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Abstract

This special issue explores metaphor across languages, cultures, and discourses, bringing together
papers that reflect the diversity and scope of this research area. The aim is to foster discussion and
exchange ideas concerning the role of metaphor in conceptualization, persuasion, and the
construction of meaning. In this introductory article, we focus on the two main themes: (1) the
universality of metaphor versus cultural variations in its usage; (2) the communicative function of
metaphor in discourse. Within these main themes, we discuss case studies that highlight specific
domains, including universal and cross-cultural variation in metaphor usage, discursive and
communicative aspects of metaphor, and multimodal metaphor. In this article, we provide a
summary of the contributions of our authors that represent up-to-date research on issues involving
metaphor from a wide scope of perspectives and manage to open up a methodological discussion
within metaphor studies. Finally, we summarize the main results and suggest a brief avenue for
further research.
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AHHOTaNNA

B BhInycke npecTaBiIeHbl CTaThH, MOCBSILICHHBIE BOIIPOCcaM M3y4eHHs MeTadopbl Ha ()OHE MIHPO-
KOTO JIMHI'BHCTHYECKOTO, KYyJIBTYPHOTO M JUCKYPCHBHOTO KOHTEKCTOB. llenp crennanbHOTOo
BBINTyCKa — OOCYJUTh aKTyalbHbIC TCHACHIIMH B MCCIIEIOBAHUN TPUPOABI MeTaOphl U €€ PO B
KOHIIENTYaJIU3aH OKPYXKAIOMIEH NeHCTBUTEIFHOCTH M KOHCTPYUPOBAHUH CMBICIIOB B Pa3JIMIHBIX
A3bIKaxX, KyJIbTypax u Auckypcax. IIpobiemaTrika BBOIHOM CTaTbu 3aTparkuBaeT IJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM
(1) BOmpOCH yHHBEPCATLHOCTH U JIMHIBOKYIBTYpHOH cneuuduku meradopsr; (2) byHKImH
MeTa(opsl B pa3IHYHBIX THIIAX JUCKypca. MBI oXapakTepu3yeM COBpEeMEHHBIE PadOThl, 00BEKTOM
KOTOPBIX SABJIAIOTCA YHUBCPCAJIIbHBIC YEPTHI U KPOCC-KYJIbTYPHBIC BapHalliy KOHIICIITYAaJIbHBIX MC-
Tadop, KOMMYHUKATUBHBIH U AUCKYPCUBHBIH acleKTHI Ipoliecca MeTadopHr3alum, B3auMoIeHCTBUE
Pa3IMYHBIX CEMUOTHYECKHX CUCTEM TP MeTa(hOpHUECKOM KOHCTPYHPOBAHUH JIEHCTBUTEIEHOCTH.
Janee MBI 1auM KpaTkuii 0030p UcCiIe0BaHNit aBTOPOB CIIELHAIBHOTO BBIITyCKa, OTMETHM Teope-
THYECKUH U METOJIONIOTMYECKHU BKJIal, @ TAK)KE HOBU3HY KaXXI0W IyOsmKanuy. B 3akimounTenbHOM
4acTH BBOJIHOH CTaThi HAMETHM IEPCIICKTHBBI UCCIIE0BaHUI.

KioueBble ciioBa: memagopa, Ouckypc, yHuBepCaibHOCMb, JUH2E0KYIbINYPHASL 6APUAMUBHOCIIb

Jnsi uATHPOBAHMS:

Zibin A., Solopova O.A. Metaphors across languages, cultures and discourses: A research
agenda. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2024. V. 28. Ne 1. P. 732
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-37837

1. Introduction

In the realm of language, culture and discourse, conceptual metaphors wield
substantial influence as they extend beyond mere linguistic manifestations, firmly
establishing themselves in our long-term memory as cognitive frameworks that
shape our comprehension and the manner in which we conceptualize diverse facets
of reality (see Benczes & Sagvari 2018, Chudinov et al. 2023, Gibbs 2006,
Kovecses 2005, Lakoff & Johnson 1980, Mussolf 2021, Schnell & Ervas 2022,
Sharifian 2014, Sharifian et al. 2008 among others). Doli¢ (2021: 52) characterizes
conceptual metaphor as a remarkable cognitive capacity to discern correspondences
between distinct entities, facilitating a more profound comprehension of one in
relation to another. It is this discernment ability that affords us command over our
linguistic structures, granting us the ability to influence how our meaning is
perceived by others (Thibodeau & Boroditsky 2013).

The far-reaching impact of metaphors has attracted substantial attention across
diverse academic disciplines such as cognitive linguistics, discourse analysis,
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semiotics, grammar, translation and interpretation, historical linguistics and others
(see Chudinov et al. 2020, Goatly 2017, Guan & Sun 2023, Kappelhoff & Miiller
2011, Khalifah & Zibin 2022, Kozlova 2020, Mussolf 2019, Musolff & Zinken
2009, Solopova et al. 2023, Zibin 2022 among others). The interdisciplinary nature
of metaphor research underscores its significance as a dynamic and ever-evolving
field of study. Thus, it has produced a wide array of research that delves into the
effect of culture on metaphor production and interpretation, the function of
metaphor in different types of discourse, metaphorical conceptualization of
emotions, metaphor uses and interpretation in multimodal texts, the role of
metaphor in creating lexical relations, and many more (see Boutet et al. 2016,
Cienki & Miiller 2008, Diaz-Vera & Caballero 2013, Leontovich, Kalinin &
Ignatenko 2023, Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk 2021, Solopova & Kushneruk 2021,
Trim 2015, Zykova 2023 among others).

