to a swimming action, at Isaiah 65.2 it symbolizes Yahweh's
pleading to Israel, at Psalms 143.6 it symbolizes the worshipper's
longing for or adoration of Yahweh (cf. gp+93 xwi, 46:14), and, with

intervening 3 (but not in versions), at Lam. 1.17 it symbolizes

distressed pleading (cf. Jer. 4.31).

46:19. =s33 11733 YM. 2/65 2/2 (S+A; P4C). Psalms 26.6; 73.13. Cf.

Gen. 20.5; Psalms 24.4; Job 9.30.

The collocation describes a gesture symbolic of innocence:

717 TR2TOTAN T33DXY DI NMPI3 YO

"1 VASH XY HANDS IN INBEOCENCE

to join in procession round thy altar, O Lord"

(Psalms 26.6; KEB);

192 1113 YNNG 22D ymraT PN

"So it was all in vain that I kept my heart pure

and VASHED MY HANDS IN INNOCENCE® (Psalms 73.13; NEB).
(In Nodern Hebrew the collocation has also acquired the negative sense
attached to English wash one's hands of something; see ESD.)
Oesterley (1959:193) notes the possibility of a connection with the
ablution ritual of Exodus 30.18ff. (but this relates to priests only).
However, the idiom is probably related, as BDB suggests, to the
ceremony af Deut. 21.6ff. (communal hand-washing after discovery of a

mirder victim whose assailant is undetected; cf. Kosmala 1968:105).
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The collocation is *nominalized' at Gen: 20.5b,
AXT YO0 YB3 1Y% 133%Tom
"It was with a clear conscience and IN ALL INBOCEECE that I did
this® (HEB),
and Psalms 24.4a:
WD X NDITND WX 2397727 QYDD e
*"HE YHO HAS CLEAN HANDS and a pure heart,

who has not set his mind on falsehood*® (NEB).

The parallel with 23%=pn/ma (cf. Psalms 73.13) each time indicates
the 'abstract' mnature of the cleansing expressed im the collocation
{(cf. Job 17.9: Pyl gy Ty=1a; note also C¥3+71 09 ‘clean,
innocent ©blood', 1i.e., blood belonging to a blaméless person).
Possibly, 232%~pnt carries the implication of innocence of intent,
whereas m*'22=11'?) implies innocence of action (see Rashi at Gen.
20.5; Oesterley 1959:187, “outwardly and inwardly of upright 1life";
Bullinger 1898:582). Mays 1969:119 and, apparently, KB see an
abbreviated reference to the collocation at Hosea 8.5b:
1P 1231 XD Yo

“How long... ere they attain to innocency?® (AY).

A variant of our collocation with =133 1311 for Y123 11! is
found at Job 9.30 (Q),

182 733 YTISYTY ARwTh el YOEMOMTTRX

'If I wash all over in snowy water,

and RINSE MY HANDS VITH INNOCEKCE'.
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(There 1s also a ‘nominalization® at Job 22.30, but text and
interpretation here is difficult — cf. 2 Samuel 22.21!IPsalms 18.21.)
Our interpretation rejects the view that at Job 9.30 =13, 1ike
f*113, means ‘potash® (KB, NEB), a view which seems to disregard the
extant collocational evidence. The interpretation of 320 in the
parallel colon as ‘soapwort' remains possible, although less plausible

- 'soap* is, at least, no better a parallel for ‘'purity' than 'snow'!

46:20. =a3/m3 pw. 2/102 2/581 (S+[{A+Cl). Job 29.9; 40.32.

(Ve understand the suffix at Job 40.32, with Mandelkern, as singular,
not, as ES, plural.) At Job 40.32 the action described by the
collocation is symbolic of threat:

a2TTN TLMARS M3T T 112U

*If ever you LIFT YOUR HAND against him,

think of the struggle that awaits you, and let be" (NEB).
Compare, perhaps, =%y 7+ m*w at Job 9.33:

13730720 1T W D10 1121370 XD

*There is no arbiter between us,

to LAY HIS HARD on both® (JB).
Contrast the same expression used as a figure of protection at Psalms
139.5:

1282 2N nunY Y aAmnE RTRPY X

*Thou hast kept.close guard before me and behind

and hast SPREAD THY HAND over me" (HEB).
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For Job 29.9, where the gesture described (133 =n2 pw) is associated

with respectful silence, see 29:03, and compare similar expressions

with 9% at Judges 18.19; Micah 7.16; Job 21.5; 40.4 (see BDB s.v.

1, 1.b).

46:21. =33 ~woy ow. 4/17 4/6 (S#C; S+C). Judges 12.3; 1 Samuel

19.5; 28.21; Job 13.14. Cf. Psalms 119.109; Job 12.10.

The collocation is found in the following passages:

RimYy 1101 TITSN TMIUNT 933 WDY QWX RVIL TIVXTID TR
Rl Sh e b a

"Vhen I saw that we were not to look for help from you, I TOOK XY
LIFE IN MY BAKDS and marched against the Ammonites, and the Lord
delivered them into my power® (Judges 12.3a; HEB);

PRI AT VLM TNUTY LWYY YCTOITAN T 1923 WHITAN oUW
Did he not TAKE HIS LIFE IN HIS HANDS when he killed the
Philistine, and the Lord won a great victory for Israel?®

(1 Samiel 19.5a; KEB);

B33 WD OYEXY TIPA CTANSUW TUOU TAT 13N TIONMY TNQ 273370 XAm
1SN 13T N TYTRTTION LouNt

"[Shel saw that he was much disturbed, and she said to him, °'I
listened to what you said and I RISEED MY LIFE to obey you....'"®
(1 Samuel 28.21; KEB);

523 QYN YWUDIY YIW3 YW RUNX

"I put my flesh between my teeth

I TAKE MY LIFE 1IN MY HARKDS* (Job 13.14; JB).
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Although the contexts of the first two passages might lead us to think
that the figure bere is of diverting all ome's energy {(un1) into
one's hands in order to fight, the other contexts 1in which the
collocation occurs require the semse 'risk all, expose one's self to
mortal danger’. In none of its immediate environments is the
collocation connected, by, for example, parallelism, with a
clarification of its significance; hence, we may assume that the
expression is actually a symbol of 'risk', rather tham being connected
with this meaning in a more general, ‘associative', way. Compare

130533 *unter Lebensgefahr® (KB®, s.v. wsi, 7) at Lam. 5.9.

The subject of the verb is aways co-referential with the ‘possessor’
of the ys) and 93. This, coupled with the fact that in certain
environments o+¢@ and I3 function similarly (cf., e.g., 210/ M
2% ‘pay attention'’, and the use of =>» as opposed to 23 +to
designate a literal placing of something on or in the hands [see
46:15; cf. Exodus 29.241), might permit us to explain the imagery of
the figure by reference to 23 1371 ‘deliver into the power of'
(46:15) - our collocation could then have an underlying sense of
‘deliver one's life into one's own keeping <(instead of relying on

outside, including divimne, protection)’.
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However, a different interpretation of the figure, which does not
exploit a metonymic interpretation of #3 as ‘control’, might be
suggested by Job 13.14 where the parallelism perhaps implies that the
image of an actual hand is intended. If so, 9! might more properly
denote 'neck' (cf. Psalms 66.9, 110911l32217; Volff 1974a:14f.) -
a 'soul'’ or 'life' can hardly be held in the hand! (But, according to
Gray [1967:3401, at Judges 12.3 w91 alludes to Jephtah's life-after-

death destroyed by his daughter's sacrifice. Cf. Job 12.10.)

The versional variants of MT at Psalms 119.109 perhaps indicate that
early translators were unaware of the idiomatic meaning, 'risk', of
our collocation, or that they were unhappy with the worshipper's claim
to independence from God's control that its imagery implied:

AAN20 N? TATMTY e 823 wWwel

“Every day 1 TAKE MY LIFE IK MY HANDS,

yet I never forget thy law" (NEB).
The contracted form of the collocation at this place indicates that
the use of the verb gy is not essential for the collocation to
convey its idiomatic sense, and this is borne out by MNodern Hebrew
vhere the collocation with 0'@W exists alongside a variant with S0)

(see ESD).

46:22. =mRTReThUN / 100. 6/7 6/144 (S+A; S+C), Lev.

14.16,17,18,27,28, 29.

Data restricted. NHo idiomatic value.

353



46:23. =277 MIB2 MM, 2/6 2/506 (P+C; P4C). 1 Kings 5.17%; Mal.

3.21.

At Mal. 3.21a, the figure is a vivid metaphor of a conqueror treading
down enemies:
22%217 M523 OO BN 14T YD 0YOWN omion)
"[Ylou shall trample down the wicked, for they will be ashes
UNDER THE SOLES OF YOUR FEET".
At 1 Kings 5.17, however, p1'5317=m1193 might simply be synmecdochical
for the person of David (K, LXX) or Solomon (Q) and the collocation as
a whole an expansion of 17111 ‘under bhim, subordinate to hinm'.
Thus, NEB, which retains Kethibh:
17330 TEN TeMTOT 190 L, GTUTY QUT M3 T123°7 92 KD L. 3K T
1RI7 MBI A0 QOaN TaahTan
"[ Xyl father David could not build a house in honour of the name
of the Lord his God, because he was surrounded by armed nations

until the Lord made them SUBJECT TO HIN™.
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At first sight it appears that the images in both passages could bave
been expressed equally well by p2+919 nnn (e.g., Psalms 47.4).
However, although within the collocation 2219~52 52 is indeed often
semantically redundant (see 46:39), it is possible that in the present
collocation ©3 conveys a metonymic value of 'control’ (cf.
46:03,15). Thus, in the figure that the collocation represents the
enemies would be not only g*+227 nnnm ‘subjugated* but also non
84393 ‘under comntrol® (cf. @7y nmam,-. . Gen. 16.9). (It 1is
possible, of course, that no such distinction in symbolic significance
between 'under the feet' and 'under the hand' was originally perceived
- see McCurley 1968:156f.) The collocation as a whole also has an

emphatic value, ‘totally subjugated’, characteristic of the use of

21902 (see 46:39).

46:24. ='p3/92 upn., 5/91 5/65 (wpn I & IT in ES) (I[S+A)+[P+C1).

Nahum 3.19; Psalms 47.2; Prov. 6.1; 17.18; 22.26. Cf. Job 17.3.

(Many manuscripts read a singular construct form at Prov. 6.1b.) At
Fahum 3.19b the gesture described is either, like =53 Mo (46:09),
symbolic of Schadenfreude (as KB=, BEB), or, 1like Q"33 poo
(46:16), symbolic of contempt, over the fall of Babylon:

TY2U 82 1LPN TLOUY "WOQ 22

"[Alll who have heard of your fate CLAP THEIR HARDS IN JOY*

(NEB).
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At Psalms 47.2 the immediate context indicates that the collocation
describes a gestural re—-inforcement of royal acclamation (cf. 37
a3, 46:02) or of rejoicing (as KB®), albeit of a rather artificial
nature given that defeated mations (v. 4) could hardly be expected to
genuinely enjoy this status:

7137 TIP3 QVATRD 0T A271UPN ghounTea

"CLAP? YOUR HANDS all you nations;

acclaim our God with shouts of joy* (HEB).
The use of p*ouI~92 as subject here indicates a fair degree of
idiomaticity as ‘peoples®’, unless viewed ‘'eponymously' <(cf. Caird
1980:135f.) as 'national representatives’, do not have 'a band' with

vhich to clap.

In Proverbs, as BDB points out, the collocation describes a ™“gesture
ratifying a bargain, specif. pledging oneself to become surety... (all
137" - compare 40:22. At Prov. 6.1 the gesture is merely
assaciated, as re—-inforcement, with a verbal transaction:

TR ATT OUPA TYND A3myeoX 433

"My son, if thou be surety for thy friend,

if thou hast STRICKEN THY BAND with a stranger® (AV)
- it is only the 1linguistic action which is said to bhave legal
consequences:

TIBTINONA MT1223 TIHTYTONI UL 3

*"Thou art snared with the words of thy mouth,

thou art taken with the words of thy mouth* (v, 2; AV).
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Again at Prov. 17.18a,

a2 PN 237700 OTN

A man void of understanding striketh hands" (AV),
the gesture is not éstablished as a symbol of a transaction, as it is
accompanied by an ‘'explanation® in the following colonm,

1T8T Y19% 37 300

"[Alnd becometh surety in the presence of his friend" (AVD.
. The same seems to be true at Prov. 22.26 and, with %+ for 92, at
Job 17.3 (where, probably, with BHK and KB, we should interpret upa»
as a qal rather than, as NT, niphal). Our interpretation of the
collocation in this context differs from that of NEB and JB (except at
Job 17.3), which consistently render it by expressions of the type
‘give a guarantee'; thus, they see an 'idiom’, where we find merely a
description of an accompanying gesture. Ve accept, though, that at
Proverbs 17.18 and 22.26 the use of a participial form might betoken
development of the collocation into a financial terminus technicus -
compare Modern Hebrew s3=nuspPn 'band-shaking, vow' (ESD). Possibly,
the full form of this (later) idiom was 2 o3/ upn (cf. Prov. 6.1;
Job 17.3), thus formally dist}nct from the ‘rejoicing® collocation,

without following preposition, at Nahum 3.19 and Psalms 47.2.
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POST-COLLOCATIOKES

46:25. [=133118C-221-020/3. 6737 6/251 (S+C; [S+A14[P+Cl). 1  Samuel
4.3; 2 Samuel 19.10; 22.111Psalms 18.1; Jer. 12.7; MNicah 4.10; Ezra

8.31.

The collocation always follows a verb of deliverance from or to - see
46:01,03,15. It occurs as well in variant forms with = replacing
52 and/or 7% replacing 3%1X. The ‘'enemy' signified is always of
Israel or individual Israelites or a righteous persom (Job 6.23),
except at Jer. 44.30 (Pharocah's enemies), and what is delivered from
or to is always human (including corporate), except at Jer. 20.5
(precious artefacts) and Psalms 78.61 (imax=n, referring to Israel
or, as NEB and Oesterley 1959:362, the ark), and, except, possibly, at
Psalms 31.9 and 107.2, MZ/3%1X always refers to an actual and

specific 'enemy’.
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The collocation as such does not appear to be idiomatic, although
within it as within 46:01, 03,15, fo5/2 might sometimes be
idiomatically reduced in meaning into the status of a mere preposition
‘to/from', rather than possessing a literal or a metonymic value of
'from/into the hand, power, of'. The appropriate value is usually
difficult to ascertain; for example, at 2 Samuel 22.1, our collocation
seens to be semantically indistinct from pi3rid0 ©0IT at v. 4 and
3%I%0 221 at v. 18. Both idiomatic and metonymic translations are
offered by REB at 2 Samuel 19.10b (see 46:03). Occasionally, context
helps to decide the matter - thus, for instance at Ezra 8.31b, the
mention of the ‘bhand of God' makes it more likely that the ‘enemy' was
perceived as having a real 'hand’ with which to threaten the returning
Jews (cf. 46:15 on Judges 6.13f.):

TATT™2Y 3MIXY AN O30 1IVIRYY 1320 ONT 123N

*The hand of our God was upon us, and he saved us FROM ENENY

ATTACK and from ambush on the way" (NEB).
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46:26. pmiop TRt § B L (o PO - 12/26 12712 (S+A).

Hum. 7.14,20,26,32,38,44,50,56,62,68,74,80.

Data restricted. ¥o idiomaticity is evidenced in the overall
collocation which states part of the gifts of altar-dedication
presented by each tribe, at least according to the fancy of the author
of Bum. 7 — contrast Lev. 9, and see Noth 1968:63ff. KEB renders
"one saucer weighing ten gold shekels, full of incense®”,

although the difference in weight between this item and that of the
vessels that precede lends some support to rendering n3 here as
‘ladle’ — cf. Modern Hebrew n'sa ‘spoon' (but see Kelso 1948:22,
vhere evidence against this view is presented). In the one
interpretation the point of metaphorical contact Tbetween A2 and
‘saucer' is the similarity of saucer and flattened palm in shape and
function; in the other, the metaphor is based on the positional
simllarity of the hand at the bottom of the arm and the bottom of a

spoon at the end of its handle.
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46:27. pyx~n2. 2/76 2/1333 (S+C; S+A). 2 Samel 14,16; 1 Kings

18.44.

At 1 Kings 18.44a, tbe expression bas literal value within a simile of
smallness (cf. 46:117):

QaN=H22 77107 3D

®"[A] cloud no bigger than a MAN'S HAKD” (NEB)
At 2 Samuel 14.16a 53 has semi-prepositional or =metonymic value,
‘from (the power of)"' (see 46:03), and w'NT1 probably refers to the
g11=2%2 of v. 11:

RINT 920 AMSXTAX 2RAP TROT oW D

*"[Flor [the kingl will listen, and he will save me from THE MAN"

(NEB).

46:28. miav=me s =03 wmd.  2/7 2/145 (P+C; K+A). Exodus 9.29=9.33;

Ezra 9.5.

See 46:18 and 10:05. In Exodus, the gesture is probably symbolic of

intercession; at Ezra 9.5, it is associated with intercessory prayer.

46:29. =H3/8372N /7 “H3/83 "9, 2/4 2/2 (46:02; S+ A+Cl). Ezek.

21.19,22.

Data restricted. A gesture symbolic of command or assent i1s described
both times, unless once the gesture is associated with anger (see

46:02).
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46:30. =s93rC=9211 mMi93. 2/14 2/74 (P+A; P+C). 2 Kings 25.141|Jer.

52.18; 2 Chr. 24.14.

No idiomaticity is evident in this epumeration of cultic vessels.

2 here bears the same sense it has in 46:26.

46:31. rCmimiPi0Y CTamIes.  3/79  3/3  (PHLAHCI; P+[A+Cl). Exodus

25.29=37.16; Kum. 4.7; Jer. 52.19.

No i1diomaticity evidenced. The expression is always found in lists of

cultic objects, specifically those connected with +the praigr=1moUw

(Num. 4.7).
46:32. TLYTEAIY 7/ ATTTNI93. 2/2 2/34 (P+C; S+A; P+C; St+A).
Kum. 7.84,86.

Data restricted. See 46:26.

362



46:33. =tvy/@ve7v=m190. 3/65 3/274 (PHC; PHIA+CI). 1 Samuel 5.4;

2 Kings 9.35; Daniel 10.10.

The expression occurs in +the following passages <(all with NEB
equivalents):
N3 e MAT UM T 1N 11D YN 1119 9By 12T JaM
oia[d Ay
*Dagon had again fallen face downwards before the Ark of the
Lord, with his head and his two HARDS lying broken off"™
(1 Samuel 5.4);
QYTYT MI92% DY21TTY APA%HTITON D T2 INZOTNZY  TMaP? 139
*But when they went to bury her they found nothing of her but the
skull, the feet, and the PALMS OF THE HANDS®" (2 Kings 9.35);
Y OMIR3Y YTATRE ILNAMY Y3 R TYUTIM
"Suddenly a hand grasped me and pulled me up on to my HANDS and

knees® (Daniel 10.10).
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In the last passage the collocation refers, literally, to the ‘palms
of the hands®’ as, like p+1273, flat areas upon which the body rests.
But at 1 Samuel 5.4 1193 seems to refer to each hand as a whole, not
to any one part of it (cf. KEB). If 7% here means ‘'hand’, it 1is
pleonastic ('the hands of the bands’'); however, it might bear the
sense of 'arm' rather than ‘hand’ (thus, °*the bands of/upon the arms')
- the same variation in reference is attested for the Akkadian cognate
idu (Dhorme 1923:138). At 2 Kings 9.35 the collocation might bave
the same meaning, although the parallelism with 2323 could indicate
that 2 refers specifically to the skeletal structure of the hand -
cf. 71780 P00 ‘comb of the palm of the band, metacarpus’ in later

medicine (Hyrtl 1879:196).
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46:34. =Ta1/T771o3. 4/76 4/30 (S+C; SHL A+Cl). Gen. 32.26=,33=.

=41:3.

46:35. 112=n3. 4/76 4/432 (S+C; S+A). Lev. 14.15,18,26,29.

Data restricted. BNo idiomaticity evident.