As we embark on this special issue, we aim to explore the latest trends in
metaphor research and their implications for our changing global society. The
timeliness of our exploration, encompassing various languages, cultures, and an
array of discourses, is underscored not only by the rapid advancements in
technology and communication but also by the necessity of a historical perspective.
On the one hand, the digital age has introduced novel modes of communication,
necessitating a re-examination of metaphors from multiple angles and using new
methods of analysis (see Kdvecses et al. 2019). On the other hand, investigating
how metaphor senses change over time is crucial, especially in the context of our
rapidly evolving technological age. As new concepts emerge and existing ones
evolve, so do the metaphors we use to describe and make sense of them (Allan
2008, Anderson 2017, Diaz-Vera 2015, Geeraerts 2015, Solopova & Chudinov
2018, Trim 2011, Zeng et al. 2021). The retrospective and diachronic study of
metaphors provide a unique opportunity to observe how metaphor senses and
connotations can be influenced by shifts in historical and societal contexts.

In language and culture, metaphors influence not only how we communicate
ideas, express emotions, and shape our identities but also how people perceive
certain issues across different forms of discourse, such as media, politics, legal,
medicine, fiction, humor, and beyond (see Budaev 2017, Charteris-Black 2004,
Gornostaeva 2018, Kondratjeva 2020, Leontovich 2017, Musolff 2016, Ponton
2021, 2023, Solopova & Koshkarova 2021, Sun et al. 2021, Trim 2022, Zibin 2020
among others). Investigating the adaptability and development of metaphors within
these dynamic contexts offers valuable insights into the ever-changing realm of
human expression and communication.

In our special issue, the importance of investigating metaphors across different
languages, cultures and discourses cannot be overstated. In an increasingly
interconnected world, where communication transcends geographical and cultural
confines, understanding how metaphors function across linguistic and cultural
diversity becomes crucial. Metaphors often carry layers of meaning deeply
grounded in cultural contexts, and their interpretation can vary drastically between
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languages and cultures (see Alazazmeh & Zibin 2022, Ervas 2017, Kiose 2023,
Kilyeni & Silaski 2014, Kovecses 2005, Tran 2022 among others). By unravelling
these complex interplays, we gain insights not only into language, culture and
discourse, but also into the dynamics of cross-cultural interaction and the ways in
which metaphorical expressions shape our perceptions.

From historical analysis to the sphere of metaphor power in computational
terms, corpus analysis, political symbolism, cognitive models of emotions,
functions of metaphors in various types of discourse, this collection of papers aims
to offer a comprehensive exploration of the ways metaphor shapes our world. To
this end, it is essential to first establish a theoretical foundation that highlights both
the universal and culturally contingent dimensions of metaphor. Theories and
approaches employed in the relevant literature to analyze functions of metaphor in
different types of discourses are also explored.

2. Metaphor: Universality vs. cultural variation

Metaphor, as conceptualized by Lakoff & Johnson (1980), goes beyond the
boundaries of verbal communication to reside at the heart of human thinking and
cognition. As per the assertions of cognitive linguists regarding metaphor’s
presence in the mind, brain, and body, those acquainted with the perspective
stemming from Lakoff and Johnson’s seminal work, Metaphors We Live By (1980),
often anticipate that what we refer to as “conceptual metaphors” are predominantly
universal. Under Conceptual Metaphor Theory, our understanding of abstract
concepts is often rooted in more concrete, sensorimotor experiences. This cognitive
underpinning of metaphor suggests a universality that transcends linguistic and
cultural boundaries. Thus, it has been argued that the universality of metaphors
arises from shared human experiences and bodily sensations (Gibbs et al. 2004).
Shared metaphorical extensions can show how speakers of different languages rely
on similar cognitive processes to understand and create meaning (Bartsch 2009).

Metaphor is argued to encompass linguistic, conceptual, neural, bodily, and
social dimensions simultaneously (Kdvecses 2005). Metaphor emerges from neural
processes, sensory-motor encounters, the physical constraints of the human body,
and socio-cultural imagination (Kdvecses 2005, Lakoff 1993). This has given rise
to the notion of embodiment which refers to the concept that our physical
experiences and interactions with the world shape our cognitive processes,
including abstract thought and language (Gibbs 2006, Lakoff & Johnson 1999,
Littlemore 2019, Kovecses 2000, Trim 2015).

Yet, work on embodiment (see Alazameh & Zibin 2022, Bila & Ivanova 2020,
Gibbs 2006, Lakoff & Johnson 1999, Sharifian 2017, Yu 2017 among others) has
suggested that embodiment can be grounded in culture and in personal experience.
The embodiment of a source domain within a conceptual metaphor is not an
arbitrary motion; instead, it typically encompasses repeated patterns and mappings
between form and meaning (Cienki & Miiller 2008). This phenomenon extends to
a wide array of verbal concepts, spanning the spectrum from concrete to abstract,
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and often finds expression through gestures, especially metaphoric ones (Cienki &
Miiller 2008). As such, embodiment encompasses a collection of elements derived
from human physiology, which are utilized in the process of conceptualizing
abstract concepts like emotions through the use of metaphors.

Still, different languages, cultures and discourses may emphasize various
components, resulting in metaphor variation. Firstly, it can be suggested that
variation in metaphoric interpretations may stem from differences in experiential
emphasis. This is because individuals residing in diverse geographical and social
environments may be more attuned to specific aspects of their physical experience.
That is, while bodily experiences serve as the universal basis for conceptual systems
and their metaphorical mappings, the conceptual systems themselves are culturally
acquired, transmitted, and mediated (Musolff 2015). As all human beings live in
and through culture, diverse cultural backgrounds persist in influencing
metaphorical language and discourse patterns. Notable examples that showcase
cultural variation in metaphor include the origin of feelings: in the majority of
languages feelings and emotions are usually associated with the heart (for instance,
in English, Russian, Arabic, etc.); conversely, in other languages the liver is
considered the originator of feelings and emotions (for example, in Malay)
(Charteris-Black 2002: 129).