46:36. 1v1e—n3. 2/76 2/59 (S+C; S+A). Judges 6.13,14.

Data restricted. See 46:15. Some LXX mss. omit second occurrence.

Cf. 1v70=1+ (Judges 6.1f.; 8.22; 9.17).
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46:37. =amwa/~To0 000, 5/21 571075 (S+C; [S+P1+C). 2 Kings

16.72; 20.611Isaiah 38.6; 2 Chr. 30.6; 32.11.

Always in the context of actual deliverance from a king, the
collocation is idiomatic only to the extent that in it f3p5 is
sometimes reduced in meaning so that it becomes synonymous with =10
'‘from* (cf. 46:01,03,15,25). In fact, NEB renders f230 as a

metonymy, “from the grip" omly once, at 2 Chr. 32.11.

46:38. mungmaI=vy. 2/11 2/274 (S4C; S+A). Gen. 40.11,21.

Data restricted. Ko idiomaticity evident:

N9 8350 D127 v/

*[Plut the cup INTO PHAROAH'S HAND* (HEB).
Possibly =2¥ is used in deliberate preference to 2 to emphasize
the *literalness' of the collocation (cf. 46:15; but note »7va o213
at v. 11), Contrast fums=v* (Gen. 41.35; Exodus 18.10; Deut. 7.8; 2

Kings 17.7) wvhere 711 has a metonymic value.
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46:39. =a93/=217/227"M192/703. 18/141 18/231 ([ S+P14C; [SH A+CI1+
[P+Cl). Gen. 8.9; Deut. 2.5; 11.24; 28.35,56,65; Joshua 1.3; 3.13;
4,18; 2 Samuel 14.25; 1 Kings 5.17; Isaiah 1.6; 60.14; Ezek. 1.73;

43.7; Mal. 3.21; Job 2.7. Cf. 2 Kings 19.2411Isaiah 37.25; Ezek. 6.11.

At Gen. 8.9a,
2177692 1210 11147 IXLE™X™)
'But the dove didn't find a resting-place for the SOLE OF HER
FooT’,
(assuming that my3e is *locational’, ‘resting-place'), the
collocation seems to refer to the 'base’, the splayed foot, of the
dove's leg. In view of the evidence of other passages (see below),
the collocation might have an 'intensive’ value - ‘pnowhere to rest

even her foot'.

At Deut. 2.5a NEB renders
219702 TR TV ORING QI WIXRTX? 2 03 1MAATOX
by
"[Dlo not provoke them; for I shall not give you any of their
land, not so much as a FOOT'’S-breadth”
(cf. JB; KB). Rashi, hnwever.'finds a slightly different implication
for sam=aa=T1770:

"Even only treading with the feet®.
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Vhereas the interpretation of NEB and others assigns to Sia=ma=17710
a pleonastic value (if possession of the land bas already been denied,
it is unnecessary to prohibit ownership of a 'foot’s-breadth’ of it),
on Rashi's understanding the phrase relates to violation of territory
through use (marching though it) and, thus, adds distinct information
to the preceding prohibition on the ownership of territory -
incidentally, Rashi's interpretation implies that the probhibition with
regard to Seir was stronger than that in respect of MNoab (v. 9).
Clearly, though, on either interpretation the collocation with =g
is 'intensive’, ensuring that a statement about territorial rights is
crystal clear - cf. Bullinger (1898:462) on oude be:ma podos at Acts
7.5 as an instance of "epitasis... Addition or Conclusion by way of
emphasis®; the Greek expression here is the same as the LXX rendering

at Deut. 2.5.

At Deut. 11.24a,

YT @22 12 82217702 T WX B1PenTI2
(repeated almost verbatim at Joshua 1.3), the collocation appears to
be synecdochical:

'Vherever YOU tread is yours'.
As at Deut. 2.5, the collocation is associated with an ‘intensive’
statement of territorial rights. In this wuse of the collocation, n3
is pleonastic whether it means 'foot' or 'sole® — where the leg treads
the foot must tread, where the foot treads the sole must tread too

(see 46:07).
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At Deut 28.56a the subordinate clause
TIOY AIVMTO YIAINTTRL OAUT AVATTED TDITKRT WX
*"[Tlhe woman who has pnever even tried to put a FOOT to the
ground, so delicate and pampered she is" (WEB),
is a hyperbolic and ridiculing description of the ‘'delicate woman'
1971 - no equivalent description is associated with her male
counterpart, two verses before. Given the contexts of ‘over-
statement’ wherein we have seen our collocation applied, it was

perhaps drawn quite naturally into this passage.

At v. 65a of Deut. 28,

T2ATTHID M0 ANTITHDY LR X2,
the collocation is probably pleonastic (finding no rest implies
finding no place to rest), and has been introduced to intensify the
preceding statement. Thus:

'You will find no rest; you will not even be able to stand still'
- Israel's search for rest will be as fruitless as it was for HNoah's

dove (see above).

At Joshua 3.13a,
TIHYT=N02 L .BYITT 210 M52 1113

'As the SOLES OF THE FEET of the priests touch the water',
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LXX omits pip3, and this reading is supported by XT at 3.15 and 4.9
and also, perhaps, by the prepositional expression =203 ‘'in the
waters of' - 'legs' or 'feet' are more appropriately *in® water than
'soles’ which we might expect to be *upon' (*P1) water, {i.e.,
touching, but not submerged. 193 might have been attracted into
this environment though association with the root rmia (46:12). If
the collocation is aoriginal here its use presumably intensifies the

magical/miraculous nature of the events described. Similar remarks

apply to Joshua 4.18.

XT of Isaiah 60.14a (if original; cf. LXX) has:

TIZRIOTPA TYIAT MIDITOY 1nA0T

®"[Al1ll who reviled you shall bow low at your FEET" (NEB).
The use of the collocation here is pleonastic and serves to intensify
the image of humiliation expressed (cf., as NcCurley
1968:158,197:n.33, Esther 8.3, where p+3237 alone is used in a
simllar, but not so ‘’emphatic’, idiom); the <choice of a 9Dan-
collocation and its stylistic value reflect the influence of Isaiah
49.23a (see Vhybray 1981:25):

132 TYPAT MBLY T OTIMWY YOIR oeaN

"They shall bow to the earth before you

and lick the dust from your feet® (BEB).
At Ezek. 1.7a &2 probably means ‘foot, hoof® and 517 ‘'leg' (JB,

HEB; in Noderm Hebrew, according to ESD, 52 on its own <can mean

‘paw': cf. plant names 21MM/2XT/T11X"N3 'goose/wolf/cat-paw’):
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2218 217 823 OTY227 8231 AT 227 oTRaT

*[Tlbeir legs were straight and tbeir HOOVES were like the HOOVES

of a calf™ (KEB).
Here, then, the collocation bas a full 1literal value without any
special stylistic connotations. But, in respect of its idiomatic
status, 1t 1s significant that Ezekiel apparently inflects the
collocation as a ‘compound mnoun' (gI'237=n2 for expected =mio2

B1Y2317) - compare 0u9=n3 at 2 Kings 19.2411Isaiah 37.25.

Ezek. 43.7a has:

DU 120N "WN Y227 T71B3 RI1P0TANY TXOD DIPOTIN

"[Tlhe place of my throme, the place where I set my FEET, where I

will dwell® (NEB).
Parallel to a place for sitting, 519 1192 0176 here refers to a
place for standing — on this understanding the collocation might
contribute to a meristic expression 'the place wherein I conduct all
my affairs'. Vevers (1982:216), however, seems to interpret pipo
1237 1183 as Yahweh's °'footstool’: "the combination of <throne and
footstool... betrays the solemnity of Yahweh's transfer to the Temple
of the future®. Vhatever the precise interpretation of the passage,
in the collocation +%37=1192 seems to be  pleonastic for simple

"917, and occurs within an 'emphatic’ statement of purpose.
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The evidence we have outlined indicates, first, that 231°=03 is
frequently pleonastic in the referential information that it conveys
for 233 in isolation, and secondly, that the collocation often helps
to emphasize or intensify a particular message. This emphatic
function is reflected t9o .. . in the idiomatic  meanings of
collocations 46:23 and 46:40, in which the present expression
participates. That the collocation is more or less ‘idiomatic' is
indicated as well by the association of 53 with the meaning ‘*sole’
vwhich is only (although, as we have seen, not always) found imn this
specific collocation - contrast Isaiah 59.6f. and Ezek. 6.11 where
03 forms a different association with 221, (At Lev. 11.27 T7In
11028 means 'walking on their *"hands"', i.e., on all-fours, as
opposed to walking on the feet alone; the precise reference is not, in

our view, to 'soles' [KBl1 or 'palms' [BDBl.)
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46:40. =mpp=TY / “Pa17TO35. 3/3  3/3 (S4C; S+C;  S#C).  Deut.

28.35; 2 Samiel 14.25; Job 2.7%, Cf. Isaiah 1.6.

(EB® compares XNari ishtu cuprim adl sha:rtim sha gqaqqadim “von
Fussnagel bis zum Kopfhaar™.) The collocation occurs in the following
passages (all with NEB equivalents):
B0 NOTT?  TOIOTX? WK QYRWT D1 DYINATTN U 1MIES TN 306
TIPTI? WY TRAT
“May the Lord strike you on knee and leg with malignant boils for
which you will find no cure; THEY VILL SPREAD FROM THE SOLE OF
YOUR FOOT TO THE CROVN OF YOUR HEAD™ (Deut. 28.35);
IR YT 197 830 TRO PRI DAY I9YTUX TVITXD DIDOAXN
D16 13 IS
"Fo one in all Israel was so greatly admired for his beauty as
Absalom; bhe was without flaw FROX THE CROVE OF HIS HEAD TO THE
SOLE OF HIS FOOT* (2 Samuel 14.25);
TTRPTIR OTOY 1937 820 ¥ O TUIAIRTAX TYY TUTY V1D NQ 08T X2V
"And Satan left the Lord's presence, and he smote Job with

running sores FRON HEAD TO FOOT* (Job 2.72).
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The Deuteronomy and Job passages both have the collocation in the same
longer sequence ,,.u4 Y103 127, However, at Deut. 28.35 the
collocation is isolated from the rest of the sequence, although the
semantic/stylistic unity of the two parts of the sequence (cf. Tsumura
1983) is not brought out by HEB's rendering. Given that 1im Job the
collocation, within the 1longer sequence, has an obvious meristic
implication of *all over' <(cf. Abramson 1971:16), the Deuteronomy
passage witnesses to the beginning of a process of restriction of this
meristic value to the collocation independent of its occurrence within
the longer sequence. In the grammatical environment of the
Deuteronomy passage, where the collocation follows the verb of a
subordinate clause, its meristic value . is most 1likely

adverbial: *® (cannot be healed) at all‘®.

In Samuel the collocation is used to describe Absalom's perfection.
The meristic force of the collocation ('all over®’) is similar to that
evidenced in the Job passage. Ve can speculate that a more original
form of the text here lacked the final p1o 13 a%71=X> (perhaps the
result of dittography from 79* w+¥ 7*71~N>? in the preceding half of
the verse) and that the collocation bhad the same adverbial function
after o »91e (dn view of =7X5, this functionm is also intensive)
as it hag after ¥om1? at Deut. 28.35: *'(there was none) to be so

utterly praised'.

At TIsaiah 1.6a, a variant of our collocation with, perhaps metri

causa, UxX1 for T1pP7P, oOccurs:
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1870 T20Y ST BED OAQ 13 1N UNTTTYY 2anTad0
*FROM HEAD TO FOOT there is not a sound spot in you -

nothing but bruises and weals and raw wounds® (NEB).

Again, there is a meristic implication, ‘'nowhere at all’, and the
immediately following clause recalls gi16 13 a%1-%2 of the Samuel
passage. The same form of the collocation is used, as noted by ESD,
in a very similar context (Israel under the image of a disease-ridden
body) by Bialik in pum =2 9% (1857):

UiT1 9P XSO 0BT 921 1EX

EOTTL 217 820 D100 3P 1.

The similarity of diction between Job 2.7 and Deut. 28.35 and, to a
lesser degree, between Isaiah 1.6 and 2 Samiel 14.25, indicates that
the collocation had relatively strong 'formulaic' moorings. Perhaps
it originated within a curse formila (see Deut. 28.35). Although we
have said that the collocation bas a meristic value, the application
of the merismus, except possibly at Deut 28.35, is always to the human
body, or society viewed under the image of a body (at Deut. 28.35, the
collocation is closely associated with anatomical description); we
should require evidence that the collocation could mean ‘all over'

something other than the body for this idiomatic value to be non-

trivial.
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If the expression is idiomatic, beyond any trivial meristic effect, 1t
is so, perhaps, because of tbe intellectual background that its use
evokes, of sickness as the result of evil living or of curse.
Possible indirect evidence of this *‘idiomaticity’' is at Lev. 13.12,
where the possibility is stated of leprosy (nunx) covering the skin
of a victim 1*21% 701 10N70 ‘from his head to his feet’. In view of
the fact that this phrase occurs, like our collocation, in a context
of bodily disfigurement, P's phraseology might be deliberately
different from that of the collocation, in order not to evoke in
readers/listeners the forementioned ‘intellectual background’
associated with the collocation - the leper's problem was medical, not

moral!

Compare the 'distributional’ merismus ('everybody' — as opposed to the
‘spatial' merismus, ‘everywhere') of 23317 WwX7 ‘head and tail®,
metaphorically, °*noble and ignoble’, at Isaiah 9.13 and 19.15; ux1

is collocated contrastively with 21t at Deut. 28.13,44.
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46:41. naoxow —m3. 4/76 4/6 (S+C). Lev. 14.15,16,26,27.

Data restricted. No idiomaticity evident.

46:42. osou/Rtew =83 wnD. 2/7 2/406 (P+C; P+A). 1 Kings 8.22;

2 Chr. 6.13.

Data restricted (2 Chr. 6.13 is an expansion of the preceding verse's

incomplete duplication of 1 Kings 8.22). See 46:18.
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49. a3 (67)

PARALLELS: 1 Kings 7.39112 Chr. 4.10; 2 Kings 11.11%11

2 Chr. 23.10% (64).

RECAPITULATIORS: Exodus 27.14,15; 28.7,12,25,27=38.14,15;

39.4,7,18,20; Ezek. 12.6=7 (57).

PRE-COLLOCATIORS

49:01, =+3mn 1v3. 2/10 2/403 (P4+C). Deut. 33.12; 1 Samuel 17.6.

At 1 Samuel 17.6 ‘between his shoulders' should, perhaps, be
interpreted as an 'idiom’, 'behind bim' (see Marcus 1978:113:mn.14;
NcCurley 1968:209). A more literal interpretation is also quite
plausible in the context:

11503 113 UM 11721 1R UMY NNRoS

"He had bronze greaves [reading plurall on his legs and a bronze

javelin ACROSS HIS SHOULDERS® (JB).
(NEB's rendering of our collocation bhere as “one of his weapons®
assumes a meaning of mn3 which is not clearly attested elsewhere im
Biblical Hebrew [see Barr 1983:329]1 and destroys the parallelism with

the preposition plus anatomical term of the previous clause.)
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The interpretation of Deut 33.12 as a whole 1is difficult. XT of
v. 12b has:

120 1YHYI3 1%2% DINTT2R 100 Aon

'Covering him all the +time while he dwells Dbetween bhis

shoulders®.
On the basis of the Samiel passage, this could mean that Benjamin
dwells 'behind' God - a figure of protection. Assuming an 'idiomatic’
reading at Samuel ('behind him'), the collocation would, +thus, have
evolved from expressing a 'live' metaphor of protection in Deuteronomy

to signifying little more than prepositional reference in Samuel.

It is possible, though, that the two instances of the collocation are
not so clearly related. Avishur (1980:131f.) firds the same
‘protective’ figure but relates it to an Egyptian (sculptured) image
of Horus, as a hawk, sitting at the neck of King Kbhafre and extending
a wing each side of Khafre's head - the same comparison is not drawn,
however, by Keel (1978:190f.) in his discussion of biblical texts
illustrated by this artefact. Perbhaps, the figure might be more aptly
related to images of hawk-headed Horus, with his arms around the
shoulders of Tut-Moses 111, demonstrating the use of weapons to the
Pharoah (see Keel 1978:354f.). Omn this 'Egyptian’ interpretation of
the figure, the ‘locational’ reference of m**sn3 12 is 'in  fromt®,

rather than, as in Samuel, *behind’.
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A different interpretation is obtained if we assume the possessive
suffix attached to grssno here to refer to Benjamin, rather than
God. Thus, according to BDB, the figure is "of 1's dwelling
between the shoulders of Benj.™ (cf. KB®). Others prefer to
render 19712 'his slopes' (see Marcus 1978:114:n.14 and Rashi im

loc.).

49:02, *@i3y=ana~eN Q13ICL~121=3. 2/2 2/13 (H+A; S+C; S+A). Joshua

15.8; 18.16.

No idiomatic value beyond that of an2 in the sense ‘'slope' (REB),

'hill* (McCurley 1968:216), or 'border' (see 49:08), and, of course,

the compound name (a special kind of ‘idiom’) o13:7=1313=11, BA3=9X
has the same sense when it precedes 1177, 17, T, s -
i»arnt (Joshua 15.11; 18.12,13,19), and, with =213 for -%X, [}

A932 (Hum. 34.11 — cf. BDB: *tbe mt.-slopes KE. of the 1lake"; KB:

"slopes east the Gal. Sea®).

49:03. mran=ana=>w won. 2/2 2/248 (S+C; S+C; S+A). 1 Kings 7.392,

Data restricted. BNo idiomaticity beyond that of 49:12. Contrast the

value of the preposition =-5u here, 'nmext to (a facade)', used of

11230 “trolleys" (HEB), with that of "> at 1 Kings 6.8, 'in (a

facade)', used of an entrance (nnm).
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49:04. mma=wa, 2/17 2/5290 (S+C; S+A). Ezek. 29.7,18.

At Ezek. 29.18a nR2™92 has literal reference:
SARTS2T MOPe UNTTDD METRN IST2 T30 APAATAR CTIEOT LN
J0%170
*[Llong did Rebuchadrezzar... keep his army in the field against

Tyre, until every head was rubbed bare and EVERY SHOULDER chafed®

~

(NEB).
Chafed shoulders are "the result of carrying loads™ (Vevers 1982:162).
In view of the military associations of a3 here, there seems no
good reason +to amend to %3 (in line with LXX, as BDB, KB 1{but not
KB®1, JB, VYevers 1982:161) at v. 7a (Q) of the same chapter:

SAS=%2 QAP MUP3Y YIT0 833 T3 Dusnl

®*[¥lhich splintered in the hand when they grasped you, and tore

their ARMPITS® (NEB)
- the implication of MT is that Egypt has caused damage to Israel's

military strength.
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49:05. -=mma/mn23/=5u/=7% W01 (XW3  gal & niphal). 6/26 6/626
(SH A+C)). Kum. 7.9; Isaiah 30.6; 46.7; 49.22; Ezek. 12.6=7,12. Cf.

2 Chr. 35.3.

The passages in which the expression occurs are as follows:
IREY N33 Q20 WP OT73RTYD I XD MR A
"He gave none to the Kohathites because the sevice laid upon them
vas that of the holy things: these they had to CARRY THEMSELVES
ON THEIR SHOULDERS® (Num. 7.9; EKEB);
233 Mon3 xXuo
QUZIN 0201 UITTRUY QARAMT YT RAITPD NG L. GTPIEY TIX PTINS
12701 X2 DUk
"Oracle on the beasts of the Kegeb.
Through the land of distress and anguish,...
they BEAR their riches OF donkeys®' BACKS,
their treasures on camels® humps,
to a nation that is of no use to them® (Isaiah 30.6; JB);
0oy X7 101200 TOUNT IMAMT LITTINY ATPADY AU 1LTIXOY
"[Tlhey HOIST IT SHOULDER-HIGH and carry it home;
they set it down on its base;
there it mst stand, it cannot stir from its place®
(Isaiah 46.7a; KEB);
10) 0IN QYOPTTNY TY DYIATON NUN 13T
TIRGIT A7)0 T2 WA THI3 INAMY
"Now is the time: I will beckon to the nations
and hoist a signal to the peoples,
and they shall bring your sons in their arms

and CARRY your daughters ON THEIR SHOULDERS* (Isaiah 49,22; REB);
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=s2 YANTTAR TN KDY 027 TUID XM 0DY2 X@n aaa=Ry O3
PR %32 TIANI 9316

*Yhen dusk falls TAKE your pack OK YOUR SHOULDER, before their
eyes, and carry it out, with your face covered so that you cannot
see the ground. I am making you a warning sign for the
Israelites™ (Ezek. 12.6; KEB);

TEPYI NN AADTIN CDIA3TR0XR XRIM

“Their prince will SHOULDER his pack in the dusk™ (v. 12a; HNEB).

(The use of =9% for =9y at Ezek. 12.12 is probably just an
instance of lexical °*free variation’ by Ezekiel [cf. 41:05], although

BHK notes some support for amending to =%u.)

The idiomatic value, if any, of +the collocation 1s difficult to
assess. The fact that it is never followed by a possessive pronoun
indicates that mno=9u is not approaching the status of a ‘semi-
preposition® (‘upon’). But the consistent use of the singular form of
the noun perbaps indicates that the reference is not entirely 1literal
- a vivid image of carrying might be expected to use a plural/dual.
Honetheless, the contexts in which the collocation occurs do refer to
the actual carrying of a physical 1load <(although an intellectual

burden is sometimes also implied; see below).
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There is, perhaps, a clue to an idiomatic implication in the fact that
those who are said to bear £A2=5y always do so under some duress.
An apparent exception to this rule is Isaiah 46.7, but here the use of
the collocation might be ironic. Thus, just possibly, the collocation
conveyed not only a literal reference ’'bear upon the shoulders', but

also had an implication of 'as an unwanted burden’.

It is noticeable as well that the expression with =9y is associated
with travelling to or from afar in Ezek. 12 and Isaiah 30 and 49.
Possibly, then, it was used as an index of preparation for travel as
well as a symbol of a burdensome task (perhaps with indexical and

symbolic values combining to signify an unwanted jourmey).

If the foregoing analysis is correct, then the use of smo3 at Fum.
7.9 (and 2 Chr. 35.3) could imply a negation of <(part of) this
idiomatic value of HM3=%wy XWwi1: the bearing upon the shoulder of
objects haly to Yahweh is a task undertakem willingly, mnot out of

fear.

Stylistic considerations sometimes seem to have influenced the use of
the collocation. Thus, at Ezek. 12.12 the prince (¥*W1) carries mnot
only a physical load (@22, v. 4) but also a ‘burdensome oracle’
(X, v. 10) from God - compare XuUe at Isaiah 30.6. At Isailah
49.22 nn3=%p xW1 is, perbaps, in deliberate <chiastic parallelism
with 7% »92 (‘raise the hand’ as a commanding or threatening

gesture).
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49:06. pan10 sma . 2/2 2/1921 (S+A). Zech. 7.11; Neh. 9.29.

Both times the collocation appears in contexts of refusing to listen
(see Couroyer 1981:225; MNcCurley 1968:114):
VICWQ 1TA2LT OANITHY M0 N2 1341 3R 1IN
*But they refused to listen, they TURNED THEIR BACKS ON NE 1IN
DEFIAKRCE, they stopped their ears and would not hear®
(Zech. 7.11; NEB);
WRT L5TRY UMD A3 110YY L L LB2TINOMT TIEDULDY THTIEOD 100WTRDY
1000 N3
*"[Theyl did not heed thy commandments; they sinned against thy
ordinances.... STUBBORKLY THEY TURKED AVAY in mlish obstinacy
and would not obey® (Neh. 5.29; NEB).
KB renders the expression 'turn a stubborn shoulder'. BDB sees the
underlying image as that of an animal refusing to accept the yoke (cf.
Clines 1984:197). The use on each occasion of an accompanying
anatomical figure C(irix 7337, &My AwP1)  indicates that the

collocation was perceived as a 'live’ metaphor of rebelliousness.

Vith this collocation, contrast =m713 311 *present the back® {where
the possessor of the 'back’ and the subject of the verb are mnot co-
referential) with a metaphorical meaning of 'cause to retreat'

(McCurley 1968:188).
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49: 07, =nisn3/=ana=%w . 3/10 371921 (LS+P1+0). Exodus

28.25,27=39.18,20; 1 Kings 7.39.

No idiomaticity evident, beyond that of 49:10,12.

49:08. =na3~9x =2w. 3/12 3/464 (S+C). Joshua 15.10; 18.18,19.

(LXX's source-text appears to have lacked the collocation at Joshua
18.19.) The subject of the collocation is always 2132, which takes
a number of verbs of movement other than =33, including =T and
220 (niphal) at Joshua 15.10 alone. The collocation as a whole is
not idiomatic, although =13 is used throughout in a well-attested
(lexicalized?) metaphorical sense of ‘'slope': "Les épaules de 1la
montagne seront... les étages qu'il faut gravir pour atteindre le
sommet” (Dhorme 1923:94)., The image of the ’shoulder’' of an object as
that portion of it which slopes outward and downward from its highest
and most central point of elevation also underlies the metaphorical
use of fn3 as an architectural term (see 49:12). Probably, An2
retains this sense at Joshua 18.18a:

12182 TAINWATTI0 AAITRN a0

*IT PASSES TO the northern side of THE SLOPE facing the Arabah"™

(NEB).
But if MT is amended on the basis of LXX from 3= ut=210 +to =n°3
72137, then 513 could bear here, as elsewhere, a weakened sense of
‘edge’ (regardless of elevation — cf. Dhorme 1923:94f.; the notion of
slopes as borders derives, presumably, from a period when settlements

were typically associated with 'tels’).
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49:09. =my/=+on3=%w ow. 2/3 2/581 (P+C). Exodus 28.12=39.7; Judges

16.3.

No idiomaticity evident, although, as Margalith (1987:68ff.) has
pointed out, the archaeological facts dictate that Judges 16.3
(Samson’s removal of the gates of Gaza) be understood as mythological
rather than historical description (Margalith sees a reflection of the
same myth at v. 29). For the meaning of misn13 at Exodus 28.12, see

49:10.

49:10. c=inv/-sopa=ane. 3/714 3/142 (P+C; P+ A+C]). Exodus

28.7,12,27=39.20.

Data restricted. The expression refers to the ‘shoulder—pieces'
(man2: note that in Modern Hebrew the corresponding singular poun
is given by ESD not as 512 but as qons [kitpa:l; cf. a9ma
[ k*te:fa:] ‘shoulder-strap') of the ephod or to the shoulders
(o*»a3, dual) of Aaron that wear them. Compare the use of 13 in
the description of the ephod at Exodus 28.32 (see MNcCurley 1968:222

for similar instances).
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POST-COLLOCATIORS

49:11. =ypy=n1om3. 3/10 3/42 (P4C; S+A). Exodus 28.12,25,27=

39.7,18,20.

Data restricted. Ho idiomaticity evident, beyond 1903 as

'epaulets, shoulder-pieces’. See 49:10.

49:12. pma=nnD. 7/26 7/432 (S+C; S+A). 1 Kings 6.8; 7.392; 2 Kings

11.11%1i2 Chr. 23.102; Ezek. 47.1.

According to Haak (1983:277, as Dhorme 1923:95; MNcCurley 1968:220),
an2 in architectural descriptions "refers to the portion of an
entrance or gate which extends from the edge of the opening outward
until the mnext cormer®. The frequency of a2 in this sense suggests
that it expresses a lexicalized, or ‘dead’, metaphor, ‘'side' (cf.
English wing [of a buildingl, 1leg [of a chairl). Cf. 49:02,08 for
a geographical lexicalized metaphor of #n3. (Note also, as BDB,
513 'handle [NEB1, undersetter [AV]', at 1 Kings 7.30,34.) However,
according to Haak (1983:276), n+371-an> does pot mean 'side, wing of
the house', but represents an idiom meaning "the facade of the main

entrance to the temple *porch'”.
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49:13. priot  -ana/ama. 5743 5726 (SHAHCI). 1 Kings 6.8; 7.39112

Chr. 4.10; 2 Kings 11.11112 Chr. 23.10; Ezek. 47.1,2.

(The parallelism of 1 Kings 7.39 and 2 Chr. 4.10 is not exact.) Ho
idiomaticity evident - ~9an3 is employed here in a ‘lexicalized
metaphor’ as an architectural term (see 49:12); the expression

contrasts at 2 Kings 11.11112 Chr. 23.10 with m2xowT ana.

49:14. gympw/Ccm3we—ana. 5726 5/291 (S+C; [S+A+Cl1+(P+Al). Ezek.

40.18,41, 44=; 46.19.

The collocation is not idiomatic, although ©n3 represents a

lexicalized metaphor, ‘*side (of a gate)f; cf. 49:12.
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53. 2 20

PARALLELS: 1 Kings 22.24112 Chr. 18.23 (19).

PRE-COLLOCATIONS

53:01. =asmo/enoC=vw1 a31. 4/13  4/485 (IS+AI+[P4C1). 1 Kings

22.24112 Chr. 18.23; Micah 4.14; Psalms 3.8; Job 16.10.

The expression occurs in the following passages:
S3D OTTIX oNYY MTSATIY NTIDNOTAN 2% TIVIDSTYD ONTYPUIR Uity
TAIN QTP AOAND TUTYTMIN
*"Then Zedekiah son of Kenaanah came up to Micalah and STRUCK HIX
IN THE FACE: 'And how did the spirit of the Lord pass from me to
speak to you [7ax17?' he said® (1 Kings 22.24; KEB);
DAY ODU X MITTRU 13 G302 1220 Q0 ML TITATAR YITAnA A0y
"Now gather thyself in troops, O daughter of troops: be hath laid
siege against us: they shall SNITE the judge of Israel with a rod
UPON THE CHEEK® (Micah 4.14; AV);
M120 SY00T YW AR ADYNTOOTAN ;ST
"Thou dost STRIKE all my foes ACROSS THE FACE

and breakest the teeth of the wicked® (Psalms 3.8; NEB);
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PINZOMY 30 MY AT 13T DTS RITYe3 SY 10D
"My enemies whet their eyes on me,

and open gaping jaws.

Their insults STRIKE LIKE SLAPS IN THE FACE,

and all set on me together” (Job 16.10; JB).

Xarcus (1977:55) groups together as an idiom of bhumiliation all
instances of the collocation, for which bhe provides formal and
semantic cognates from other Semitic languages. However, at 1 Kings
22.24 the action described appears to be a symbol (almost an index) of
Zedekiah's indignation, rage, or frustration, rather than, primarily
at least, of Micaiah's humiliation. This interpretation also appears
the more likely at Psalms 3.8 in view of the parallel, although here
the collocation and its parallel might be indices of Yahweh's utter

defeat of the worshipper's enemies.

At Nicah 4.14 the collocation probably is symbolic of the humiliation
of the king (oo1w) at the hands of invaders. But if it is the
besieged inhabitants of Jerusalem that constitute the subject of the
second colon (plural as opposed to singular in the first colon), then
possibly the collocation implies angry striking of the king by his

subjects.
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If at Job 16.10 39573 means “"reproachfully® (AV) then the
collocation there is almost certainly, as in JB's interpretation,
associated with (perhaps, symbolic of) humiliation (complementing the
first clause as a symbol of scorn — cf. McCurley 1968:166). However,
if 197132 means 'with a sword® or the like (see BHK; cf. KEB), then
the figure is indexical of physical attack (cf. above on Psalms 3.8),

but applied metaphorically to social ostracizationm.

For the humiliation imagery, compare 53:03, and contrast Ugaritic hdy
Ixm ‘'cut the face' (see Marcus 1977:57) as a mourning rite. An
‘undertone’ of the image might be present at Judges 15.16 (~iom1='no3

UYN H2X a3,

93:02. =asm>3 I WM. 2/2 2/2 (P+A; P4C). Ezek. 29.4%; 38.4.

In LXX, the collocation is omitted at Ezek. 38.4 (prophecy against
Gog); its presence in MT is a late addition based on Ezek. 29.4 (Q)
(Vevers 1982:202):

TS TamrSum TINGPWRa TYINYTAAT OMAPATTY TSI RN Am)

T

"I am going to PUT HOOKS THROUGH YOUR JAVS,

make your Nile fish stick to your scales,

and pull you out of your Niles™ (JB).
The figure is of a captive nation (Egypt) symbolized as a beast led by
a rope connected to a hook or a thorn (KB) through its face (cf. Job
40.26), and might reflect actual Assyrian practice (Gray 1977:691). A

similar figure occurs at 2 Kings 19.28bl | Isaiah 37.29b:
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T3 MITWX T3 TYA3ILNIWTY TYADWI AAQY TONI WA Mol
"] will put a ring in your nose
and a hook in your lips
and I will take you back by the road
on which you have come™ (KEB).
See also Ezek. 19.4,9,
RYTNO YIANRTIX QTR 1IN2NY
*[Alnd they dragged him with hooks to the land of Egypt"
(v. 4b; NEB),
and, perbaps 2 Chr. 33.11a,
DA WITAN 1AWy
*[Theyl captured Manasseh with hooks™ (JB).
For 3 13 in the collocation, cf. Deut. 15.17:
1ITH3 A0 VENSATAX AP

"[Ylou are to take an awl and DRIVE IT THROUGH bis ear™ (JB).
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53:03. grTe/=raae/ame na. 3/14 371921 ([ S+AlI+[P+LA+Cl]). Deut.

18.3; Isaiah 50.6; Lam. 3.30.

At Deut. 18.3 (if original - KB reads £'35mM1, though KB®  @merely
suggests it) o+ refers to the 'jowls' of a sacrificial animal,
given to a priest. In the other two instances % BY'12 111 bears the
sense of 'offer one's face to'. Isaiah 50.6 reads:

Oo@ao® ST B2 VI il

P 019200 YITIRT N2 119

*1 OFFERED my back to those who struck me

XY CHEEKS to those who tore at my beard;

I did not cover my face

against insult and spittle® (JB).
Here, the parallelism with 131 *back® .. indicates that
the collocation describes in literal terms an action <(offering the
face so that the beard could be removed), albeit a stylized, cultic,
action (Sawyer 1972:43), the significance of which (see MNcCurley
1968:176f.) is clarified by its association with actions symbolic of
punishment (the preceding phrase) and of humiliation (the following
colon). The significance of the action described by the collocation
is similarly ‘explained' by a following clause at Lam. 3.30:

DTN 3Pt WY 11207 M

*Let him TURK HIS CHEEK to the smiter

and endure full measure of abuse® (HEB).

Thus, in its idiomatic application, the collocation shares (a portion

of) the imagery of 53:01.
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POST-COLLOCATIORS

53:04. =1om=am3. 3/5 3/42 (S+C; StA). Judges 15.15, 162.

Data restricted. Eo idiomaticity evident. KB® avers the use of the

collocation's referent as a "Vaffe b. Primitiven".
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55. 11w> A1)

PRE-COLLOCATIORS

95:01. =11w> =TAS/=I1=9X Ca1737.

Job 29.10; Lam. 4.4.

=29:03.

3/89 3/3 (5+C; S+C), Psalms 137.6;
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95:02. =11u> CA393+1. 5/112 5/506 (S+LA+C1). Isaiah 32.4; Jer. 9.7;

Psalms 12.4; 37.30; Job 33.2.

For the text of Job 33.2 see 29:03. Elsewhere, the expression occurs
in the following passages:

STISWAN QYUOW YITNY DYXRT YIVN TINRUON XY

MATE [272 WISM RYa%8 0P nUTD 192Y @Y1 23%)

*The eyes that can see will not be clouded [pointing as hophall,

and the ears that can hear will listen;

the anxious heart will understand and know,

and the MAN who stammers VILL at once SPEAK plain”

(saiah 32.3-4; KNEB);

37T TR0 83T GInw Yn

127% RYYY 13MP3Y 8T OATUNTAXR 010 1YD2

*Their TORGUE is as an arrow shot out; it SPEAKETH deceit:

one speaketh peaceably to his neighbour with his mouth, but in

heart he layeth his wait® (Jer. 9.7%; AV);

$1727Y 399 273 MIERN e 1TOTTAN UGN 13T XU

271 o3t 1w mIpsn o ansnee?s a1t gaae

"Ope man lies to another:

they talk with smooth 1ip and double heart.

May the Lord make an end of such smooth lips

and the TOBGUE THAT TALKES so boastfully!® (Psalms 12.3-4; NEB);

Uswoe NATT 131021 83 TATY PATETAD

*The mouth of the virtuous man murmurs wisdom

and his TONGUE SPEAKS what is right® (Psalms 37.30; JB).
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In the Isaiah passage NEB's assumption of a synecdoche in the final
colon, "the man who stammers”, spoils the hypostatic imagery of the
previdus clauses, which NEB itself accepts: “the eyes... will see®,
etc. Cf. JB: "the tongue of stammerers will speak clearly".
Similarly at Jer 9.7a, assuming XT, the image is hypostatic, of a

tongue acting like an arrow.

At Psalms 12.4 a synecdoche might be intended (Yahweh will ‘cut off'
people having lips that flatter and possessing tongues that utter
proud things), and this interpretation is favoured by what seems to be
an instrumental (non-hypostatic) use of ni5w in the previous verse:
‘speaking with smooth lips' - this interpretation bolds even if we
retain NT's punctuation against NEB's apparent, although unnoted in
Brockington, re-positioning of the athmnach. Probably, though, the
image at v. 4 is of mutilation of 1lips and tongues viewed as
hypostatic agents, which is how they appear as well in the next verse:

137 1IN MO 1IN IIVIBY M211 1131022 170X WM

*They said, 'Our tongue canm win the day.

Vords are our ally; who can muster us?'"™ (KEB)
- compare the hypostasis of tongue and lips at Psalms 73.9 (see, e.g.,
Gray 1965:103,289 for evidence of similar imagery in the mythology of

Ugarit).
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The combination of 3j1W> and 195 as subjects of verbs of speaking at
Psalms 37.30 indicates a hypostatic image again, although in this
instance the presence of p+7% im the preceding and following verses
suggests that a synecdochical figure <(the +tongue standing for the
righteous speaker) was also in the psalmist's mind - the combination
of metonymlic and synecdochical images 1is included by Bullinger

(1898:609ff.) under "metalepsis™ or "double metonymy" (cf. 55:18,19).

At Job 33.2a, the image with 79 1is not hypostatic (1 is patient
not agent of nne); et in the second colon, however, 1is
hypostatic (‘my +tongue speaks in my mouth'), as it is in the
collocation with {37 for 727 to which this clause perhaps alludes
(see 29:03), although the imagery bhere is probably not vivid but
represents a stereotyped speech-opening formula, meaning 'I am ready

to speak’.
Except possibly, then, in the last passage discussed, the force of the

collocation as such is 1literal, with 1102 viewed as (hypostasized)

agent or in synecdoche for a speaker.
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55:03. =1yu? Cnlan. 4/89 4/12 (S+C). Isaiah 59.3; Psalms  35.28;

71,24; Job 27.4. Cf. Psalms 37.30; Prov. 8.7.

At Isaiah 59.3 1% is presented, like each of the three preceding
anatomical terms, as a hypostatic agent of iniquity:

1183 LOYMINAZNT §73 13N 02492 2

AT 210 021UWD PUTINRT 23vI1Insy

"Your hands are stained with blood

and your fingers with crime;

your lips speak lies

and YOUR TOKGUE UTTERS UTTERS INJUSTICE" (NEB).
The occurrence of phrases structurally similar to the collocation in
parallel cola at Job 27.4 (19w 71137 ‘the lip speaks') and Psalms
71.24 (7159 7337 *the lip shouts for joy® in v. 23) requires again
*literal® (i.e., hypostatic) interpretations of our collocation in
these passages. Psalms 71.24a:

TARTE AT E1YITED M 1wtTo

"All the day long MY TONGUE SHALL TELL of thy righteocusness"

(NEB),
might be an "inexact quotation® (Oesterley 1959:333) of Psalms 35.28
(note also the similarity of Psalms 71.24b and 35.26a):

TA2AM Q1T TRE AN M 1IU)

*Then MY TOEGUE VILL SHOUT your goodness

and sing your praises all day long® (JB)

(NEB renders 111¢? as a synecdoche, "I", here).
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The parallelism of =3+%7 and 721 at Isaiah 59.3, Psalms 37.30, and
Job 27.4 indicates that the two verbs are, im this collocation,
effectively synonyms. The replacement in the collocation of 310> by
19 (Psalms 37.30) and N (Prov. 8.7), and the parallelism of
179> and 199 (Isaiah 59.3; Job 27.4; cf. Prov. 8.7) indicates that
the meaning of 1102 is, as in 55:02, simply that of an organ of

speech viewed, as we have seen, ‘'hypostatically’.