Secondly, the meanings a particular metaphor has are culture-based, society-
based and situation-based, i.e., they are linked to specific cultural and discourse
traditions and depend on a number of situational features. The conceptual
metaphors used, for example, to frame migration exhibit variation reliant upon
societal, historical, and cultural factors. Specifically, the identification of metaphors
portraying migrants as a NATURAL DISASTER has been consistent across diverse
Western contexts, encompassing Australia, Austria, France, Germany, Poland,
Spain, and others (Pickering 2001, El Refaie 2001, van der Valk 2003, Petersson &
Kainz 2017, Montagut & Moragas-Fernandez 2020, among others). Other negative
source domains include INVADERS, CRIMINALS, GUESTS [UNWANTED], WEEDS,
POLLUTANTS, PARASITES, etc. (Taylor 2021). Conversely, despite the existence of
negative metaphors of refugees in different societal and situational contexts, there
is still a positive regard for them. This positive depiction emerges in a Middle-
Eastern context and is portrayed through source domains such as UNIT and
ORGANISM, where both migrants and the host population are perceived as integral
components of a unified entity or parts of the same societal body (Zibin 2020).

Finally, an examination of metaphors from a historical standpoint reveals both
their deeply rooted and conventionalized nature and variations, influenced by
historical epochs, events and social processes (see Anderson 2017, Chudinov et al.
2020, 2023, Diaz Vera 2015, Geeraerts 2015, Solopova et al. 2023, Trim 2011
among others). For instance, the metaphor MIGRANTS AS LIQUID has a historical root
with a prevalence of favourable evaluations in the past, indicating a more positive
perception of people who move. Yet, this metaphor has undergone a notable
transformation in its evaluation over three distinct time periods in the UK (Taylor
2021). Remarkably, the earliest time period exhibited the highest number of
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favourable evaluations, while the most recent time period showed a decline in
favourable assessments. This suggests that a historical perspective is often needed
to explain differences in metaphor interpretation and shifts in societal attitudes.
Consequently, these distinctions can account for the diverse ways people from
different socio-cultural background and historical time periods metaphorically
convey ideas.

3. Metaphor: Its functions in discourse

Metaphor, as a powerful linguistic and persuasive tool, plays a multifaceted
role in various types of discourse. In Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), the
examination of metaphor goes beyond its linguistic function to uncover deeper
layers of meaning and ideology (Charteris-Black 2004, Martin de la Rosa 2023,
Moody & Eslami 2020, Mussolf 2021, Solopova & Kushneruk 2021, Zappetini et
al. 2021, Zibin 2020). It reveals how metaphors are employed to construct and
reinforce particular identities, beliefs, and social hierarchies. Metaphor can serve as
a strategic device in identity construction within discourse, shaping how individuals
or groups position themselves and others. According to Santa Ana (2002: 43),
“neither layperson nor expert is immune from the associative power of an apt and
productive metaphor, since humans think in terms of metaphors”.

The communicative role of a metaphor entails presenting the reader with an
alternative outlook on the subject it addresses. This function is distinct from the
metaphor’s framing function, which is inherent in every conceptual structure
formed through metaphor (Steen 2017). The function of altering perspectives
purposefully redirects the reader’s attention. In such instances, the speaker may
consciously employ a metaphor, whether it is conventionalized or novel, with the
aim of shifting the reader’s viewpoint on the subject in question (Charteris-Black
2011, Chudinov et al. 2020, Kalinin & Ignatenko 2022, Mujagi¢ 2022, Solopova et
al. 2023, Steen 2017, Zibin 2020,). Metaphor often reflects and reinforces the
cultural and ideological perspectives of the discourse’s producers, shedding light
on power dynamics and the manipulation of language for persuasive ends (e.g.,
Fomin & Mona 2019, Ponton 2020, Semenova & Alekseeva 2023, Sun et al. 2021,
Steen 2017). Through imaginative thinking, metaphors can enhance the persuasive
impact of a message by framing issues in a particular light or by evoking emotional
responses (Alnajjar & Altakhaineh 2023, Koptyaeva & Shustrova 2021,
Ozyumenko & Larina 2021, Sporova & Zheltukhina 2022, Zappettini et al. 2021).

Metaphors in political discourse can also be strategic devices for persuasion
and argumentation (Budaev 2017, Charteris-Black 2011, Chudinov et al. 2023,
Kalinin & Ignatenko 2022, Mujagi¢ 2022, van Poppel 2020, 2021, Wagemans
2016, Zappettini et al. 2021). They allow politicians to convey their opinions
indirectly, framing their ideas in a way that resonates with their target audience.
The strategic use of metaphors in political discourse is not arbitrary; it reflects a
deliberate effort to mold public sentiment and sway opinion on these complex and
sensitive issues. By critically examining these metaphors, we gain valuable insights
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into the persuasive tactics employed by political actors, authors and other
stakeholders and the underlying ideologies that shape public discourse.

Moreover, metaphors can possess explanatory power in scenarios related to
complex topics. They provide a bridge between scientific or technical information
and the general public by making abstract concepts more relatable through familiar
concepts and language (Abdel-Raheem & Alkhammash 2022, Augé 2021,
Charteris-Black 2021, Ervas et al. 2022, Silaski & Purovi¢ 2022, Zibin 2022). This
explanatory function of metaphor aids in simplifying complex ideas, making them
more accessible and persuasive to a wider audience, and can influence public
perception and decision-making in areas such as politics, immigration, vaccine
discourse and others (e.g., Flusberg et al. 2017, Nisbet 2009, Schnell & Ervas 2022,
van der Hel et al. 2018). Thus, metaphor in discourse does “not only explain the
situation, but also steer behavioral change” (Abdel-Raheem & Alkhammash 2022:
24). This is also where multimodal metaphor proves influential: it wields significant
power due to its ability to convey complex ideas and evoke emotions through a
combination of sensory experiences and different modes of communication, such
as language, images, gestures, and other non-verbal cues (Cienki & Miiller 2008,
Forceville & Urios-Aparisi 2009, Koptyaeva & Shustrova 2021, Zibin &
Altakhaineh 2023).