55:04. =R/ 1102 . 2/112 2/7 (SHA+C)). Psalms  5.10; Prov,

28.23. Cf. Psalms 12.3f; Prov. 6.24.

(KB® suggests, plausibly, that the collocation should be restored at
Jer, 23.31b, where XTI has:

OX2 10N3YY DI awPen

*[¥lho concoct words of their own and then say, 'This is bhis very

word.'" [HEBl.)
P9t is ‘smooth® (Isaiah 41.7: g r@o pyore), figuratively, 'make
comfortable'; thus, when applied to oneself, 'feel untroubled' (Psalms
36.3, followed by =2¥). Compare

TSR0 P

'Vho makes his neighbour feel (falsely) at ease' (Prov. 29.5a)
(but KB understands as an ellipsis of our collocation, as KEB: "who
flatters his neighbour®). 110> P51 *to smooth (with) the tongue'
specifies how the feeling of comfortableness is caused, with °tongue’
used metonymically for ‘speech’, and the collocation as a whole
meaning ‘agree with, flatter', contrasted with n1311 'argue with' at

Prov. 28.23:
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1102 PSRN0 REOY T YN BTN Y210

*Take a man to task and in the end [1+71¥] win more thanks

than the man with a flattering tongue™ (REB).
Compare niponm  0sw (Psalms 12.4, quoted at 55:02) ' (those
possessing) lips of smoothness', ‘flatterers'. A non—metonymic
equivalent of the collocation is p'oX pPe2MT ‘use smooth words'
(Prov. 2.16; 7.5). For the interchange of 1wWw», 1950, and D"NOX,

compare TpPUTIO@/= 11U/~ 137/71708 (cf. Bullinger 1898:546).

At this occurrence, them, the collocation, in participial form, is
'symbolic' ('one smoothing the tongue' can only indirectly signify
‘flatterer'), but the idiomatic value bere apparently pertains to a
colligation of nouns preceded by p»n7 rather than to  this

collocation alome.

However, at Psalms 5.10, where an indicative form of the expression is
used, although the implied meaning of the collocation is the same,
‘flatter’', the collocation appears within a context of an extended,
vivid, metaphor, involving other parts of the body:

TIPS Q1107 823172 TIIDTRAR M1 230 71131 YB3 (XTI

"Not a word from their lips [12'83]1 can be trusted,

deep within them lies ruin,

their throats are yawning graves;

THEY MAKE THEIR TORGUES SO SMOOTH" (JB).
(Is the use of the possessive pronoun here a further indication of

lack of 'idiomatization' or 'institutionalization' of the metaphor?)
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55:05. 11we~ri3733. 3/23 3/6 ([S+P14C; S+A). Exodus 4.10; Ezek.

3.5,6.

Tigay (1978) examines in detail the expressiom at Exodus 4.10 (JE),
0) oW>We 02 2900 O 231N Q%737 UX N2 137X 93 TIaY~2X W0 noNt
1JIX1IWP 327 I9TTEI N2 TTIVTEX TIRAT OTND
"And Moses said unto the Lord, O my Lord, I am not eloquent,
neither heretofore, nor since thou hast spoken unto thy servant:
but I am slow of speech and OF A SLOV TONRGUE®* (AV),
and its ‘parallel’, g iniog 9" ‘circumcized of 1lips', at Exodus
6.12,30 (P), concluding that a medically-recognized speech infirmity
is conyeyed, although this cannot be specified further. As a medical
term, 7110?7133 could refer literally to an overweight tongue <(or at
least what +the physician/patient perceived to be an overweight
tongue), or idiomatically to a condition the symptoms of which were
believed to be consistent with the speech problems caused by an

overweight tongue.
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Tigay's exposition is rejected by JB and NEB which render each of
79=132 and 1103=7123 by a term denoting ineloquence, not medical
infirmity; thus, the terms simply empbasize the message contained in
122X BYT3T WY N2, Clearly, interpretation of the last clause of
Exodus 4.10 depends im part on the exact significance of the
introductory 15 - for example, if 93 here is causal a ‘medical’
interpretation (as Tigay) might be favoured (‘I am not an eloquent
man, and never have been, because I suffer from speech defects'); if
‘2 is adversative (AV) a non-medical interpretation becomes more
likely ("I am not an eloquent man, and never have been; rather, I have
always been a poor speaker'). JB and KEB do not render =5
explicitly. This is true also of LXX; furthermore, LXX's rendering of
our collocation by braduglo:ssos *slow-tongued', is of little use in
deciding on a medical or non—medical interpretation, as the expression

is a neologism (Tov 1977:205).

I1f, on the non—medical interpretation, 79 and 1w still convey
their anatomical senses then the collocation 'heavy of tongue' as a
whole is an (indexical) idiom of 'poor speech'; on the other hand, the
constituents of the collocation may be metonymic, 733 ‘difficult’
(see BDB; cf. English bard, and 1102/ ‘speech’ = the
collocation would then represent in the Exodus passage, as apparently
in the Ezekiel one (see below), more a ‘literal’ conjunction of
independent metonymic values, ‘'hard of speech' (cf. hard of
hearing), than an idiomatic coalescence. On either view, it 1is
possible here that the conjunction of 9 and 1> should be

regarded as yielding a meristic value, 'l am a poor speaker’.
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Ezek. 3.5-6a reads:
IEXTEY 379X MARY AN 117 371239 DY P0N BLTRN XD YD
OTYT3T WOUATNZ WX 10T 7321 B0 YROW QY37 DhOUTRR XD
*You are not sent to people whose SPEECH IS thick and DIFFICULT,
but to Israelites. BKo; I am not sending you out to great nations
whase SPEECH IS so thick and so DIFFICULT that you cannot make
out what they say®™ (HEB).
Vaticanus omits the collocation in the first verse and the Syriac
versions in the second. Tigay (1978:58) classes the collocation here
with 113¢% 2193 in a similar passage at Isaiah 33.19 as an  Israelite
reflection of the wide-spread conception amongst speakers of one
language that foreign speech consists of unintelligible stammering.
According to him:
[Iln Ezekiel 3,.. "heavy" bhas been extended from a medical
affliction which causes unintelligible speech to a metaphor for
speech which is unintelligible because of its foreignness. (Tigay

1978:58; cf. KB)
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But if Tigay's medical interpretation of the BExodus passage is
rejected, then such a 'medical to non-medical' semantic transfer is
unnecessary (note, though, that Tigay finds a similar process in
respect of 145 in the Isaiah ‘parallel’), and the collocation in
Ezekiel is open to the same two analyses that we outlined in respect
of a non-medical interpretation of Exodus 4.10. Probably the second,
less idiomatic, view is appropriate here — the persons mentioned at
Ezek. 3.5f. are ‘'unintelligible' because they are ‘'difficult of
language' <(i.e., difficult to comprehend). In the context of
describing Ezekiel's mission, the expression might have been

deliberately used to associate this with the call of Moses.

Ve conclude, tentatively, tien, that the collacation is' an ‘idiom',
similar to hard of bearing; in both instances the idiomatic effect
is probably yielded by the oddity of combining an expression of a
'physical' attribute (heavy, hard) with +that of an ‘abstract'
object (speaking, hearing). The Nodern Hebrew expression (from
Agnon) <9*=123 (*heavy of hand, unable to write'; ESD) is based om

this collocation (Shohet 1968:52),
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55:06. =11u>orCi] ~ama>. 4/6 4/5 (S+C; S+C). Estber 1.22; 3.12;

8.9=,

According to Clines (1984:283), the formula in which the first three
instances of the expression occur is a piece of "hyperbole... intended
to display the super-efficiency of the Persian administrative
machine®., Each time the collocation is used of an imperial decree.
Thus, for example, Esther 1.22a:

QU QUTSNY TRAD7 71O TIVIOTEX TR M11TeT9ITPX RYNDD MUN

131873

"Letters were sent to all the royal provinces, to every province

IN ITS OVE SCRIPT and to every people IN THEIR OVE LANGUAGE"

(NEB).
11@?, as Ifrequently, bas the metonymic sense of ' language”’,
specifically spoken language (ilzn3). The collocation is,

presumably, intended to cover the situation of a dispersed subject-
people, whose spoken language utilizes various writing systems. In
this longer form of the collocation writing-systems are distinguished
from spoken languages, the former being a characteristic of a
particular geo-political area (711%710), the latter of an ethnic
grouping (ou). However, in a contracted form of the collocation at
Esther 8.9b both writing-system and spoken language are ascribed to a
people (the Jews):

RB31U731 Q323 BYTIANTTIXY

"[Alnd also for the Jews IN THEIR OVN SCRIPT ARD LAKGUAGE" (NEB).
This might indicate that the collocation was tending to become used as

an idiom meaning simply 'in such a way as to be understood by’.

407



111W23% 13132 has developed a different idiomatic sense in Modern

Hebrew of 'exactly as instructed®' (ESD).

95:07. =mi2102/ W53, 3/26 3/5290 (S+C; [S+AJ+[P+C1). Isaiah

45.23; 54.17; Zech. 8.23.

The two instances of the collocation in Deutero-Isaiah occur within,
broadly, juridical contexts. At Isaiah 45.23, 'tongue’ might be
hypostatic, or intended as a synecdochical figure for people
confessing Yahweh (see 10:03-04). Again, at Isaiah 54.17a 910>
might be hypostatic if an image of the tongue as weapon, parallel to
223 (cf. 55:08,12), is intended, metonymic for speech (cf. BKEB), or
synecdochical for a speaker:

TWAPTT ODUEDT TAXTOIRO 1IWITRIY MREY AT TYSW T¢Iy 12790

*[Blut now no weapon made to harm you shall prevail,

and you shall rebut EVERY CHARGE brought against you®" (HEB).
In view of Deutero-Isaiah's ‘universalism', both these passages
perhaps also involve a metonymic application of ®tongue' as 'language’
(i1.e., those spoken of in 110%=92 include foreigmers) - thus,
assuming a synecdochical value for the collocation, we might render
rather ponderously as 'each person, Israelite or foreign®. This
metonymic value of 11U? as 'language’ (and, secondarily, ‘nation®)
is to the fore at Zech. 8.23a:

2127 M1 200 DY0IN TIRD

'Ten men EACH SPEAKING A LANGUAGE of a foreigm country’.
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For the primary and secondary metonymic values of 195, compare

Biblical Aramaic 11u>1 mox Dp  (Daniel 3.4,7,29,31; 5.19; 6.26;

7.14).

55:08. =912  SNW@STIIALTRITS YAMTTRD. 2/89 2/2 (P+C; F+A; S+O).

Exodus 11.7; Joshua 10.21.

The two relevant passages with NEB renderings are as follows:
...0%E YN 933 7T TRRE TAYM
JST2TILY BINSD 130T IVITYOMY XD BNt i3 9Oy

PNTZY 1121 OO0 113 TRTR IE5Y N 118 W03

"['JAll Egypt will send up a great cry of anguish.... BUT AMOKNG

ALL ISRAEL NOT A DOG'S TONGUE SHALL BE SO MUCH AS SCRATCHED,

no

man or ‘beast be hurt.['] Thus you shall kpow that the Lord does

make a distinction between Egypt and Israel® (Exodus 11.6-7);
I L O0RTTY TNOTTRITA TR0 DAOTRTR PNNUY Y3131 W0Iat M1923 NI
S1203 TR0 BEATYTEN TIMOTEX DUITRI 13un

TIWDTAN WIND SNT@r 1132 PAnTX?

"Vhen Joshua and +the Israelites had finished the work of

slaughter and all bad been put to the sword... the whole army

rejoined Joshua [omitting 7imo=>X]1 at Makkedah in peace; KOT A

MAN [us» for w ¥?] OF THE ISRAELITES SUFFERED SO MUCH

SCRATCH ON HIS TOKGUE®™ (Jeshua 10.20-21).
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Rashi's interpretation (Exodus 11.7) of = 91 ¥91 as ‘*whet the
tongue, complain, inveigh, against' is followed by BDB, KB, JB, and
NcCurley 1968:170f, - it assumes that the figure here is similar to
that of 55:12. But this meaning seems slightly out of context on both
occasions. Vhy inform us that no-one (no dog) has anything to say
against the Israelites when the Egyptians or the Amorites are dying?
1f we assume an ‘idiomatic’' meaning here, perhaps it is that, in view
of the extreme nature of the slaughter on both occasions, there was no

one who dared even to speak, let alone to act, against the Israelites.

Ve believe that a superior interpretation, although along similar
lines, is provided by ESD, which claims that the expression means
'poke out and extend the tongue', bence, 'bark at' (313 =wael).
'*Sharpen the tongue', thus portrays, in a vivid and understandable
fashion, the way that a dog, when barking, forms its tongue into a
long, flat, pointed object protruding from the mouth. That the action
was considered a canine one is evidenced not only by the Exodus
passage but also by Judith 11.19. Thus, within the collocation we can
retain for ¥y n the same meaning, ‘sharpen’, it has elsewhere.
Moreover, this interpretation has the advantage that as 'bark' is an
activity confined to dogs then the superficial omission of a canine
subject in the second passage is unimportant — hearers/readers would
be able to 'fill in' this gap on the basis of their tacit knowledge of
Hebrew semantics (and, perbhaps, also because of their familiarity with

the Exodus—saga).
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But, of course, in respect of the biblical passages the 'idiomaticity’
of the collocation goes beyond the striking figure of ‘sharpen the
tongue' meaning 'bark’, for the literally stated fact +that no dogs
barked (at the Israelites) is in both passages rather odd (this is nat
true for Judith 11.19, where the collocation is associated, naturally,
with sheep) - as we have already noted (Ch. 5, Sect. D), 'contextual
oddity' is a frequent property of ‘idioms®. Assuming the basic
validity of ESD's interpretation and of our inferences from it, we
should claim that the actual, symbolic, meaning of the idiom is that
'the peace (of the Israelites) was not disturbed'. This understanding
is consistent with the positioning of the collocation in both passages
immediately after, and contrasting with, a statement of grievous barm
to an enemy of Israel. Incidentally, the 'semantic restriction' of
barking to dogs, plus the context of Judith 11.19 indicates that in
this collocation 252 does mean ‘dog’ literally - npo metaphorical

application to humans is intended (cf. Thomas 1960:414ff.).
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NEB's interpretation of yan as 'scratch’, and of the collocation as
signifying (lack of) harm does indeed fit the context of both
passages, but, although the image of a dog scratching its tongue is
understandable (cf. the typical association of dogs with ‘'lapping® -
Judges 7.5; 1 Kings 21.19; 22.38; Psalms 68.24), why, at Joshua 10.21,
should the ‘'tongue’ of a person be considered a part of the body
especially easy to hurt in warfare? Noreover, the structural
similarity between each instance of the collocation, so that in the
second passage Y'X 'man' corresponds as syntactic subject/semantic
patient (cf. Driver 1936:66,154) to 293 'dog’' in the first passage,
is purchased at the price of emendation of MT at Joshua 10.21. In
contrast, on ESD's interpretatiomn, as outlined, there is no peed {for
emendation, as the lack of a formal subject is mnot problematic -
g*¥?, of course, functions in this understanding as a restrictive
pbrase, 'to anyone (of the Israelites)', and is, thus, equivalent to

773 7MUY wrNeT in the first passage.

55:09. =mi3iw>s  =minowav. 2/3 2/98 (P+C; P+C). Gen. 10.20,31. Cf.

Gen. 10.5.

Data restricted. The expression as such is not idiomatic, "by

families and languages® (KEB), although it involves a standard

metonymic extension of 'tongue’ as 'language’.
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55:10. =3yg>as=>n ~meo/12t06. 2/8 2/7 (SHA+Cl; S+C). 2 Samuel 23.2;

Psalms 139.4.

Ko idiomaticity evidenced. The distinction between 2 and =>u
might be significant; at 2 Samuel 23.2 the words 'on' David's tongue
are the words of Yahweh which David utters, whereas at Psalms 139.4

the words 'in' the worshipper's mouth are unvoiced thoughts not yet
loaosed by the tongue, but which God marvellously knows even before
they are uttered. Omn the basis of this collocation and 55:13, we
could perhaps claim evidence that in 'Hebrew psychology' thoughts are
passed 'into' (3) the tongue, then coded into words and held *under’
(nn) the tongue, until the speaker is ready to release them when

the words pass ‘onto' (7)) his or her tongue.

55:11. =112 m13can. 2/89 2/8 (S4C). Isaiah 35.6; Psalms 51.16.

The collocation as such is not idiomatic. 9w replaces 1102 at
Psalms 71.23 and 139, 131 at Psalms 119.172 (cf. Prov. 16.1?). 1In
view of the parallelism at Isaiah 35.6a %X 1162 'dumb man's tongue'
is probably synecdochical for o9¥ ‘dumb man' rather than hypostatic
(as FEB, JB):

oo¥ 11We UTY [oD 9hhD ATy TN

*Then shall the lame man leap like a deer,

and the TONGUE of the dumb SHOUT ALOUD® (KEB).

413



BEB interprets ~11¢> as synecdochical for the worshipper at Psalms
51.16b,

TAPTR Y1387 Y1300

*[Alnd I VILL SIKG the praises of thy justice",
although it finds a hypostasis in the following verse:

TN TN A0

*[Tlhat my mouth may proclaim thy praise® (v. 17b).

55:12. =110> 110. 2/89 2/7 (S+C). Psalms 64.4; 140.4.

The expression occurs in the following verses:

8 3T QM 1297 Q11U 23702 131310 U

*[¥lho SHARPEN THEIR TONGUES like swords,

and wing their cruel words with arrows [pzas 177 for 197

2nl® (Psalms 64.4; XEB);

10D AMT 3WSY O WITIeD 021102 121U

"THEIR TONGUES ARE SHARP as serpents' fangs;

on their lips is spiders' poison [repositioning athmachl®

(Psalms 140.4; XEB).
Typically, 13w takes 271 or ¥M as object, and both occurrences
of our collocation compare the tongue to a sword or a ‘serpent's
tongue, presumably in the shape of an arrow (Psalms 140.4). For the
simile, compare Psalms 57.5; 59.8. Thus, 'sharpen the tongue/speech*
is symbolic (because ‘indirect'; cf. 55:04) for ‘speak maliciously,

destructively’. Cf. 55:08.
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95:13. =1 nnn. 4/89  4/506 (S+C). Psalms 10.7; 66.17; Job 20.12;

Song 4.11.

The following four passages contain the collocation:
111 20D 111w OO TAY 0761 N2O 1D avX
*His mouth is full of cursing and deceit and fraud:
UNDER HIS TONGUE is mischief and vanity® (Psalms 10.7; AV);
12189 AT ROYNY AINTPTYE 1K
*Vhen I uttered my cry to him
and high praise was O MY TONGUE® (Psalms 66.17; JB)
13382 O0n OTINANaY TE% 193 PAALaToON
"Though evil tastes sweet in his mouth,
and he savours it, rolling it ROUED HIS TORGUE" (Job 20.12; KEB);
TIIWD O OSEMY UIT OISO ThAINDY TInen N9l
*Your lips drop sweetness like the honeycomb, my bride,

syrup and milk are UNDER YOUR TONGUE" (Song 4.11; KEB).