4. Outline of contributions to the issue

The special issue focuses on metaphor as a field of study. It presents nine
papers that reflect the diversity and scope of this research area and brings together
a group of scholars from a wide range of theoretical and methodological
backgrounds to explore universal and cross-cultural variation in metaphor usage,
its discursive and communicative aspects, embodied cognition and others. The issue
features the scholars’ efforts in developing, testing, and debating methodologies for
the field, both by extending existing methods, and bringing in novel methodological
approaches.

Two papers highly focus on a peculiar aspect of metaphor in a particular
language. Javier E. Diaz-Vera underscores emotions and temperature as concepts
closely related through embodied processes. He gives a detailed account of how
exactly emotions may be processed in metaphor and metonymy understanding
within a particular source domain. Specifically, employing cognitive semantic
methodology the author scrutinizes the nature of HIGH BODY TEMPERATURE source
domain on the basis of Old English texts. Diaz-Vera highlights that the use of the
metaphorical expressions triggers a number of contrasts. He complements the
growing body of literature on metaphor as the expression of emotions in a unique
way, namely by showing the existence of positively loaded target-source pairings,
explaining their origin and demonstrating the importance of socio-cultural factors
underlying both lexical and conceptual choices made by Old English writers.

Oleg I. Kalinin and Alexander V. Ignatenko propose a new methodology for
identifying metaphor power in Russian texts. They argue that metaphor power can
best be described in computational terms that concretely outline the number of
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metaphors per text (metaphor density index), the ratio of live and trite metaphors
(metaphor intensity index), the ratio among orientational, ontological, and
structural metaphors (functional typology index), and the effects metaphorical
mappings achieve. In their research, the method of metaphor-driven discourse
analysis (MDDA) is combined with a two-stage linguistic experiment to measure
metaphor power in the data reflecting the writer’s opinion and the reader’s response.
The empirical findings in this study provide a new understanding of the correlation
between metaphor power and persuasion and can be further applied to different text
types.

The second theme that emerges out of the contributions to this special issue is
the significance of cultural framing that leads to variation in metaphors across
different countries and cultures. Zoltan Kovecses, Réka Benczes, Anna Rommel
and Veronika Szelid, inspired by cognitive-linguistic work on conceptual
metaphors for emotions, examine ANGER metaphors in three languages: American
English, Hungarian and Russian. The scholars uncover peculiarities of two
approaches applied to quantitative and qualitative investigation of conceptual
metaphors: a lexical approach and a corpus-based approach. Specifically, they
combine a type-based account and a token-based analysis together to show that the
two methods offer complementary, yet different results. The authors argue that a
combined methodology is highly effective in comparative research on metaphor,
which provides future studies with the opportunity to fully grasp the dimensions of
conceptual metaphors in terms of universality and cross-cultural variation.

Another example of how different cultures and unrelated languages utilize a
presumably universal metaphoric concepts is offered by Aseel Zibin, Lama
Khalifah and Abdel Rahman Mitib Altakhaineh. Drawing on the theory of Dynamic
Conceptual Semantics, the paper provides essential anchoring points for
reconstructing the structure of the conceptual domain MADNESS in Jordanian Arabic
and American English. The authors propose that the nature of the conceptual
domain behind the language patterns, involved in mapping new metaphorical senses
of the polysemous complexes, can be pitched at experiential and theoretical levels
of concept formation. Their analysis reveals a densely packed network of
interconnected metaphors in the two languages. This is an important finding
because it directly concerns the issue of universality of metaphorical
conceptualization across different cultures.

Four contributions in the special issue focus on the role of metaphor in several
discourse types. These articles discuss the versatile functions that metaphor can
perform in discourse, which can be scrutinized from different positions. Richard
Trim opens this section with a reflection on the role of symbolism in political debate
and its interaction with conceptual metaphor in the context of the 2022 French
presidency of the European Union and the national presidential election campaign.
The author proposes that the core of political argumentation is based on national
symbols and the conceptual mappings they embody. Trim’s model of figurative
language interpretation, with special attention to personal background, political
context, cultural history, reference, conceptual metaphor and linguistic metaphor,
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allows for analyzing the ways the context shapes symbols, metaphors, and their
understanding within the framework of identity construction. The most important
take-away point here is that extra-linguistic factors play a crucial role in decoding
political symbols and metaphors used to frame them since both hide divergent
pathways for their adequate interpretations.

Nadezda Silaski and Tatjana Purovi¢ turn to metaphor use in Serbian vaccine-
related discourse. The issue has grown in importance in light of recent anti-vaccine
activism, false information and hesitancy regarding vaccination during the COVID-
19 pandemic. Exploring conventional metaphor scenarios: COMBAT, CONTAINER
and MOVEMENT, as the strategies for facilitating and promoting the pro-vaccine
discourse, the authors convincingly show their explanatory potential and provide
evidence that the three metaphor scenarios, their co-occurrence and interplay have
been strategically used by medical experts to simplify scientific concepts to the
general public. The findings highlight the idea that, being a plain model for thinking
about sophisticated phenomena, metaphor gives a fundamentally different feel to
the expert discourse as it strives to reduce its complexity.