(At Psalms 66.17, BHK's reading, =*x310? nnno '[I shall be exalted]
from being underneath those who hate me’, accepted by KB3, would
remove the collocation.) Except in the fourth passage, the parallel
contains 719 (see Avishur 1984:283,594f. for data on the  high
frequency of 7311 1102), and what is beld ‘under the tongue' is an
abstract object. Thus, the collocation is not idiomatic, although it
reflects a 'physical' perception of abstract objects, 1.e., words,
etc., evidenced as well in
TIM 132987 L, N2

'Our tongue. 45 full of praising' (Psalms 126.2)
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- compare English the words are on the tip of my tongue. The image
that the collocation conveys seems to be of the tongue as an organ
either of restraint, holding back words until the speaker decides to
release them, or of taste, letting a person savour his or her thoughts
before expressing them in words (cf. NEB at Job 20.12). BDB's
interpretation "1iw21 'n, of something beld there as a dainty
morsel, and ready, whemn needed, to be brought out® combines the
possibilities. BDB rightly compares ;50 nfmit (Psalms 140.4, quoted
at 55:12), which provides another example of the interchangeability of
2w and 39w - cf. 55:04,19 and the use of both terms in Biblical

Hebrew to mean °’language’.

At Song 4.11 the image is of the mouth containing sweet foods in a

metaphor of kissing. In Modern Hebrew 133w> nanm 25m1 w3t is a

metaphor for flattery (ESD).
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POST-COLLOCATIORS

55:14. 31=1103. 2/89 2/367 (S+C; S+A). Joshua 7.21,24.

Data restricted. The sense of the collocation is 'a tongue-shaped
object made of gold' (i.e., a bar of gold formed in a tongue-shaped
mould - KB). (In the Middle Ages the expression developed an
additional sense of 'faultless, beautiful, speech®; ESD.) There 1is
some Mesopotamian evidence for believing that the collocation as such
(rather than the word -13@> alone) is ‘idiomatic’ to the extent that
it refers toa a quite specific shape and weight of object: "MNan
sieht..., dass Goldbarren, jedenfalls meist eine MNine schwer, in
Zweistromlande in Form von Zungen hergestellt wurden® (Meissner
1903:152). Meissner also notes similar hand- <(kappu) shaped

objects.
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55:15. oream=11w>. 2/89 2/40 (S+C; P+A). Prov. 12.18; 15.2.

No idiomaticity evident beyond the metonymic application of 11¢% for
‘speech' (cf. 55:04) - 'the words of wise people’. Volff (19742:17)
claims that 11¢%:*above all means true (II Sam. 23.2; Isa. 35.6) or
false speech (Pss. 5.9; 12.3; 109.2; Isa. 59.3; Prov. 6.17)". The
antithetic parallelism at Prov. 12.18 is, perhaps, intended to recall
the symbolism of the 'sharp' tongue as a sword (cf. 55:12 and see
Avishur 1984:464):

NOTO BRI 11U 37 TIPNT02 1013wt

"Gossip can be as sharp as a sword,

but the TONGUE OF THE VISE heals®" (NEB).

Post-biblical Hebrew used the collocation im a special sense of
'language of (early) rabbinic literature® (i.e., the language of the
‘wise men' who wrote this literature') to contrast with mi0=1I0°

'language of the Torah' (i.e., Biblical Hebrew) - see ESD.
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55.16. =my/@r= 110>, 3/89 3/362 (S+C; S+ A+Cl). Joshua 15.5; 18.19;

Isaiah 11.15.

In Joshua the collocation occurs within geographical narratives. At
first glance it represents the same category of figure as @my-mow
'lip of the sea, shore' (see, e.g., Gen. 2.17); however, with =71u%
gt it is not clear, as McCurley (1968:215) points out, whether the
figure is'of a tongue-shaped area of water which extends into dry land
beyond the regular shore-line, thus, a 'bay' (AV, JB) or an ‘inlet’
(NEB), or of a tongue-shaped area of land which juts out from the
regular shore-line into the sea:

*"[Lla langue de la mer™, quand il s'agit de la Mer Morte (Jos.

xv,d5; xviii,19), n'est autre que 1la petite presqu'tle qui

avoisine a 1'ouest 1'embouchure du Jourdain. Les Arabes 1la
désignent encore sous le nom de lisan “la langue“ et les
Hébreux pouvaient également 1'’appeler simplement 1e>T "la

langue® (Jos. xv,2). (Dhorme 1923:87)

ESD supports the first interpretation of p1=110% for Nodern BHebrew,
which would render Dhorme's 'peninsula' sense by W3~ 1102 'a tongue
of dry land’. The first interpretation ('bay, inlet') also gains
support from the collocation at Isaiah 11.15 if this refers +to the
*Gulf of Suez' (cf. Dhorme 1923:87; JB; KB; BDB). However, AV and KEB
regard the reference here as being to an actual, albeit mythological,
tongue:

TTIATRY OITY AT OYAEOTRY 1102 AN TUTY ST

"The Lord will divide the TORGUE OF THE Egyptian SEA

and wave his hand over the river® (v. 15a; KEB).
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This view is supported by the frequent historicization of the watery
forces of chaos in the guise of Egypt (Isaiah 30.7; 51.9f.; Ezek.
29.3f.; 32.2; Psalms 87.4: see Gray 1979:164f1.; Caird
1880:209f.,227f.; Booij 1987:18). 1If it is correct, then gy=710% in
the sense of 'bay' (or, indeed, 'peninsula‘’) would have to be regarded

as an idiomatic usage restricted to P.

55:17. pu1 pu=1iets. 3/6 3/5 (S+C; StA; S+A). Esther 1.22; 3.12;

Neh. 13.24.

In Esther the collocation occurs in the same context as 55:06. It is
idiomatic omnly to the extent that 110? means (metonymically)
'language’, and £¥1 oW has distributive force, ‘each people’'. A
‘non—-distributive’ version, 120=11¥?> ‘'according +to his national

language®, occurs at Esther 1.22b.
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55:18. g61 1W?. 2/23 2/15 (S+A; S+A). Psalms 120.2,3. Cf. Nicah

6.12.

(As BDB and KB do not agree which instances belong to o1 1
‘slackness’ and %07 II 'deceit’ our figure, like that of ES, refers
to all occurrences of 1'97.) Data restricted. The immediate
repetition of the collocation is regarded by Bullinger (1898:242) as
an instance of the rhetorical device of ‘epistrophe’ ('like sentence-
endings) characteristic of 'Songs of degrees'. Construct equivalents
of this appositional collocation are [a=0=110% (Psalms 52.6; cf.
Jer. 9.7, quoted at 55:02) and a0 =102 (Zeph. 3.13); a
predicative construction occurs at Nicah 6.12b:

o783 T0T BI11E™Y

*[Alnd their tongue is deceitful in their mouth™ (AV)
(but LXX apparently reads 704 for 7*07 here). At Psalms 120.2-3
within our collocation 11¢> appears to be both metonymic, of speech,
and synecdochical, of the speaker:

HTIAN NWIO "PUTNDUe YUY YR T

TR NE? TR ApTaRY TR YD

“'0 Lord,"* I cried, 'save me from lying lips

and from the TORGUE OF SLAKDER.®

Yhat bas he in store for you, SLANDEROUS TONGUE?

Yhat more has he for you?" (NEB).

It functions as a variant of the more common =pu= 110> (55:19).
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55:19. =pu=11us. 5/89 5/108 (S+C; S+A). Psalms 109.2; Prov. 6.17;

12.19; 21.6; 26.28. Cf. Jer. 9.2,4.

The collocation occurs in the followlng passages:
Ha el IR RV B b T
131330 TNIW TATY
"They bave LIED TO KY FACE
and ringed me round with words of hate® (Psalms 109.2b-3a; KREB);
1PITET 1250 YT PR 1167 Mo DYt
*[A]l proud eye, a FALSE TONGUE,
hands that shed innocent blood” (Prov. 6.17; KEB);
|PE 1107 TUYIANTTOY OO ISR noRTnew
*Truth spoken stands firm for ever,
but LIES live only for a moment® (Prov. 12.19; KEEB);
I0=0P20 81721 23T R0 1052 Mty huo
*To make a fortune with the help of a LYING TORGUE,
such the idle fantasy of those who look for death®
(Prov. 21.6; JB);
IR 0N P9I DY 13T XIuY TPUT U
"The LYI]G TONRGUE hates the truth,

the fawning mouth brings ruin® (Prov. 28.26; JB).

If we accept MNT (cf. BHK/S) at Psalms 109.2b-3a, the parallel shows
170> to be simply metonymic of 'speech' <(as BEB). At Prov. 6.17 our
collocation refers to one of seven f13u; the last two of these are
clearly persons rather than characteristics, indicating that bhere
Pw= 1102 might not involve just a metonymy, ‘*deceitful speech’, but

also a synecdoche, 'liar*:
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QIAX 13 QYT ARULY PW TV 0Y3T2 [N

"[A] false witness telling a pack of lies,

and one who stirs up quarrels between brothers® (v. 19; KNEB).
The presence of a human subject in the verses immediately preceding
Prov. 26.28 suggestsa synecdoche, 'liar’, there also. The contexts of
Prov. 12.19 and 21.6 are of less use in helping us to decide whether a

metonymy alone or a metonymy and a synecdoche is expressed.

The compositional, non-idiomatic, »nature of the meaning of the
collocation itself is indicated by the use in it of 150 for 109
to yield the same meaning (Psalms 31.19; 120.2, quoted at 55:18; Prov.
10.18; 12.22; 17.7; cf. Isaiah 59.3, quoted at 55:03) and the

replacement of =70 by synonyms (see 55:18).
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CHAPTER 10

RESULTS ARD CONCLUSIORS

A, IRITIAL TABULATION OF DATA

Excluding duplicate collocations, listed under two anatomical terms
(40:18=26:05, 41:07=40:10, 46:13=41:04, 46:34=41:03, 55:01=29:03), 151
collocations were analyzed, as recorded im Ch. 9. Data was input to a
BASIC program which we bad written, and this was implemented on a
nicrocomputer. The data for each collocation consisted of six items
(1> the number pertaining to each collocation (in the form xx:yy),
(2-4) the frequencies of collocation, stable collocate, and umstable
collocate, (5) a value indicating whether or not the occurrences of
that collocation constituted ‘restricted data', and (6) a value to

indicate whether the collocation was verbal or nominal (see below).

Collocations introduced by a verb are called verb-collocations, those
not introduced by a verb are called noun—collocations. Ve decided to
make this division and to conduct analysis of results on the basis of
it, because we felt that the collocations would be most easily
compared within a group of collocations of broadly similar structure.
In fact (see Sect. E), our analysis would probably have benefitted if

we had only selected structurally bhomogeneous material from the

outset.
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Below is a tabulation of all the numerical data processed (Cols. 1-4)
and calculated (Cols. 5-12) by the computer. The 12 columns represent
the following information. (W¥hen, in Sects B-D, 'modified® sets of
statistics are supplied, the eleven items of data correspond to the

altered values of Caols. 2-12.)

Column 1: Item number;

Column 2: Frequency of collocation;
Column 3: Frequency of stable collocate;

Column 4: Frequency of unstable collocate;

Column 5: Transition-probability of stable collocate;
Column 6: Entropy of stable collocate;

Column 7: Redundancy of stable collocate;

Column 8

Transition-probability of unstable collocate;
Column 9: Entropy of unstable collocate;

Column 10: Redundancy of unstable collocate;

Column 11: Average of transition-probabilities;

Columm 12: Average of redundancies.
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ITEM

09:01
09:02
09:03
09:04
09:05
0906
09:07
09:08

10:01
10:02
10:03
10:04
10:05

25:01
25:02
25:03
25:04
25:05

26:01
26:02
26:03
26104
2605
2606
26:07
26:08
26,09
26:10
2611
26112
26113

28101
28102
28:03
28:04
28:05
28:06

29:01
29:02
29:03

FR CL1 CL2

46
26
20
14
46
72

7
17

AN~ W b eaN

3
10
11

4
10

TR NN

12
2
N
2
3

WM

"
45
45
21
17
88
45
21
67
45
66
45
66

NN WO WEaENRNYN WO N

34
&
15
4
15
15

N W N NN

N

2
5
3

W N

4602
12
785
37
11
103
2
201

2
241
5230
13
30

18
14
78
939
350

51
18
20
64
97
108
6639
133
27
93
274
137
259

224
357

8
939
594
198

4
1
89

P.CL1

0,043
0,154
0,200
0,286
0,065
0,153
0,286
0,353

0,667
¢,200
0,364
0,500
0,500

0,167
1,000
0,182
1,000
1,000

0,182
0,044
0,11
0,085
0,176
0,080
0,044
0,095
0,208
0,067
0,045
0,044
0,030

0,059
0,333
0,133
0,500
0,200
0,133

1,000
0,400
1,000

H.CL1

4,524
2,700
2,322
1,807
3,939
2,710
1,807
1,503

0,585
2,322
1,459
1,000
1,000

2,585
0,000
2,459
0,000
0,000

2,459
4,492
3,170
3,392
2,503
3,652
4,492
3,392
2,258
3,907
4,459
4,492
5,044

4,087
1,585
2,907
1,000
2,322
2,907

0,000
1,322
0.000

R.CL1

18,104
42,549
46,276
52,530
28,695
56,069
35,621
63,241

63,033
30,103
57,813
50,000
69,897

27,894
100,000
28,906
100,000
100,000

28,906
18,209
42,280
22,767
38,776
43,46}
18,209
22,767
62,765
28,860
26,222
18,209
16,544

19,656
38,685
25,596
50,000
40,568
25,596

100,000
43,068
100,000

P.CL2

<
L=

O ONO O W
O O N~ 00U W

O - O OO O OO
OO = O O WO

@

1,000
0,008
0,001
0,154
0,167

0,111
0,143
0,025
0,020
0,009

0,039
0.1
0,250
0,031
0,031
0,065
0,000
0,015
0,519
0,032
0,011
0,015
0,008

0,003
0,006
0,250
0,002
0,005
0.010

0,500

0.182
0,034
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H.CL2

11,168
1,585
7.617
3,209
5,209
3,227
0,000
5,066

0,000
6,913
10,369
2,700
2,585

3,170
2,807
5,304
5.623
6,866

4,672
3,170
2,000
5,000
5,015
3,948
11,687
6,055
0,948
4,954
6,513
6,098
7,017

6,807
7,480
2,000
8,875
7,629
6,623

1,000
2,459
4,891

R.CL2

8,218
55,789
20,797
38,392
23,327
51,738

100,000
33,786

100,000
12,638
16,169
27,024
47,320

23,981
26,265
15,863
15,084
18,754

17,628
23,981
53,724
16,667
24,015
41,560

7,876
14,174
80,072
24,238
19,572
14,088
12,474

12,808
11,793
33,333
10,127
17,201
13,107

50,000
28,906
24,475

AVP

0,022
0,244
0,103
0,197
0,046
0,130
0,643
0,19

0,833
0,104
0,182
0,327
0,333

0,139
0,571
0,104
0,510
0,504

0,111
0,078
0,181
0,063
0,104
0,072
0,022
0,055
0,364
0,049
0,028
0,030
0,019

0,034
0,169
0,192
0,251
0,103
0,072

0,750
0,291
0,517

AVR

13,161
49,169
33,537
45,461
26,01
53,903
67.810
48,513

81,546
21,370
36,991
38,512
58,608

25,938
63,132
22,385
57,542
59,377

23,268
21,095
48,002
19,717
31,39
42 511
13,042
18,470
71,419
26,549
22,897
16,149
14,509

16,232
25,233
29,465
30,063
28,885
19,352

75,000
35,987
62,238



40:01
40:02
40:03
40104
40:05
40106
40107
40:08
40:09
40110
40:11
40:12
40:13
40114
40;15
40116
40:17
40:19
40:20
40:21
40:22
41:01
41:02
41103
41104
41:05
4106
41:08
41:09
41110

4401
44:02
44:03
44,04
44:05

—
SN ONMNODOREWORNNNNEORNTE WU ONNNOUSERRNRNDORN

N

W~ W

20

97
97

97

97
97
97

13
13
136

W
@£ o0

136
39
97
97
97
13
23
30

23
23
23

20
11

20
29

660

1
357
69
10
248
1257
95
23
766
107
161
80
434
1

13
6639
13
108

18
76
78

350
255
B8

35

140
51

0,100
0,222
0,031
0,021
0,500
0.021
0,571
0,093
0,021
0,021
0,333
0,231
0,692
0,022
0,500
0,154
0,015
0,333
0,041
0,021
0,021
0,154
0,130
0,133
0,667
0,500
1,000
0,130
0,087
0.174

0,150
6,182
1,000
0,350
0,103

3,322
2,170
5,015
5,600
1,000
5.600
0,807
3,430
5,600
5,600
1,585
2,115
0,531
5,503
1,000
2,700
6,087
1,585
4,600
5,600
5,600
2,700
2,939
2,907
0,585
1,000
0,000
2,939
3,524
2,524

2,737
2,459
0,000
1,515
3,273

23,138
31,546
24,015
15,152
50,000
15,152
71,241
48,030
15,152
15,152
38,685
42,832
85,663
22,363
66,667
48,908
14,109
70,012
30,303
15,152
15,152
27,024
35,038
40,759
63,093
50,000
100,000
35,038
22,106
44,213

36,673
28,906
100,000
64,956
32,626

0,003
1,000
¢.273
0,006
0,029
0,200
0,016
0,007
0,021
0,087
0,003
0,028
0,056
0,038
0,009
0,545
1,000
1,000
0,001
0,154
0,019
0,333
0,231
0,053
0,026
0,286
0,667
0,009
0,008
0,045

0,500
0,057
1,000
0,050
0,059
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8,366
0,000
1,874
7,480
5.109
2,322
5.954
7.126
5,570
3.524
8,581
5.1587
4,161
4,737
6,762
0,874
0,000
0,000
10,697
2,700
5,755
1,585
2,115
4,248
5,285
1,807
0,585
6,866
6.994
4,459

1,000
4,128
0,000
4,322
4,087

10,677
100,000
45,816
11,793
16,371
30,103
25,144
30,789
15,221
22,106
10,437
23,511
43,240
25,071
22,827
74,722
100,000
100,000
15,752
27,024
14,804
38,685
42,832
32,011
15,910
35,621
£3,093
18,754
12,508
30,962

61,315
19,496
100,000
39,378
27,942

0,052
0,611
0,152
0,013
0,264
0,110
0,294
¢,050
0,02)
0,054
0,168
0,129
0,374
0,030
0,255
0,350
0,507
0,667
0,021
0,087
0,020
0,244
0,181
0,093
0,346
0,393
0,833
0,070
0,047
0,110

0,325
0,119
1,000
0,200
0,081

16,907
65,773
34,915
13,472
33,185
22,627
48,193
39,409
15,186
18,629
24,561
331N
64,452
23,77
44,747
61,815
57,055
85,006
23,028
21,088
14,978
32,855
38,935
36,385
39,501
42,810
81,546
26,896
17,308
37,588

48,994
24,201
100,000
52,167
30,284
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2,807
4,719
0,000
4,437
4,248
5,248
2,070
2,459
2,970
0.000
4,248
1,807

2,322
0,000
0,000
3,087
2,115
0,000
1,737
2,000
0,585
2,222
1,737
1,893
3.104
2,379

45,534
29,974
68,301
61,315
31,727
28,906
31,546
50,000
21,275
15,957
14,987
100,000
26,318
24,465
25,143
14,006
52,636
16,605
14,987
48,930
92,078
38,685
35,679
49,257
76,269
16,005
35,621
50,000
26,265
25,143
100,000
26,318
32,011
16,005
52,863
28,906
58,406
100,000
32,01
35,621

30,103
100,000
100,000

24,465

54,9594
100,000

47,12

44,211

63,083

41,629

47,712

59,725

42,79

49,398

0,022
0,008
0,039
0,067
0.267
0,047
1,000
0,667
0,500
0.018
0,053
0,400
0,005
0,001
0,375
0,001
0,141
1,000
0,003
0,667
0,042
0,004
0,077
0,024
1,000
0,002
0.014
1,000
0,027
1,000
0,058
0,011
0,003
0,034
0,005
0,007
0,078
1,000
0,667
0,005