Another paper focuses on the issue that has currently become an enduring
feature of many societies. Mersina Mujagi¢’s article offers insight into the ways the
target domain POLITICS is structured in migration media discourse, what functions
the metaphor fulfils and how it expresses underlying mental models and attitudes
towards the problem. The author applies a three-dimensional model of metaphor
analysis to the data of British and Bosnian-Herzegovinian migration discourse,
providing an explicit and systematic study of the metaphor in a comparative
perspective. Mujagi¢ advocates a flexible interpretive approach to metaphor across
three dimensions: those of indirectness, conventionality, and deliberateness. Her
findings are significant in at least two major respects: firstly, the dominance of
indirect metaphors in the two discourses conforms to universals in metaphor use,
secondly, a complete difference in the source domains points to cross-cultural
metaphor variation.

It is only logical that the special issue of the Russian Journal of Linguistics
concludes with a synopsis that familiarizes the reader with current research on
metaphor in Russia (2019-2023). Anatoly P. Chudinov and Elizaveta V. Shustrova
critically reflect upon the key trends and the most prominent results achieved by
Russian scholars who have metaphors and figurative language as their main object
of investigation. The authors’ outline firmly establishes that metaphor studies in
Russia is an interdisciplinary field that encompasses diverse theories, approaches,
and methods. Promising areas of research include exploring target and source
domains in monolingual studies, metaphor universality and variation in
comparative research, metaphor as a trope, roles and functions of metaphor in
different types of texts, discourses, corpora, and polysemiotic communication.

The volume closes with two book reviews, written by Natalia N. Koshkarova
and Veronika V. Katermina, that are in tune with the topics discussed in the special
issue.

5. Conclusion
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The field of metaphor studies is a vibrant and active research community, with
steep progress in an ever-growing set of subfields. Despite more than forty years of
Conceptual Metaphor Theory research (Lakoff & Johnson 1980), novel strategies
that improve upon traditional methods are constantly being reported, as represented
by the papers in the special issue. Our authors introduce new complementary
methodologies to already existing approaches, thereby giving metaphor scholars
the opportunity to tackle theoretical and empirical issues across different
dimensions in metaphor research. The papers show that our field can benefit from
scholars with different methodological expertise collaborating to get better answers
to increasingly complex questions in metaphor studies.

The authors demonstrated the importance of further study of the nature,
meaning, and function of metaphor as well as its use in varieties of languages,
cultures and discourse contexts. The excellent work showcased in this special issue
demonstrates that ‘thought’ on metaphor is highly creative, flexible, and culturally
variable, which motivates us to end this introductory article with a call for more
collaborative work among metaphor scholars of different subdisciplines, theories,
methodologies, and countries.

We hope that this collection broadens our understanding of metaphorical
mechanisms and enriches the debate on their cross-cultural and discoursal
importance.
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1. BeBepeHue

Konnenryanpapie MeTadopbl UTPAIOT BAXKHYIO POJb B S3BIKE, ITUCKYpCE H
KYJIBTYpE, TOCKOJIBKY SIBIISTFOTCS] HE TOJBKO JIMHTBUCTUYECKUM, HO U KOTHUTHBHBIM
(heHOMEHOM, TeMH CTPYKTYpaMH 3HAHUS, KOTOPBIE XPAHATCS B JOJITOBPEMEHHOU
MaMSTH 9eJI0BeKa U POPMHUPYIOT CIIOCOOBI BOCIIPHUATHS M KOHIICTITY aTU3AIHH JCi-
cTBUTEeNBbHOCTH (cM. Benczes & Séagvari 2018, Chudinov et al. 2023, Gibbs 2006,
Kovecses 2005, Lakoff & Johnson 1980, Mussolf 2021, Schnell & Ervas 2022,
Sharifian 2014, Sharifian et al. 2008 u np.). KornenryansHas metadopa npeacra-
JsieT co0Ooi TO3HABATENBHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTh YEJIOBEKA YCTAaHABIMBATH aHAIOTHUU
MEX]ly pa3HbIMHU MOHSATHIMM, YTO CIIOCOOCTBYET OoJjiee rIyOOKOMY TOHUMAHHUIO U
OCMBICIICHHIO OJHOTO TOHATHs depe3 apyroe (Doli¢ 2021: 52). DTta cnocobHOCTH
JaeT BO3MOXKHOCTH aJpecaTy BhIOMpATh ONMpEACNCHHBIC S3bIKOBBIE CTPYKTYPHI H
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BIUSTh HA TO, KaK TPAHCIHPYEMbIE CMBICIBI BOCIPUHUMAIOTCS aIpPECaHTOM
(Thibodeau & Boroditsky 2013).

Teopus meTadopsl pazpabaTbIBacTCs pa3InIHBIMKU 00JaCTSIMU 3HAHUS, CPEAN
HUX rpaMMaTHKa, TUaXpOHUYECKas JMHTBUCTUKA, TEOPUS NIepeBoa U Apyrue (cM.
Chudinov et al. 2020, Goatly 2017, Guan & Sun 2023, Kappelhoff & Miiller 2011,
Khalifah & Zibin 2022, Kozlova 2020, Mussolf 2019, Musolff & Zinken 2009,
Solopova et al. 2023, Zibin 2022 u nip.). BaxxHoit 0coO6eHHOCTBIO MeTadOPOIOTHH
KaK JMHAMUYHOM U MOCTOSIHHO pa3BUBAIOLIEICS 001acTH ABISETCS €€ MEXIUCIHU-
TUTMHAPHBINA XapakTep, YTO MPUBOJUT K MOSIBICHUIO psijia padoT, MpoOIeMaTHKOMI
KOTOPBIX SIBISIIOTCS BIUSHUE KYJIbTYpbl Ha MPOW3BOJCTBO U BOCHPUSTHE MeETa-
¢dopsl, pyHKIMH MeTadopsl B Pa3IMUHBIX TUNAX JAUCKYpPCa, KOHIENTYaTU3allHs
SMOILIMIA, UCTOIb30BaHUE U UHTEpIpeTalns MeTaQopsl B MyJIbTUMOJAIBHOM TEK-
CTe, poiib MeTahopH3aIiK B Pa3BUTHUH JICKCHKO-CEMAHTHYECKON CHCTEMBI SI3bIKA U
ap. (cm. Boutet et al. 2016, Cienki & Miiller 2008, Diaz-Vera & Caballero 2013,
Kovecses 2000, Leontovich, Kalinin & Ignatenko 2023, Lewandowska-
Tomaszczyk 2021, Solopova & Kushneruk 2021, Trim 2015, Zykova 2023 u np.).

Hari BBITTyCK MOCBSIIIIEH COBPEMEHHBIM TEHICHIIUSAM B U3y4eHUU MeTa(ophl U
MIPUKJIATHOM 3HAYMMOCTH TaKUX UCCIIEOBAHUM JIJ1s1 ”HGOPMAIITMOHHOT O 001IECTBA.
Ero akTyanbHOCTh BUIUTCS, BO-TIEPBBIX, B crpeMumeibHoM pazeumuy MHPopMa-
LIMOHHO-KOMMYHHUKAIIMOHHBIX TEXHOJIOTUH B COBPEMEHHOM MHpPE, BO-BTOPHIX, B
HeoOxoauMocTH aHanu3a MeTadopbl B UCTOpHUEcKOW mepcrektuBe. C OIHOM
CTOpPOHBI, MG POBast AMOXa MOBJICKJIA 32 COOO0M MOSBIECHUE HOBBIX CIIOCOOOB KOM-
MYHHKAIIUH, YTO MOTPeOOBAIO MEepeocMbICIIeHUs] peHOMeHa MeTadopbl U UCTIONb-
30BaHMs HOBBIX MeTO/I0B ee aHanu3a (Kovecses et al. 2019). C npyro#t cTOpoHBI, B
YCIIOBUSIX TIOCTOSTHHO MEHSIIOIIIETOCSl MUPa HE MEHEE BAXKHBIM MIPE/ICTABIISETCS U3Y-
YyeHue TUHAMUKH MeTadop U GakTOpoB, 00YCIOBIMBAIOIINX X TpaHCHOPMAITUIO:
C BO3HHKHOBEHMEM HOBBIX M JIBOJIOLMEN CYHIECTBYIOLIUX IOHATHI W SIBJICHUU
W3MEHSIIOTCSI U MeTadopbl, KOTOPbIE HCIONb3YIOTCS IS MX KOHIENTyalu3aluu
Y MHTEpIpeTannu. Pe3ynbTaThl peTPOCTIEKTUBHBIX M JTUAXPOHUYECKUX UCCIIEI0BA-
HUM MeTadopbl MOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO CMBICIIBI U KOHHOTAIIMK MeTadop B LEJIOM Mpe/-
OTIpeNieIeHbl MCTOPUYECKUM M COLMOKYJIBTYpHBIM KOHTekcToM (Allan 2008,
Anderson 2017, Diaz-Vera 2015, Geeraerts 2015, Solopova & Chudinov 2018,
Trim 2011, Zeng et al. 2021).

B s3p1ke 1 KynbType MeTadophl BBHITTONHIIOT pa3HOOOpa3Hbie (DYHKIINH, OKa-
3bIBasi BIUSHUE HA CMBICIIONIOPOKICHUE, BRIPAXKEHUE IMOLIUHI, TIpoIiecc GopMUpo-
BaHHUS UJIEHTUYHOCTH M Ha BOCIIPUSATHE aipEcaToOM TOTO WJIM UHOTO SBJICHUS JeH-
CTBUTEIILHOCTH B Pa3lUYHBIX THIAX JUCKypcCa, BKIIOYAs MEIUNHBIN, MOTUTHYE-
CKHUH, IOPUANYECKUIN, MEIUIIMHCKUN, XY0)KECTBEHHBIN, FOMOPUCTUYECKUN U Ap.
(cm. Budaev 2017, Charteris-Black 2004, Gornostaeva 2018, Kondratjeva 2020,
Leontovich 2017, Musolff 2016, Ponton 2021, 2023, Solopova & Koshkarova
2021, Sun et al. 2021, Trim 2022, Zibin 2020 u np.). U3yuenue ocoOeHHOCTEM
(GbyHKIIMOHUPOBaHMs MeTa(op, TOMUHUPOBAHUS OJHUX MOJENEH Haa JPYyTUMHU U
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UX U3MEHYMBOCTH B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT TUIIA TUCKYpCa CBUIETEIbCTBYET O pa3HO00-
pasuMl W HENPEPHIBHOM pPa3BUTHH CHOCOOOB BBIPAKECHUS MeTahOPUIHOCTH
B PA3JIMYHBIX Chepax KOMMYHHUKAIHH.

Llesp HaMIEroO CHEMATBLHOTO BHIITyCKa — OOCY/IUTh aKTyaJbHBIC TCHCHIIUU B
MCCIIeIOBAaHUH TIPUPOABI META(POPHI U €€ POJIH B KOHIENTyaTU3aI[H OKpY KaroIien
JIHCTBUTEIILHOCTH U KOHCTPYUPOBAHHH CMBICIIOB Ha ()OHE IUPOKOTO JTMHI'BUCTHU-
YeCKOr0, KyJIbTYPHOTO U TUCKYPCHUBHOT'O KOHTEKCTOB. [10CKOIBKY KOMMYHUKAIUS
9acTO HE OTPAaHMYMBACTCS OJIHOW JIMHTBOKYJIBTYpOW W reorpaduyecKuMU TPaHH-
aMH TOCYAapCTBa, 0COOYI0 3HAYMMOCTh NMPHOOPETAIOT TaKHE XapaKTEPUCTUKU
KOHIIETITYaJIbHOM MeTadophl, Kak yHUBEPCATHHOCTh U BapuaTUBHOCTH (Alazazmeh
& Zibin 2022, Ervas 2017, Kiose 2023, Kilyeni & Silaski 2014, Kovecses 2005,
Tran 2022), KOTOpBIE MO3BOJISIFOT MOJIYYUTh IPEACTABICHHUE HE TOIBKO O (DYHKIIH-
OHUpPOBaHMHM MeTadophl B ONPENEICHHBIX S3bIKE, KYJIbTYpe M AMCKypce, HO H
0 JIMHAMUKE MEXKYJIbTYPHOTO B3aUMOJICHCTBHS, O TOM, Kak MeTtadopa popMupyeT
Hallle BOCIIPUATHE IeHCTBUTEIBHOCTH.