0,005
0,154
0,008
0,000
0.010
0,001
0,002
0,006
0,003
0,021
0,07
0,016
0,192
0,017
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5.524
6,922
4,672
3,907
1,907
4,426
0,000
0.585
1,000
5,794
4,248
1,322
7,629
9,908
1,415
10,302
2,830
0,000
8,182
0.585
4,585
7,983
3,700
5,387
0,000
9,380
6,180
0,000
5,209
0,000
4,087
6,513
6,755
4,883
7,748
7,098
3,682
0,000
0,585
7,665

7,655
2,700
6,954
11,369
6,705
9.908
9,323
7.273
8,182
5,565
3.807
5,948
2,378
5,863

26,583
22,417
39,101
28,860
51,192
18,429
100,000
63,093
50,000
14,718
19,085
43,068
17,201
9,168
52,832
8,848
52,832
100,000
10,890
77,371
36,083
11,132
38,555
32,427
100,000
9,633
13,928
100,000
16,104
100,000
19,656
19,572
22,844
16,999
23,058
12,349
53,108
100,000
77,371
11,540

11,556
27,024
12,572

8,085
27,825

9,168
14,531
17,893
10,890
22,168
29,393
32,066
49,398
28,369

0,106
0,024
0,210
0,283
0,159
0,114
0,611
0,583
0,288
0,022
0,036
0,700
0,026
0,059
0,206
0,007
0,140
0,515
0,012
0,451}
0,449
0,169
0,066
0,091
0,731
0,014
0,150
0,750
0,085
0,519
0,523
0,028
0,031
0,030
0,121
0,085
0.103
1,000
0,360
0,145

0,102
0,577
0,504
0,059
0,120
0,501
0,151
0.128
0,335
0,118
0,186
0,143
0,154
0,105

36,053
26,196
53,701
45,087
41,459
23,668
65,773
56,546
35,637
15,338
17,021
71,534
21,760
16,816
38,988
11,427
52,734
58,302
12,939
63,150
64,066
24,309
37. 117
40,842
88,134
12,819
24,774
75,000
21,185
62,572
59,828
22,945
27,428
16,502
37,961
20,628
585,757
100,000
54,691
23,580

20,829
63,512
56,286
16,275
41,410
54,584
31,121
31,052
36,992
31,899
38,553
45,896
46,094
38,883



53:01 4 13 485 0,308 1,700 54,048 0,008 6,922 22,417 0,158 38,232
53;02 2 2 2 1,000 0,000 100,000 1,000 0,000 100,000 1,000 100,000
53:03 3 14 1921 0,214 2,222 41,629 0,002 9,323 14,531 0,108 28,080
53.04 3 5 42 0,600 0,737 68,261 0,071 3,807 29,393 0,336 48,827
55:02 5 112 506 0,045 4,485 34,103 0,010 6,661 25,848 0,027 238,979
55:03 4 89 12 0,045 4,476 30,885 0,333 1,585 55,789 0,189 43,337
55:04 211z 7 0,018 5,807 14,690 0,286 1,807 35,621 0,152 25,155
55,05 3 2z3 6 0,130 2,939 35,038 0,50 1,000 61,315 0,315 48,176
55:06 4 6 5 0,667 0,585 77,371 0,800 0,322 86,135 0,733 81,753
55:07 3 26 52%0 0,115 3,115 33,719 0,001 10,784 12,814 0,058 23,267
56:08 2 89 2 0,022 5,476 15,442 1,000 0,000 100,000 0,511 57,721
56:09 2 3 98 0,667 0,585 63,093 0,020 5,615 15,118 0,344 39,105
56:10 2 8 7 0,250 2,000 33,333 0,286 1,807 35,621 0,268 34,477
56;11 2 89 8 0,022 5,476 15,442 0,250 2,000 33,333 0,136 24,388
56:12 2 &9 7 0,022 5,476 15,442 0,286 1,807 35,621 0,154 25,532
55:13 4 89 506 0,045 4,476 30,885 0,008 6,983 22,264 0,026 26,574
55:14 2 89 367 0,022 5,476 15,442 0,005 7,520 11,738 0,014 13,590
§5:15 2 89 40 0,022 5,476 15,442 0,050 4,322 18,730 0,036 17,116
§5:16 3 89 362 0,034 4,891 24,475 0,008 6,915 18,647 0,021 21,561
55177 3 6 5 0,500 1,000 61,315 0,600 0,737 68,261 0,550 64,788
55:18 2 23 15 0,087 3,524 22,106 0,133 2,907 25,5% 0,110 23,85}
55:19 5 89 108 0,056 4,154 35,856 (,046 4,433 34,374 0,051 35,115

Our main interest, as we have made clear already, was in average
redundancy, itemized at columm 12. Therefore, we instructed the
computer to split the foregoing data into groups, nominal and verbal
collocations, and to arrange the data in each group in descending
order of average redundancy, omitting from the tabulation any 'data-
restricted’ items. Ve suspected, on general statistical grounds (see
Ch. 7, Sect. B), that as the number of instances of a collocation
declined, so also would the reliability of our measure. Thus, for
this first ordering, any item occurring only twice was omitted from

the tabulation.
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B. REDUNDANCY RESULIS

In view of the fact that the data bad already been analyzed quite
thoroughly in Ch. 9, we decided to present our results in a simple

form, amenable to easy checking.

Each collocation is given in order of its position on columm 12. The
first line of an entry consists of (a simplified form of) the
collocation with its identifying number, immediately preceded by an
unbracketted number, indicating its ranking on columm 12 when all
items of a frequency greater than two are taken intoc account. If +the
"collocation occurs four or more times, a bracketted npumber precedes
this figure (right at the beginning of +the 1line) to indicate the
collocation's position when only collocations of a frequency greater
than three are included. As already mentioned, we expected that the
reliability of redundancy, or any other statistical phenomenon, as a
measure would diminish with a reduction in frequency of data, and the
dual ranking (greater than three, .. . greater tham two) was introduced
to take some account of this. Items of frequency greater than four
were too rare to justify further refinement of this procedure. The
last item on tbhe first 1lipne 1is +the average redundancy of the

collocation.

The second, and any subsequent, line of each entry is a very brief

note-form summary of the item's descriptiom in Ch. 9.
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At the end of this 'annotated tabulation®' we provide some preliminary
remarks about the ranking achieved and suggest some modifications of

data. This is prior to the conclusion proper in Sect. E.

1. VERB-COLLOCATIOHNS

1 1. 40:13. =1xawW1 "6+ 0. 64, 452%

Pleonastic/emphatic expression containing independent merismus  (y2o0

=1X0Wy; 40:19). Retained as an idiom in Modern Hebrew.

(2> 2. 46:21. =23 w9l U, 63.150%

Symbol containing independent metonymy or originally vivid metaphar.

Develops 'existential' variant (8333 “@93) with same sense.

Retained, with variant, as idiom in Nodern Hebrew.

3. 29:03. 1wz e ARa7. 62.238%

Associated, as in Modern Hebrew, with silence; once, perhaps, symbolic

of same. Once symbolic/indexical of thirst.

(3) 4. 10:05. @pr+2=3=wn aun3. 58.608%

Three times associated with intercession with human or divine figure;
twice (in comsecutive verses) describes action with no such

association.
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(4) 5. 46:03. mop 9nzn. 53.701%

Contains independent metonymy/semi-preposition.

(B5) 6. 46:18. o193 pAo. 52.734%

(Describes gesture) associated witb/symbolic of prayer, usually

intercessory. Once, of a ished ‘secular’ leading, or index of
y ngu P

pain.
6) 7. 26:03. jwivr 1% qwhwat. 48.002%
Literal collocation (though ¥inT metonymic?), developing

colligational variants, with idiomatic value derived from its cultic

background.

(7) 8. 09:04. 5uan nue, 45.461%

Always associated with a call to serve as prophet.

8> 9. 40:15. =yy0v=2u 100, 44.747%

Unidiomatic, although containing an expression (=2 70V) associated

with military/judicial contexts.

(9) 10. 55:03. 11w> TMaT. 43.337%

Hypostatic/synecdochical value for 11u®2.
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(10> 11. 26:06. uIaT =20, 42.511%

Usually employed as a non-lexicalized, ‘vivid', metaphor.

(11> 12, 49:05. ana=Su» xvi1. 41.410%

Vith 3, literal; with other prepositions, possibly indexical and

symbolic.

13. 46:16. prsoa poo,. 38.988%

(Describes a gesture) symbolic of/associated with anger/frustration

and contempt; also drunken joy (if emendation accepted).

(12) 14. 53:01. ;2 720, 38.232%

(Describes action).. symbolic/indexical of anger, humiliation, assault.

(13) 15. 46:24. =2 upn. 37.117%

Normally associated with, as gestural re-inforcement of,

perhaps developing into (symbolic) terminus technicus.

symbolic of Schadenfreude, and associated with acclamation.

(14) 16. 46:01. =mpo wrwaa. 36. 059%

Equivalent to 46:03 (Item (6)).
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17. 40:03. 13101 12 Ui,

34

.915%

A slightly more idiomatic version of 26:03 (Item 7).

(15> 18. 09:03. 1wao Nu»,

33

A vivid, bence unidiomatic, metaphor of birth.

19, 40:12. S1xoLY Y00 83,

Equivalent to 40:13 (Item 1),

20, 49:07. maz=su 1.

Literal.

21. 49:08. mma=5y =3u.

Literal; =ans in geographical sense.

(16> 22. b55:02. 1ws T73%71.

Hypostatic or symecdochical use of 1102,

23. 28:05. pama Nwa.

Twice within simile, associated with

remembering.

434

33

31

31

29

28

cancern;

.537%

L171%

.121%

. 052%

. 979%

. 885%

once

symbolic of



24, 53:03. v ana. 28.080%

Once 1literal <(animal anatomy); twice associated with (with

accompanying 'explanation') humiliationm.

(17) 25. 46:02. &3 731, 26.196%

(Describes gesture). symbolic/indexical of anger, command/assent,

congratulation; also distress if m23 71371 is included.

26. 09:05. w3 x¥=4o. 26.011%

Twice, perhaps, symbolic of acquisition of greedy wealth, but probably

represents non-idiomatic coalescence of constituents each with

metonymic value.

27. 46:14. gre3 NUI. 21.760%

(Describes gesture) symbolic of/associated with praise/adoration,

love/welcome, intercession; also prayer (if QYyes3-nNwd is included)

and superficial, worthless, prayer (if emendation accepted).
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In respect of the ranking of bracketted items <(frequency four or
more), 1, 2, and 3 all possess a consistent
symbalic/associative value. Item (4) is not idiomatic, although it
contains an idiomatic sub-sequence (but see below). Item (B) (uo
g1°93) probably represents the same 'intercessory’ idiom  throughout,
and this is more certainly true if the two piel forms of the
collocation are omitted. The following set of statistics 1is then
yielded:
7 65 58 0.108 3.215 46.615 0.121 3.051 47.924 0.114 47.270%.

But a score of above 50% is restored if the gal nominalization at 1
Kings 8.54 is added:

8 65 58 0.123 3.022 49.814 0.138 2.858 51.212 0.131 50.513%.

More precise specification of data from the sub-50% group, yields

further 'idioms', scoring over 50%.

For example, for Item (7) (3935 =x*), it is noticeable that one of
the instances of the collocation differs from the remaining three in
respect of not only its preposition (2 rather than o), but also
the form of verb used (indicative rather than suffized participle).
By removing this instance, we obtain a more structurally consistent
(hence, more likely to be idiomatic) group of data, and the following
statistics:

3 10 7 0.300 1.737 47.712 0.429 1.222 56.458 0.364 52.085%.
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Similarly, we can isolate an idiom in Item (11) (ma2-9p xwl), first
by removing the instance of the collocation with preposition 3,
secondly, by treating the one occurrence with preposition =2X as (an
error for) a further instance of =73, and thirdly, by subtracting
the one instance of this modified form of the collocation in which
M3 1s construct and, thus, cannot share the ‘middle’ or 'reflexive’
value of the four absolute instances, 'lift onto one's own shoulders',
meaning (idiomatically) °'take on/be given an unwanted task’. This
yields the following figures:

4 4 626 1.000 0.006 100.000 0.006 7.290 21.528 0.503 60.764%.

After modification of these two items, then, the remaining items
scoring under 50%, where they are idiomatic at all, do =not maintain
their idiomaticity in a consistent manner (they have more +than one
distinct symbolic value) or they express vivid metaphors. Thus, the

50% mark appears to be something of a 'watershed®.

Further examination indicates that this claim holds true when data of
frequency three are added. A first exception appears to be Item 3
(1182 TM2 17327), which has two values, a symbolic and an indexical,
although the former ('be silent') predominates. Here again, though,
when the data are refined, the high score is found to be more
justified, seeing that the indexical value (‘be thirsty*) is
associated with the only instance of the collocation with =9y,
vhereas the symbolic value is found both times with 2 (but cf. Ezek.
3.26). The amended set of values for this item is:

2 289 1.000 0.000 100.000 0.022 5.476 15.422 0.511 57.721%.
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On the other hand, Item 24, ~n% 312, appears to have a consistent
‘idiomatic® association with ‘humiliation/punishment’, but only scores
28%. However, it can hardly be claimed that this expression is an
idiom, seeing that it is realized in substantially different surface-
structures, and there is no consistency to the inflectional form of
the second component. For more on the need of collocational structure

at both deep— and surface-levels, see part 2 of this section.

Rather more problematic is the large difference in redundancy values
of the apparently synonymous collocations, 1 (1) (9 xawy 101 -o;
64%) and 19 (9Ix2wr 10" dE1; 339, . Even though 1t can be
plausibly argued that the idiomatic status of the first expression is
more assured, by virtue of its frequency, than that of the second, and
that a lower degree of collocational bonding in respect of the less
frequent collocation might be indicated by the use of the first two
components to represent a different grammatical structure (;ip)
Ti%0" ‘you stretched out your band'; Exodus 15.12), the differemce in

redundancy scores still remains rather large.

A resolution of the difficulty is achieved if the collocations are
conflated, that is, treated as part of a single, idiomatic,
colligation. By this procedure we obtain the following statistics
for the colligation as a whole:

12 13 268 0.923 0.115 96.879 0.045 4.481 44.445 0.484 70.662%.
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Ve can deal somewhat similarly with the differemce in redundancy-value
of Items 7 (6), w191 12 MU WY (48%) and 17, 11y 19 e
(35%). The ‘idiomatic' value of these collocations is distributed
over the colligational umit 7y/311%9Y/301T 192 9. Conflation
of the constituent collocations (omitting three non—surface-structure
occurrences of our two collocations and one 'recapitulated’ occur=ngcs.
of the third) yields for the colligation as a whole the following
approximate statistics:
7 1385 20 0.005 7.628 26.902 0.350 1.515 64.956 0.178 45.929%.

This redundancy figure reflects more accurately the 'almost-idiomatic’

status of the colligation.

In addition to the theoretical difficulties caused by conflation, or
the assumption of colligations (see Sect. E), its application does not
always lead to the desired or predicted results. This is illustrated
in conpection with a third ‘colligational® unit amongst our data,
namely Items (4), mzo 231 (54%), and (14), =20 W @it (36%). It
could be argued that the 18% differemnce in scores is justified merely
because the more frequent ’'variant' of an idiom is ‘more idiomatic’
(see above on Items 1 and 19). It is also possible that a more
essential difference in idiomatic status is betokened. As Sawyer
points out (see the emtries im Ch. 9), 9az1 typically occurs with
=18, but this is not true of u'w17T. Thus, it could be argued that
BR300 2%, but not na0 g, conceals twn ‘'idiomatic sub—-
sequences’, not only the semi-preposition 520, but also, perhaps, a

‘phrasal verb', =1& 9'21. Hence, the difference in rank.
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Such arguments, though, run counter to our intuitions that Item (4)
(and Item (14)) is less ‘'idiomatic' than the other collocations
scoring over 50%, and it would, in fact, seem more desirable to
conflate these two collocations (along with all other instances of
‘verbs of salvation' plus =19 followed by =f3/7%) into a
colligation to yield a redundancy figure for the colligation as a
whole. On the basis of the colligation's lack of idiomaticity, we

should predict its value to be lower than 50%.

In fact, though, this prediction is not upheld. Assuming as data the
sum of the frequencies of all forms of the verbs =xX1 (59), wu*
(209), wha (95), 221 (213), O™ (63), @»» (27), and PO
(10), all occurrences of construct/suffixed forms of =522 (23) and
70 (203), and all occurrences of the colligation <(including those
where the prepositional phrase is dominated by one of the verbs only
at deep-structure, as well as ‘'recapitulated® and ‘parallel’
occurrences), the following set of statistics for the colligation
emerges:

121 226 672 0.535 0.901 88.474 0.180 2.473 73.665 0.358 81.070%.
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2. EOUB-COLLOCATIORS

1 1. 44:03. pmiveo=ou 7123790 MY, 100.000%
Unidiomatic; technical term.
2. 46:40. =pAP=TLY 91920, 100, 000%

Contextually-restricted merismus, 'all over, utterly', possibly with

specific connotations derived from its formulaic origins. Includes
Item (6).
(2> 3. 40:19. =ix0wy ot. 85.006%

Always (except possibly, once) meristic and pleomastic, ‘in any way

whatsoever’.
(3> 4. 55:06. 11w»31 ano3. 81.753%
Some evidence of idiomatic wvalue, 'in an understandable way'.

Retained as an idiom, ’exactly as instructed', in Moderm Hebrew.

(4) 5. 26:09. a+*3081 vIT. 71.419%

(Descibes a gesture) associated with/symbolic of ' (with) great power,

(by) force’; retained in Modern Hebrew.
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6. 55:17. mut ou=11u93. 64.788%

Unidiomatic; includes a distributional expression puy ow.

7. 46:31. mi+pioy mioa. 62.572%

Unidiomatic; contextually restricted.

(5> 8. 40:16. 1ov=pio. 61.815%

Technical +term, possibly with slight idiomatic specialization, 'hind

right thigh'.

9. 25:05. =11 gan. 59.377%

Twice it refers, literally, to each of the conjoined referents; once
it appears as a 'compound-noun', symbolizing (meristically), like the
disjunctive collocation, 'hair®. Apears in three different surface
structures.

\

(6 10. 46:39. =3ia=g2, 55.757%

One sense ('sole’) of first component is unique to this collocation.
The collocation is often pleonastic for the second component, and
usually associated with an 'emphatic’ context. Some evidence that it

has become a 'compound-noun’.
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(7 11. 09:06. @3- =o. 53.903%

Indexical, °*child (of mother)', developing into symbolic, ‘child <(of

either parent)’.

(8) 12. 44:04. mirsa—~rnw. 52.167%

Unidiomatic; technical term.

(9) 13. 09:02. a@3= 9T, 49.169%

Collocation unidiomatic, though 12 is variously a live or a dead

(*lexicalized') metaphor, 'mind'. One instance appears in what might

be a 'duplicate®’ passage.

14, 44:01. pyv22-9mis. 48.994%

Strong association with requital in Jeremiah at least, also shared by

New Testament equivalent (with following 23%1).

(10> 15. 09:08. ox—i@io. 48.513%

Three times the expression is 1literal; elsewhere it could be a

pleonastic/emphatic version of 1o (and variants) in an indexical

sense of 'always'.
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(11) 16. 40:07. o7 won. 48.193%

Literal, but data restricted to 1 Kings 7112 Chr. 4 (details of First

Temple).

17. 55:05. 13w>=T3o0. 48.176%

Probably, idiomatic to the extent that ‘'bard of speaking' (with

metonymic values for both Hebrew components) is regarded as only

indirectly, or 'oddly', meaning ‘"unable to speak well’. Frequency

just two if occurrences of Ezekiel 3.5f. conflated.

(12> 18. 49:13. pv348% o3, 46.094%

Unidiomatic; =3, architectural.

(13> 19. 49:12. pa3=ana, 45.896%

Possibly, slight idiomatic specialization of collocational meaning

based on s> as architectural term.

20. 46:04. pv+233 Dom. 45.087%

Possibly p19933 is idiomatic, 'at one's control’, with collocation

as a whole then, perhaps, meaning 'abuse a position of authority for

evil ends'. Note surface-structure-variatioms. Frequency four if

QY1923 por=2u9 included.
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(14) 21, 46:05. gy oa=y114, 41.459%

Twice possibly, symbolic, ‘handiwork, artefact', unless &v'93 always

synecdochical.