B sToM HOMEpe uuTaTeNto MpEeIOKEH Pa3HOACIIEKTHBIA B3Il HA TO, KaK
KOHIIETITyalbHast MeTadopa CTPYKTypUpPYeT Halle BOCIPHUITHE OKPYKAIOIIEro
Mupa. ABTOPBI 00pAIAIOTCs K ITUPOKOMY CIIEKTPY BOIIPOCOB, CPEIH KOTOPHIX:

® PETPOCIEKTUBHBIN aHaIH3 MeTadop;

WHJIEKCHI METaQOPHUIHOCTH;

MeTadopa u CUMBOJT;

MeTadopruyeckast KOHLENTyaTu3aIHs SMOLUH;
KOPITyCHBIE UCCIIeZIOBaHUs MeTadop;

¢byHKIMN MeTadophl B Pa3IUYHBIX TUIIAX JHCKYpCa.

Bce 3Ti BOIIpOCH paccMaTpuBarOTCS B paKypce YHUBEPCAIBHBIX H KYJIBTYPHO
cneun(UIHBIX XapaKTePUCTUK KOHLENTYAIbHBIX MeTadop, a Takke UX PYHKIUH B
pa3IMYHBIX THUIAX JTUCKYPCOB.

2. MeTadopa: yHMBEpPCaNbHOCTb VS IMHIBOKY/IbTYPHAsA BapUaTUBHOCTb

Teopust konuenrtyanpbHO Metadopsl, npemioxenHas k. Jlakopdpom u
M. JIxonconom (Lakoff & Johnson 1980), moctynupyer, uro metadopa sBiseTcs
HE TOJIBKO SI3bIKOBBIM (DEHOMEHOM: OHA JIEKUT B OCHOBE UEJIOBEYECKOTO MBbIIILIe-
HUS ¥ TIO3HAHUS B LEJIOM. ABTOPBI 3TOTO CTaBIIETO KIACCUYECKUM HCCIIETOBAHUS
YTBEPKAAIOT, YTO KOHIENTyalbHble MeTapophl B OOJBIIMHCTBE CBOEM YHUBEp-
canpHbl (TaMm >ke). CorimacHo TeOpUM KOHLENTYaIbHOW MeTadopbl abCTpaKTHbIE
KOHIENThl (QOPMUPYIOTCSI HA OCHOBE CEHCOMOTOPHOTO OIIbITa, YHUBEPCAIHLHOTO
JUIS BCETO YeJIOBEUECTBA HE3aBUCUMO OT S3bIKa M KyJbTypbl. CienoBarenbHoO, BO-
MEePBbIX, YHUBEPCATHHOCTh MEXaHU3MOB MeTadopu3anuu o0yciaoBieHa (u3nde-
CKHUM OIIBITOM B3aWMOJICUCTBHUS YETIOBEKa ¢ OKpykaromuM mupom (Gibbs et al.
2004), BO-BTOPBIX, MeTa)OPUUECKHNE YHUBEPCATUU SIBIISIOTCS CBHIECTEIHCTBOM

18



Aseel Zibin & Olga A. Solopova. 2024. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 7-32

OOIIHOCTH KOTHUTHBHBIX MEXaHU3MOB, 33/I€HICTBOBAaHHBIX MPH MOPOKICHUN METa-
(hopbl U ee UHTEPIPETALIMU U 10 HEKOTOPOU CTENEeHH PeoNPEALIISIONINX 3aKOHO-
MEpPHOCTHU MBIIIICHUS HOCUTENEH pa3innyHbIX s3bIK0B (Bartsch 2009).

[Tponiecc Metadopuzanuu BKIHOYAET SA3BIKOBOM, KOHIIETITYaIbHBIM, HEHPOH-
HBIN, QU3NUECKU U COUMOKYIbTYpHBINH acnekTsl (Kovecses 2005), To ecTh KOH-
LenTyanbHas MeTadopa OCHOBaHA Ha €IMHCTBE HEWPOHHBIX MPOIIECCOB, UyBCTBEH-
HOTO BOCHPUSATHS, TEJIECHOTO OIBITa W COLMOKYJBTYPHBIX MPEACTABICHHMA.
KittoueBbIM MosoxkeHreM TeOprHr BOIUIOIIEHHOTO CO3HAHUs, pa3padaTbhiBaeMoil B
Tpyaax ydensix (Gibbs 2006, Lakoff & Johnson 1999, Littlemore 2019, Kovecses
2000, Trim 2015), siBasieTcst T, 4TO HU3UIECKUN OTBIT B3aUMOJICHCTBUS C MUPOM
orpeieNsieT KOTHUTUBHYIO JAESTeIbHOCTD, BKIIIOUasi a0CTPAaKTHOE MBIIUICHUE U pe-
YEeBYIO JEATEIbHOCTh, TO €CTh OJHMM M3 CHOCOOOB OCMBICIUTH HEPUINUECKUIT
(TICHXOJIOTUYECKUH, COITUANIBHBIN ) OTIBIT SBJISIETCS ONBIT (PU3HUECKUN.