(15) 22. 46:25. 3+v1¥=o=0. 40.842%

Only idiomatic to the extent that mn20 is 'semi-prepositional’.

(16> 23. 40:08. 1ypy=TIs. 39.409%

Probably unidiomatic.

24, 41:02. Tor=aygin. 38.935%

Twice indexical, 'natural descendant(s)', developing specific symbolic

value of 'rightful heir(s)’.

(17) 25. 49:14. =pu=-5na. 38.883%

Architectural value for an3 (cf. Items (12)-(13)). To a degree the

second component is pleonastic.

(18) 26. 46:37. T2o—n20. 37.961%

For idiomaticity cf. Item (15).
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(19) 27. 41:10. pue=T1n. 37.588%

(Léxicalized) metaphorical value for T4,

(20) 28. 10:03. Tm3~>22. 36.991%

7172 at least once synecdochical.

(21) 29. 55:19. =pu=11u>. 35.115%

1192 variously hypostatic, metonymic, synecdochical.
30. 26:05. upinTy 1300, 31.396%

A word-pair perhaps developing into a  syntactically-structured

collocation, through its association with ‘empbatic' contexts.

31. 44:05. 3%y misea. 30.284%
Conjunction of equivalent metonymies, always within a legal context,
possibly yielding a meristic-intensive value to the collocation as a
whole.

32. 41:08. 3ipusr=Tn. 26.896%

Unidiomatic.
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(22) 33. 55:13. 1w nnnm, 26.574%

A somewhat strange expression in that it can be applied to abstract

and concrete objects; nonetheless, unidiomatic.

34. 26:10. r1v=w1-T. 26.549%

Collocation is literal throughout with ¥19t1 having anatomical or

metonymic value. Emendation could yield one more or one less
instance.
35. 40:14. 1ror=1qrn. 23.717%

Literal, although contextually restricted. Frequency just two if two

instances at Zech. 11.17 are conflated.

36. 55:07. yium=wa. 23.267%

116> hypostatic, symecdochical, and/or metonymic.

(23) 37. 40:20. ai73= 90, 23.028%

"8y hypostatic/instrumental.

38. 46:33. grvTa-mio3. 22.045%

Various literal, anatomical, interpretations.
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39. 55:16. pa=1105. 21.561%

Metaphorical use of 1102, although once a 1literal (mythological)

value might (also) be intended.

Of the eight items scoring above 50%, four, (2), (4), (6), (7), are
clearly 'idiomatic®’, although we might wish to specify the data more
precisely in order to reduce slightly some of the figures. The

idiomaticity of Item (3) is less certain, but still possible.

Items (1), (), and (8) do not appear to be idiomatic in any
'materially adequate’ sense. They are all expressions of P, and, at
best, might each be classed as a terminus technicus of the
sacrificial cult (the collocations never have human reference). The
eighteen instances of these three collocations are found in just 12
verses (excluding °'recapitulations’) of the Pentateuch, all concerned
with the same area of reference. They, are, thus, a form of
'restricted data', which it would be desirable to isolate during data-
selection, and, perhaps, subsequently omit for purposes of calculation

- see below, Sect. E.

Below 50%, the only item which might be regarded as idiomatic is (10),
DX~ 1u30, which does seem to represent a special value not expressed
by its counterpart with pm. But this too scores just above the 50%
mark when the one instance with 3 for & is removed:

5 10 201 0.500 1.000 69.897 0.025 5.329 30.348 0.262 50.122%.
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Item (9), j@3=+77t, scores only just below 50% (49%), even though it
is, apparently, unidiomatic. But if one of its occurrences is
regarded as occurring in a ‘duplicate passage', its score reduces
significantly:

3 25 11 0.120 3.059 11.578 0.273 1.874 45.816 0.196 28.697%.
Somewhat similarly, if the immediately adjacent occurrences of non-
idiomatic items (11), (12), and (13) are conflated, each of these

collocations scaores 40% or less.

Vhen data of frequency three are included, the 'absolute-redundancy'
value of 100% for the idiomatic item, 2, and the over-50% score of
non—-idiomatic item 7 (also (1) and (3)) are caused by the presence
within the collocation of one or more 'cramberry collocates' (see Ch.
5, Sect. F, 2). These ‘cranberries' are of two kinds. The first
type, exemplified by 1710 in Item 7 1is °'language-genuine', that is,
it represents an actual lexical item within the language, or at least
the available corpus. The second type, which is much more frequent in
our data, is the 'amalysis-created' cramberry, a uniquely occurring
combination of lexemes, which usually have no status as lexical
items or lexicalized combinations within the language, but come about
simply because of our decisiomn to treat all collocations, of whatever
number of constituents, as combinations of +two collocates. Any
collocation containing a cranberry of either type should be, and very
easily can be, marked out in the selection process, because it will
automatically obtain a valuve of over 50% redundancy <(and over 0.5
transition-probability) and, thus, needs to be distinguished from

high-scoring items which do not bave this 'head-start’.
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Already, above in connection with 53:03, we have suggested that
identity of forms at deep-structure has to be matched on the surface,
if we are to be assured of a expression's ‘'idiomaticity’. This
requirement reflects the fact that for a particular sequence of words
to be 'idiomatized' within a particular culture implies that speakers
have a strong sense of the collocation as a single, coalesced,
‘lexical’, or °*word-like®’, unit. Just as an individual lexeme tends
not to permit interruption by other lexical material, so we should
expect that the more ‘'idiomatic' a collocation, the 1less
'interruptable' its (surface) form. Thus, collocations that do not
appear in a consistent surface-structure form peed to be marked out
during selection. For instance, neither Item 6, pgui ou~118%3, as a
whole, nor the distributional expression (cuy~ow; cf. GK 123c)
within it, represents an idiom, although it scores highly. But the
collocation is expressed in two different forms, 131022 DR ow
(Esther 3.12; 8.9) and 0wy o¥ 11w>2 (Heh. 13.24). Taking only the
first form, the following set of statistics is yielded:

55:17 2 6 5 0.333 1,585 38.685 0.400 1.322 43.068 0.367 40.876%.

Ve can likewise reduce the rather high value of 49% for Item 14, 1Jmi2
n1%23, which has a variable surface-structure form despite its quite
strong contextual associations (leading eventually to the development,
with following 2%7,0f an idiomatic value). If we eliminate the

interrupted (at surface-structure) instance of the item, a much 1lower

score is yielded:

2 20 6 0.100 3.322 23.138 0.333 1.585 38.685 0.217 30.912%.
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These values are similar to those obtaiped for the related item (31),
321 122 (30.284%), indeed they are identical if the one instance
of the latter collocation with nouns in the construct state is
omitted. Again, this second collocation bas too many surface
variations (reversal of elements and/or use of construct-state nouns)
to be properly regarded as a lexicalized collocational unit, even
though 3% and mi'e3 form a significant, syntactically

unstructured, collocational association.

However, absence of surface-structure consistency is not a guarantee
of lack of 'non-idiom' status. A case in point is that of Item 9,
W11 ©¥7, which does appear to represent a genuine, meristic,
idiom, even though it occurs in different surface forms (and includes
a ‘cranberry collocate’). In this instance, the idiomatic value of
the expression is also shared by its ('data—restricted') disjunctive
variant. Conflation of these +two into a single colligation, [=Jux~
=1/ T1/1N, ylelds the following set of statistics:

5 5 449 1.000 0.000 100% 0.011 6.489 26.354 0.506 63.177%.

Similarly, the 45% score of Item 20 (gv+233 par) reflects well the

'almost-idiomatic' status of the collocation, even though it is once

instanced in a divergent, relativized, surface-structure form,
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C. COMPARISON VITH TRANSITION-PROBABILITY RESULTS

In order to test our claim, in Ch. 7, Sect. B, that redundancy would
provide a better measure of stability, bhence, idiomaticity, than
transition-probability alone, we instructed the computer to tabulate

the data by column 11, average tramsition-probability.

The following lists the verb~collocations of frequency greater than
two (‘restricted data' excluded). Bracketted numbers refer to the
positions of items when only data of frequency four or greater are

taken into account.

1 29:03 1w? TP apae 0.517

(1> 2 46:21 5o3 Uo) ou 0.451
(2> 3 40.13 2INS@Y 1%0% -0 0.374
(3 4 10:05 Q11273778 Auna 0.333
4) 5 40:15 10T 4R 0.255
(5) 6 46:03 a0 Pt 0.210
7 46:16 Q'3 PoD 0.206

(6) 8 09:04 w38 T 0.197
7y 9 55:03 1102 anat 0.189
(8) 10 26:03 1WITT AP uea 0.181
(9 11 53:01 i Fh ] 0.158
12 40:03 12181 1% 180N 0.152

13 49:07 a3~y M 0.151

(10) 14 46:18 01493 Yno 0.140
15 40:12 DINSUY 375t 102 0.129

16  49:08 A3~ <30 0.128
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(11) 17  49:05 On3~=3u NU1 0.120

18 53:03 T M 0.108
(12> 19 46:01 [0 ¥y 0.106
(13) 20 09:03 wIe KLY 0.103
21 28:05 PAT3 XUl 0.103
(14) 22 26: 06 LI17T Taw 0.072
(15) 23 46: 24 83 upqPn 0. 066
24 09: 05 W03 NP 0.046
(16) 25 55:02 11807 172 0.027
26 46:14 E1193 X032 ‘ 0. 026
17> 27 46: 02 3 131 0.024

Although the tabulation of bracketted items (of frequency greater than
three) more or less agrees with that based on redundancy in its
placement of the top three and bottom two items, the first five
‘idiomatic’ items of the redundancy tabulation, appearing there within
a range of 12%, are here distributed over a 31% (.14-.45) range, with
Item (10) noticeably separated from its idiomatic partmers by

substantially less idiomatic collocatioms.
Vhen items of frequency three are included, note the bigh position of

unidiomatic Item 6 (Item 12 in the redundancy ranking). Beyond this,

no significant points of difference between the two tabulations arise.
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Below is a similarly- presented tabulation

according to average transition—probability.

L

2)

3

(€3]

5

6)

7

8>

(D

10

(11

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15

(16)

17

10

11

12

13

11

15

16

17

18

20

21

22

23

24

25

44:03

46:40

55:06

40:19

55:17

46:31

25:05

26: 09

40:16

44:01
55: 05
40: 07
46:04
09:02
44:04
09: 08
10:03
41:02
46:05
49:13
49:12
09: 06
46:37
41710

49:14

[123=20 7122770 oMt
TEIPTIUY PATTADL
118221 ana3

ZINDUY Y00

201 EYT1IWe

0123109 1183

T WNn

17103 PIAT

f1v=s- 113
1105=T33
1043 wan
g1im23 oan
3=
1453110
oX= 1830
TA3=93
Y=g
grieT-page
mr3gY. ans
n 3=
1Ww3=119
T55~520
Yo T

RETAND
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of noun—collocations

1.000
1.000
0.733
0.667
0.550
0.519
0.504
0.364
0.350
0.325
0.315
0.294
0.283
0.244
0.200
0.191
0.182
0.181
0.159
0.154
0.}43
0.130
0.121
0.110

0.105



(18

19

0

(21)

(22)

23

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

26:

46:

46:

44;

41:

55:

55:

40:

26:

40:

46:

55:

40:

55:

05

39

25

05

08

07

19

08

10

12

33

13

20

16

V17T 1o
217782
amN=n20
391 MY
31PuYT
1182723
=l R LT )
1'!0\"15
TIU=BIT
SRY-ELE LT
-RRE R LT
110> nnn
AR AL ET-E

AR T}
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0.104

0.103

0.091

0.081

0.070

0. 058

0.051

0.050

0.049

0. 030

0.029

0. 026

0.021

0.021



Again, averall, the tabulation for bracketted items appears similar to
that obtained by redundancy-analysis. However, there are some
noticeable divergences which tend to confirm our view, from comparison
of the tabulations in respect of verbs, that probability is a 1less
trustworthy witness to idiomatic value than redundancy. Most striking
is the low position and score of Item (18> ((6) im redundancy
ranking). Note also the relatively low score of the indexical
collocation, Item (14) ((7) in redundancy ranking). The pattern of
divergence from the redundancy-tabulation is, in fact, rather similar
‘to that evidenced in the comparison of tabulations for verbs. Because
this form of tabulation does not appear to group together the ‘most
idiomatic' collocations, there is no clear point of demarcation
between *idiomatic' and ‘non-idiomatic' scores comparable to the 50%

redundancy score.

No additional points of significance are raised when the lower—

frequency collocations are included.

Thus, on the basis of the limited data examined, it does indeed appear
that (average) redundancy is a marginally ©better measure of
'idiomaticity' than (average) transition-probability (but see the last

part of Sect. D, 2).
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At the end of this section are five computer-genmerated graphs, which
illustrate, in a fairly crude way, the degree of deviation of
tabulations by criteria other than redundancy from tabulation by
redundancy, of the seventeen verbal collocations occurring four or
more times. The first graph illustrates this deviation in respect of
average transition—probability, which we have already discussed. The
four other graphs indicate the deviations of tabulation Dby,
respectively, transition-probability of stable collocate, redundancy
of stable collocate, transition-probability of unstable collocate, and

redundancy of unstable collocate.

In these graphs, the bisecting line =x=y represents the ranking of
items by average redundancy. The jagged 1line criss—crossing it
represents the ranking of items according to a non-redundancy
criterion relative to the ranking by redundancy. Vhere the ranking of
items coincides exactly, the two lines meet. Thus, for example, as
can be seen from inspection of the the first table of this section and
the list of results in Sect. B, 1, the sixteenth—- and seventeenth-
placed items according to redundancy tabulation are placed in the same
position by transition—probability tabulation, and this is reflected
in the merging of the two lines at the top right-hand corner of the
first graph. The first two items by redundancy-ranking are exchanged
in the ranking by tramsition-probability (2, 1), and this difference
is indicated on the same graph by a slight 'peaking' and °'troughing’
of the transition-probability line around the redundancy 1line. The
sharp deviation of the item placed fifth by redundancy and tenth by
transition-probability is indicated by the low trough in the middle of

the graph. Etcetera.
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The other graphs can be read in similar fashion. It is clear, from
superimposition of the graphs, and observing the average depths of
troughs and heights of peaks, that of the five non-redundancy types of
tabulation, the one by average transition-probability most closely
approximates that by redundancy. And, in gemeral, that the use of
transition-probability yields results similar to that of redundancy

is illustrated by the similarity of the graph of stable collocate
transition-probability to the graph of stable collocate redundancy and
of the graph of unstable collocate transition-probability to the graph

of unstable collocate redundancy.
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Deviation of Average transition-probability

45%



Deviation of Irans,-prob. of stable collocate

Deviation of Redimdancy of stable collocate
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baviation of Trans.-proh. of umstable collocate

Deviation of Redundancy of unstahle collocate
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D. ARALYSIS OF ITEMS OCCURRING ONLY TVICE

Below are two tables (each followed by brief comments) of verb- and
noun—collocations (with the exception of 'restricted data') occurring
only twice in the corpus. The tables are arranged according to
decreasing average redundancy, but ranking by, and score of, average

transition-probability is also noted.

1. VERB-COLLOCATIORS

EO. ITEX PROB. PROB. REDURND.

RANK SCORE  SCORE

1 53:02 oYarea o YN 1 1.000 100.000%
2 10:01 g0 9M3=20 g 1200 2 0.833 81.546%
3  41:06 TN nnn 1 po 3 0.833 81.546%
4 29:01 il =F+]C] 4 0.750 75.000%
5 25:02 PT=E UM 5 0.571 63.132%
6 46:19 ged 11YRI3 YM 6 0.515 58.302%
7 55:08 WP SXWI=+337 YMTND 7 0.511 57.721%
8 49:06 m110 83 m 8 0.501 54.584%
9 41:05 TH1=28 Poo 9 0.393 42.810%
10  10:04 TRa"7I wN3 11 0.327 38.512%
11 49:09 By DA~y ou 10 0.335 36.992%
12 46:09 n2 Xro 12 0.288 35.637%
13 41:01 Ta=my amm =2f 14  0.244 32.855%
14 28:04 Pee mE 13 0.251 30.063%
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15

16

17

18

19

20

2l

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

Of the eight collocations baving over 50% redundancy

transition-probability), all but twao,

25:

28:

55:

46:;

40:

55:

26:

40:

10:

26:

28;

46:

46:;

40:

46:

46

o1

02

04

28

11

11

01

06

02

04

06

15

10

04

20

17

T >
PANTIR 2w

1182 P2

TITI=2R Qve2 ©°D

11ee 28t
TS 1319
VIt A
eY At
QY 3N3=5Y Tt
miuInT pran
PM3 330
823 M

53 N9e0
oY 2@
03 oW

B2 Teu

(twice!) represent idiomatic values.

impressive as it at first seems seeing that most of the items are more

than three lexemes 1long and all of them contain a ‘cranberry’

collocate

figure. stated).
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19

15

17

18

16

20

21

22

25

24

26

27

28

29

30

(ensuring that +they obtain the

0.139

0.169

0.152

0.150

0.168

0.136

0.111

0.110

0.104

0.063

0.072

0.059

0.022

0.013

0.012

0. 007

Items 1 and 4,

redundancy/probability

25.938%
25.239%
25.155%
24.774%
24.561%
24, 388%
23.268%
22.627%
21.370%
19.717%
19.352%
16.816%
15.338%
13.472%
12.939%

11.427%

(and over

However, this result is not as

consistently



The inadequacy of our measure in respect of data occurring just twice
is indicated by the number of collocations scoring below 50% even
though we found them to be 'idiomatic' in the same way both times -
into this category come Items 9, 10, 12, 25, and 27 (Items 18 and 19

both ‘contain' idiomatic expressions, @192 Y= 5 and 170%9).

Item 10, however, should probably be excluded from our 1list of
collocations as it occurs in two substantially differemt surface

forms.

Item 25, when conflated with its hiphil variant (a ‘'data-restricted'
item), still scores well under 50% (39%), even when the ‘point of
transition® is taken to be between 2 arChi2wCTl and P (41%).
The only way of obtaining a score of over 50% is by utilizing this
point of transition in conjunction with feminine and gender—neutral
forms of the verb (thus,3 arc*320cChd). This might be considered a
rather artificial procedure, but it does respect the biblical evidence
for the use of the collocation (always with female subject — this 1is
true as well of the variant without 23). It yields the following
statistics:
4 34 6 0.118 3.087 39.312 0.667 0.585 77.371 0.392 58.341%,

Vhen Item 25, 2 a=2'5, is conflated with m2~Ni122 (see below, Item
19), a redundancy value of only 29% is obtained. Thus, assuming that
it is indeed 'idiomatic’, this colligatiomnal unit is an exception to
the rule that idiomatic items of frequency greater than two have a

redundancy value of over 50%.
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2. NOUR-COLLOCATIORES

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

XO.

46:12
09: 07
40:02
46: 07
49: 02
40:17
46: 08
29: 02
55:10
55:12
46:23
44:02
25:03
46:30
26:02
49:01
41:09
55:15
46:11
40:01
49:04
28:01

26:12

ITEX

2197099 1110
W33 DIeINn
190YTTY N0y
217782 13 277 WX 21p0~9s
1WIINTTHAITON BT 1IN0
FRE - AR S LT-E
a1 m1nete
e P

11893 a0

1 130
QY29 Ann
ney23=3on

W T=IND

Q1931 M9
VIR
Qg2 332
aarg=Tt
Rroo-1u
Aa=N17e

1'91e MIN
anS=73

Pan=noN

wTIpmYInT
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PROB. PROB.

REDURD.

RABK SCORE SCORE

11

10

12

13

15

16

14

19

20

21

18

17

22

23

0.700

0.643

0.611

0.611

0.577

0.507

0.583

0.291

0.268

0.154

0.169

0.119

0.104

0.085

0.078

0.102

0.047

0. 036

0.036

0.052

0. 059

0.034

0.030

71.534%
67.810%
65.773%
65.773%
63.512%
57.055%
56.546%
35.987%
34.477%
25.532%
24,909%
24.201%
22.385%
21.185%
21.095%
20.829%
17.308%
17.116%
17.021%
16.907%
16.275%
16.232%

16.149%



24 26:13 DERTUANT 26 0.019 14.509%

25 09:01 19373 24 0.022 13.161%
26 26:07 YT RANT 25 0.022 13.042%
27 46:27 wIRTa 27 0.014 12.819%

0f the over-50% group, only Items 1, 3, and 4, that is, under half the
items, might be regarded as idioms. All but Item 7 contains a
‘cranberry’ collocate (a 'language—genuine' one in the case of Item
3). More positively, there are only two expressions which we believe
to have consistent idiomatic value in the sub-50% group, Items 10 and
19 (which forms part of an idiomatic colligation; see above); Item 11

is less definitely idiomatic.

Comparison of the relationship of ranking by average redundancy to
that by average transition-probability for the twice-occurring items
of data with the relationships seen in respect of data of frequency
three and data of frequency greater than three, helps us to refine our
conclusion, stated at the end of the previous section, that redundancy
provides a better measure than transition-probability of idiomaticity.
Examining the verb-collocations omnly, we see that this statement
becomes less true with decrease in data. For data of frequency four
or greater, just under 24% (4/17) of items have the same position on
both rankings (see the first of the graphs preceding this section for
a diagrammatic representation of this); for data of frequency three
this rises to 60% (6/10), though on the basis of a very small total of
items; for data of frequency two, where the total number of items is

significantly increased, the proportion rises to 70% (21/30).
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Thus, we find not only that average redundancy reduces in value as a
measure of idiomaticity as data decrease, but also that its

superiority over average transition-probability diminishes likewise.
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E. FINAL CORCLUSIORS

The amount of usable data from analysis of which our results derive is
too low for any conclusion we draw to bhave any more +tham provisional
validity pending analysis of more, and better, data. Noreover, the
adequacy of our conclusions depends on our interpretation of the
idiomatic/non-idiomatic value of various expressions, which, because
of the nature of the corpus and the small amounts of data is always

open to question.

Honetheless, it seems to us that the results provide grounds for
cautious optimism about the fundamental wvalidity of the hypothesis
that redundancy and idiomaticity are correlated in a useful way. In
particular, they suggest that redundancy cam be used to isolate
idioms. Let us first clarify how we distinguish ‘non-idioms' from

‘idioms'.

'Non-idioms' fall into four categories of which only the last

significantly contrasts with 'idioms®.

The first category of ‘non-idioms' comprises collocations which have a
fully literal and compositional value, and which contain no components
that are used 'figuratively' within the collocation (e.g., 40:20,

TITIT18Y; 46:33, praTrmmoD).
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The second category is that of collocations which contain one or more
words that realize figurative processes (metonymy, synecdoche,
metaphor, etc.), even though the meaning of the collocation as a whole
is, intuitively, compositionally distributable over specific
components. Sometimes a semantic process is 'institutionalized® or
*lexicalized' in a particular word, so that the word becomes, in
effect, polysemous. This phenomenon is a reflection at the 1level of
the individual 1lexical item of the 'lexicalization’ or
'idiomatization' of sequences of words at +the collocational 1level.
But it must be emphasized that the two processes are distinct. In
respect of an idiomatic collocation the idiomaticity concerned is not
essentially a matter of words taking on irregular meanings, but of
the regular, predictable, semantic relations amongst words being
distorted and this distortion becoming less and less perceptible to
the native-speaker. A collocation can, thus, consist entirely of
‘idiomatic' words, yet not of itself be idiomatic (e.g., 09:05, N9+

Ww3; 55:05, 11we-Tad).

The third category is of ‘'live metaphors’, collocations that express
in vivid fashion non-lexicalized/-demythologized metaphors (e.g.,

09:03, w30 xxv; 26:06, wITT "3BW.

The final category of ‘non-idioms’ is constituted Dby those
collocations that represent, as collocations, more than one idiomatic
value; they could be called ‘multiple-idioms' (e.g., 28:05, xw3

P2 41:02, TATaINEaY; 53:01, 2 o2,
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Vhat we have called 'idioms' differ from items in the final category
of 'non-idioms' in that they (‘idioms') express a unique idiomatic
value. That is to say, any expression that we have called an 'idiom'
is associated with just gne idiomatic meaning. The expression daoes
not have to be always employed as an idiom, but when it is, it must
bear the game idiomatic value (cf. 10:05, gmr2ma~5p 2.
'Idioms’, as we have used the term, then, might be more accurately
described as ‘'most idiomatic, because uniquely idiomatic,
collocations'. They are 'most idiomatic' because, according to the
thoughts we outlined in Ch. 6, the more ‘'demythologized' a
collocation, the less likely it is to represent more than one meaning.
Ability to yield more <than ope idiomatic meaning implies that a

collocation is actively 'interpretable’, and, thus, less idiomatic.
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The major claim, that redundancy functions as an ‘idiom-isolating®
mechanism, is borne out by the following tables which show the
proportion of noun-, verb-, and combined noun— and verb-collocations
of various frequencies which constitute idioms in the aver-50%
redundancy range and the under-50% redundancy range. The data
provided assumes acceptance of any modifications recommended in Sects.
B and D, including creation of colligations. All collocations claimed
as idioms and/or baving a redundancy of over 50% are shown. Vhere an
item bas been modified, its original value, or the original value of
its highest-scoring collocation in the case of a colligation, is shown
in brackets. Preceding each item of over-50% data are up to four
alphabetic symbols - N: HNon-idiomatic; C: Contains cranberry
collocate; D: Distribution restricted in terms of range of text or
area of reference; S: Surface-structure inconsistent. Of these, we
regard the most §ignificant to be 'C', which is also the most
frequent, as any collocation containing a cranberry collocate must
score over 50%. Hence, figures for over-50% items are split into

‘Non-C*' and ‘*All* (including non-C).
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VERB-COLLOCATIORS

FREQUERCY > 3

Above 50%

K. 1 46: 03
2 40:13

3 46:21

C. 4 49:05

5 10: 05

6 28: 06
7 09: 04
8 46:18

f28 291, etc.
2IN00Y v TD/T02
£33 W8y QU

BTN NU2

=Rl b S iy 5 g e
23 34207/230
1L3o8 "=

R¥ya 08

Hon—C: 6/7 (86%) idioms

All: 7/8 (88%) idioms

Below 50%

All: 1/10 (9%) idioms (46:10, 72 X122/¥2%0)

FREQUENCY = 3

No idioms above

or below 50%

472

81.070%
70.662%
63.150%
60.764%
58.608%
58.341%
52.08%%

50.513%

(63.701%)

(64.452%)

(41.410%)

(19.352%)

(45.461%)

(52.734%)



FREQUERCY = 2

Above 50%
N.C. 1 53:02 123 gy 3
C. 2 10: 01 ov*273=23 Q5 1A%
C. 3 41:06 T oot 1 QW
K.C. 4 29:01 M QYO
C. 5 25:02 1773 ¥m
C. 6 46:19 BtYB3 11PiId YA
C. 7 55:08 7IU2? 2XWITIIIP YATTRD
C. 8 29:03 mMu> e apan
C. 9 49:06 n=mY8 s s

No non-C data

All: 7/9 (78%) idioms

Below 50%

100.000%

81.546%

81.546%

75.000%

63.132%

58.302%

57.721%

B57.721%

54.584%

(62.238%)

All: 2/19 (11%) idioms (41:05, g++=-=u pop; 46:08, &2 N2)

ALL FREQUEBCIES

Aboave 50% Non-C: 6/7 (86%) idioms

All: 14717 (83%)

Below 50% All: 3/29 Q10
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FOUN-COLLOCATIORS

FREQUERCY > 3

Above 50%

R.C.D.

Non—C: 4/7

10

44

40;

55:

26:

25:

40:

46:;

09:

44;

09:

(57%)

All: 6/10 (60%)

03

19

06

09

05

i6

39

06

04

08

mya23=20 732750 mamn

PiNawr 1108
10921 2022
REETCIREIIEY
WTI/IN WNn
SRV-LEs- 2T
231D

3= D
nyvEs= Y

[=F Sy [ U= =]

idioms

idioms

No idioms below 50%
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100.000%

85.006%

81.753%

71.419%

63.177% (59.377%)

61.815%

55.757%

53.903%

52.167%

50.122% (48.513%)



FREQUEKRCY = 3
Above 50%

C. 1 46:40 =pap=TU1 SinTH20
K.C.D. 2 46:31 napion m192

No non—-C data

All: 172 (50%) idioms

Ho idioms below 50%

A75

100.000%

62.572%



FREQUENCY = 2

Above 50%
C. 1 46:12 2277207 Mo 71.534%
N.C.D. 2 09: 07 1033 QYoINn 67.810%
C. 3 40:02 71h0YTTY 0NN 65.773%
C.D. 4 46: 07 2217782 12 97T WX 0Ipe~Pe 65.773%
K.C.D. 5 49:02 D13 1TOON DIITT13TNY) 63.512%
5.C. 6 40:17 =21N00 X 100 57.055%
H. D. 7 46:08 mi931 mMIneto ) 56.546%

Fon-C: 0/1 (0%) idioms

All: 3/7 (43%) idioms.

Below 50%

1720 (5%) idioms (46:23’ griRAn=Ies anmd
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ALL FREQUENCIES

Above 50% Hon-C: 4/8 (50%) idioms

All: 10/19 (53%) idioms

Below 50% All: 1744 (2%) idioms

VERB- AND KOUN-COLLOCATIONRS COMBINED

Over 50%

FREQUERCY > 3 Kon—-C: 10/14 (71%)
All: 13718 (72%)

FREQUERCY = 3 All: 172 (B0%)

FREQUERCY = 2 Hon—-C: 0/1 (0%

All: 10/16 (63%)

ALL FREQUERCIES Non—C: 10/15 (67%)

All: 24/36 (67%)
Below 50%

ALL FREQUERCIES All: 4/73 (6%)
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These results indicate, then, the ‘'watershed' nature of the 50%
redundancy value, with 'idioms' being restricted largely to the over-

50% range and 'non-idioms' to the below-50% range.

Several other canclusions about the data selected and the resulting
statistics are suggested by the tables, and our analysis in the

preceding sections.

(1) The inclusion of data based on 'cranberry-collocates' does mnot
affect the overall proportion (two-thirds) of idioms in the over-50%
range, seeing that two-thirds £14/21) of C-marked items are themselves
idioms. Because of this it would be foolish to elimipate cramberry-
based collocations at the data-selection stage, as we should thereby
lose many significant idioms, although in terms of comparing them with
non—C-marked items it would be desirable to develop means of assessing
the most relevant point(s) of transition within 'long’' collocations -
these expand in such a way that whenever an item is added to a
collocation of n items in length, the number of possible points of
(one-way) transition within the new collocation rises by the sum of n
Plus all lesser value positive integers; e.g., a five-item-collocation

bhas 4+3+2+1=10 more points of transition than a four-item-collocation.

(2) According to our data, only 1/9 'D-marked’ items was an idiom.
Thus, use of data from a very restricted area of reference and/or a
very small portion of text is to be avoided. Formal methods, for
example, to test for identity of lexical fields, could be developed to

facilitate this.
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(3) Different surface-structure forms of the same lexeme-sequence (or
'deep—structure collocation') should not be conflated. Although we
isolated only one 'S-marked' item in the over-50% range, which also
happened to be an idiom, incorrect conflation of <(a) 1lexemic forms
(e.g., prepositions) and () morphological forms (e.g., absaolute
and construct) had the (major) effect of demoting some idioms (in
particular, 09:04 and 49:05) to below 50%. Moreover, use of only
surface-identical forms simplifies a purely forml {including

computer-implementable) data-selection procedure.

(4) More generally, elimination of all ‘insecure data' of the 'Ct,
'D', and 'S'-marked type, seems to produce (we may state it no more
strongly in view of the very few data) even better results in terms of
proportion of idioms in the over-50% range, namely 10/11 (91%);
elimination of just 'D' and 'S'-marked data would allow us to retain

most of the imsecure-but-idiomatic, data, which is usually 'C-marked’.
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(5) Purely formal selection of data is probably not adequate. Here
we have in mind that certain collocations have to be treated as parts
of colligations, if their idiomatic value is to be recognized (by
achieving an over-50% redundancy value). Apart from appearing to run
contrary to the non—conflation principle outlined in (3), this feature
is problematic to our 'theory of idioms' (and to that of others as
well), inasmuch as we have based our, formal, theory on a generally
recognized feature of idioms, namely that they do not normally
tolerate synonymsubstitution of components; thus, non-formal means
would seem to be required to distinguish between an idiomatic
colligation like 9ixowy 1'2+ =0/703 (40:12,13) and a non-idiomatic
one like ama==y Mi/xwy (49:05,07). This is not certain, however,
and further analysis should be conducted to ascertain whether there
are any formal and statistical properties which identify idiomatic

colligations.

(6) The validity of redundancy as a measure of idiomaticity varies
with changes in frequency of data. The first, and in terms of the
Bible as a corpus (see below) probably the less significant, aspect of
this is that very high values are assigned to high-frequency data,
regardless of idiématicity; this was illustrated at Sect. B, 1 by our
analysis of the colligation based on 46:01, =25 18I This fault
relates to a feature of redundancy already mentioned in Ch. 7, Sect.
B. The second, complementary, aspect concerns the fact tﬂét it is
apparently very difficult for low-frequency data to achieve high

(i.e., over 50%) redundancy values.
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Below is a simple tabulation of frequencies and redundancy values.
The statistics upon which it is based are those of unmodified data;

percentages are approximate.

Over 50%-redundancy Under 50%-redundancy

VERB-COLLOCATIORS

Fr. > 5 3/6 (50%) 2/21 10%)
Fr. =65 1/6 17% 3721 (14%)
Fr. =4 1/6 Q7% 7/21  (33%)
Fr. =3 1/6 17% 9/21 (43%)

NOUR-COLLOCATIORS

Fr. > 5 6/12 (50%) 4727 (15%)
Fr. =5 1/12 (8%) 4/27 (15%)
Fr. = 4 1/12 (8%) 7/27  (26%)
Fr. =3 4/12 (33%) 12/27 (44%)

COMBINED RESULTS

Fr. > 5 9718 (50%) 6748 (13%)
Fr. =5 2/18 (11%) 7/48 (15%)
Fr. =4 2718 11%) 14748 (29%)
Fr. =3 5/18 (28%) 21/48 (44%)
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Although these figures show a marked correlation between (relatively)
very high frequencies and redundancy of greater +than 50%, the
situation is not so clear in respect of middle- and low-frequency
items. However, of the five items of frequency three scoring over
50%, all but one contain a ’cranberry’ collocai;, and, thus, attain a
50% redundancy value automatically. It seems then that if a
collocation can score lower than 50% and has a frequency of three,
it will almost certainly attain only this value, indicating a

greater correlation than the table shows of high or low frequency with

high or low redundancy.

This fact has to be noted as a possible vice of redundancy, as- a

measure of idiomaticity, in general.

Alternatively, we could say merely that the measure is invalid for
data of frequency lower than four. This would bave significant,
negative, practical consequences for the analysis of Biblical Hebrew.
Because of the small size of the corpus, many collocations which were
doubtless felt as 'idiomatic' by speakers of the language and bhave
been 1indicated as such by scholars, perhaps on the basis of
comparative Semitic, or later Hebrew, material, would bave to be
omitted as potential data. This is a reflection of the more general
inadequacy of the Bible as a corpus for testing distributional

hypotheses (cf. Sawyer 1972:78).
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A third, more positive, resolution of the problem is to treat the
idiom-isolating/measuring value of redundancy probabilistically rather
than absalutely; thus, it would be argued that the probability of a
correct association of high/low redundancy and high/low idiomaticity
increases with a rise in the frequency of the data analyzed. This
approach is consistent with the general statistical principle that
security of inference increases with expansion of data, but it implies
that in any given analysis redundancy may only be used to classify

idioms/non-idioms within a specific frequency-range.

(7) Redundancy appears to be a 'better' measure of idiomaticity than
simple trapsition-probability, but this superiority diminishes with a

reduction in frequency of data (see Sect. D).

Rising out of these conclusions are some suggestions for better—
'controlled’ procedures to ascertain more fully the value of
redundancy in isolating idioms. Vithin any given redundancy-based
analysis, it would be desirable to use only data corresponding to (at
least) the following specifications. Selected items should (1) be
within a certain frequency-range; (2) have their tokens distributed
widely throughout the corpus; (3) consist of a specific pumber of
lexemes (to reduce and assess the effect of ‘'cramberry collocates');
(4) be structurally ver; similar - two ©pouns in construct
relationship, Verb + FHoun (Object), or Verb + XNoun (Subject), for
example (this would better facilitate, especially for a corpus of low-

frequency data, 'intuitive' agreement with or disagreement from the

ranking of data provided by redundancy).
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It is also to be stressed that redundancy is concerned with only one
aspect of the distributional structure of lexical data and for its
value to be more definitively assessed additional significant factors
need to be evaluated; these include the mathematical <(im)probability
of association of a collocation's components (see Ch. 7, Sect. A, 2),

and the 'combinability’' (see Ch. 5, Sect. D) of each component.

That redundancy is useful for isolating the most idiomatic
éollocations, more useful, we believe, than any of the metrics
considered in Ch. 7, Sect. A, only goes a 1little way in
validating the hypothesis pursued from Ch. 4 onwards, that “"the level
of idiomaticity... of a collocation is reflected by the degree to
which that collocation is 'stable' or 'restricted'” (Ch. 4, Sect. D) -
that is to say, that stability/restriction as measured by redundancy

actually provides a scale of idiomaticity.

484



Logically, this is quite possible. Ve bave claimed that the ‘most
idiomatic' item is a collocation which represents just one idiomatic
value, and it is clear, on the basis of the evidence outlined, that
this type of collocation tends to bave a higher redundancy than a
collocation which expresses more than one idiomatic value. Thus; a
further refinemement suggests that a collocation which expresses two
idiomatic meanings is more idiomatic, and has a higher redundancy,
than a collocation which has three idiomatic meanings, etc. But the
data of the present work are too few and 'uncontrolled’ (see abave) to
pursue the status in reality of this claim, and further tests are
required to provide more definite proof about the correspandence of
redundancy with number of idiomatic values. (Such tests presume some
uncbjectionable way of 'counting meanings' — cf. Ch. 4, Sect. B.) 1In
extremely tentatative support of the 'scale of idiomaticity’ clainm,
note, for example, the rankings of verb-collocations 46:18, uy=n
§+'93 (one idiomatic value for gqal form) and 46:14, Q93 Nwil (at
least three idiomatic values); also 46:16, o+°'53 a0 (two  idiomatic
values, rejecting emendation), 46:24, =3 upn (three idiomatic
values), and 46:02, 53 127 (four idiomatic values, if variant with

intervening 3 included).

Even if the more important ‘scale of idiomaticity' claim is not
upheld, the ‘*‘idiom-isolating®' function of redundancy, assuming it 1is
validated in future tests, should be of substantial usefulness in the
study of ancient languages, for which, because of the paucity of our
*intuitions', we require as many guides as possible to the semantic

bebaviour of expressions.

485



Looked at from a broader perspective, our analysis has developed the
possibility of a significant connection between the information theory
measure, redundancy, and +the 1linguistic phenomenon, idiomaticity.
Inasmuch as it is deemed 'successful', the analysis serves to show, we
believe, that semantics can be conducted without having to rely on
'intuitions' of an analyst or native-informants — this could have very
positive implications for the rigorous semantic analysis of ancient
languages in particular. Specifically, our study demonstrates that
collocational/distributional analysis can be  ‘formalized' in
connection with 'idioms' to yield measurable results of a practical
semantic significance. In our study, we have taken the mnotion of
*stability’ to the extreme, by using it in connection with 'raw' data
and frequencies, but in future practice we should expect that analysts
utilizing our measure (assuming its validity is upheld) or a variatiomn
of it would want to mix formal and semantic c¢riteria, so that, for
example, the different semantic statuses of the ‘tokens collocating
with an item, as synonyms, antonyms, etc., of one another, would be

taken into account.
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