Pa3Butue 3T0i1 TEOpUM MO3BOJIMIO JI0KA3aTh, YTO BOILIOLUIEHHOE TO3HAHUE MO-
’KET OCHOBBIBATHCS HA KYJIBTYPHO 3HAUUMOM M JTHUHOM ornbiTe (Alazameh & Zibin
2022, Bila & Ivanova 2020, Gibbs 2006, Lakoff & Johnson 1999, Sharifian 2017,
Yu 2017). Chepa-ucTOUHUK KOHLIENTYAIbHOU MeTa(opbl HE SABISAETCS CIIydaifHOH,
HampoTUB, OHA BKJIIOYAET IMOBTOPSIOLIUECS MATTEPHbI U B3aUMHBIE MPOEKINH
¢dopwmer u 3HaueHus (Cienki & Miiller 2008). JlaHHOE MMOJI0KEHHUE CITPABEITTNBO HE
TOJILKO JJIs Ipolecca MeTaopHu3alui KOHKPETHBIX U aOCTPaKTHBIX MOHATUN Ha
BepOaIbHOM YPOBHE, HO M JIJIS IPYTHX CEMHUOTHUYECKUX CUCTEM: IPUMEPOM MOTYT
CIy’KUTh MYJbTUMOJAJIbHBIE U KeCcTOBble MeTadoprl. TakuMm o00pa3oM, Teopus
BOIUIOIIIEHHOTO TIO3HAHUs pacCMAaTPHBAET Pa3syM B €ro B3aUMOCBA3SX C (u3nUe-
CKHM TE€JIOM U MIOCTYJIUPYET, 4YTO B OCHOBE MeTapOpHU3alluu aOCTPAKTHBIX MOHATHH,
HaIpuMep, SMOLIUN, JIEKUT SMIIMPUYECKUM OIBIT YEJIOBEKA.

Hecmotps Ha Hanuuue yHHUBEpCANbHBIX XapaKTepUCTHK MeTadopa obiagaet
SPKO BBIPAXEHHBIMU CHEUU(UUECKUMU YepTaMU B KaKIOM S3bIKE, KyJIbType U
nuckypce. BappatuBHOCTh MeTaOphI MOKET OOBICHITHCS OCOOCHHOCTSIMH OIBITA
B3aMMOJICHCTBHS TOTO WJIM HHOTO COOOIECTBA, MPOKHUBAIOIIETO B OMPEAETICHHBIX
reorpa)UueCKUX U COUATBHBIX YCIOBUSIX, C PU3NUECKUMHU 00BEKTaMH OKPYIKar0-
mero Mupa. MOTHBHPOBAHHBIE TEJIECHBIM OIBITOM YeJIOBeKa MeTadopsl
OTMOCPENYIOTCSl KyJIbTYpPOH, KOTOpasi SBIISETCS MEXaHU3MOM, OO0ECIeuHBAIOIIUM
npeeMcTBeHHOCTh MeTadop (Mussolf 2015). Hanpumep, kynbTypHas crienudpuka
MPOSIBIISIETCS. B METAQOPHUECKUX E€IUHUIIAX, BKIIOYAIONINX «OPTaHbl» YyBCTB U
SMOLMI: B OOJBIINHCTBE SA3BIKOB (HAPUMEDP, B aHIJIMHCKOM, PYyCCKOM, apabCcKoM
Y T.J.) OPTaHOM YYBCTB M YMOIIMH SIBIIIETCS CEPIIIE, B IPYTUX s3bIKaX (Hampumep,
B MAJIAiCKOM) UX «HCTOYHHKOM» cunTaeTcs nmeueHb (Charteris-Black 2002: 129).

[ToMuMoO KyIBTYpHOTO KOHTEKCTa, MeTadopuueckas crernuduka MOXXeT ObITh
JIeTEPMUHUPOBAHA CUTYaTHBHBIM, IMCKYPCUBHBIM, MCTOPUYECKMM KOHTEKCTOM.
Hampumep, BapuaTUBHOCTD, 3aBHUCSIAs OT COIMAIBHBIX, HCTOPUUYECKUX U ITHO-
KYJbTYpHBIX (PAKTOPOB, MPOCIEKUBACTCA MPU aHAIU3E KOHIENTYalIbHBIX MeTa-
(b op, UCTIONB3YIOLIUXCSI IPU pENPEe3eHTAIIMA MUTPALIMOHHBIX MTpoleccoB. Tak, B 3a-
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nagHbIX KyJabTypax (ABctpanuu, Asctpun, @pannun, I'epmannn, [onsime, Mena-
HUU U JIp.) MUTPAHTHI, KaK MIPABUIIO, KOHIENTYaIU3UPYIOTCA B HEraTUBHOM KJIIOYE
Kak «ctuxuitHoe Oencteue» (cMm. Pickering 2001, El Refaie 2001, Van der Valk
2003, Petersson & Kainz 2017, Montagut & Moragas-Fernandez 2020 u apyrue),
«3aXBaTUYUKW», «IIPECTYIHUKNY», «(HEXEIAaTeIbHbIE) TOCTUY, «COPHIKNY, «Iapa-
3uth» U 1p. (Teinmop 2021). Tem He MeHee, B IPYTUX COIMOKYJIBTYPHBIX YCIOBHSX,
HECMOTps Ha Haluurue MeTadop ¢ HEraTUBHBIM MOTEHIUAIOM, (PUKCUPYIOTCS TIO-
JIOKUTENBHO OKpalleHHble MeTadopudeckue eauHuibl. Hanpumep, Ha bramkaem
BocToke 06pa3 Murpanta MoJIeIHPyeETCs C UCTIOIb30BAHUEM MEXaHUCTUYECKUX U
¢usnonoruueckux Mmeradop, B paMKax KOTOPBIX MHUTPAHTBHl U IMPUHHUMAIOIIEe
HaceJIeHHE PEeNPE3eHTUPYIOTCS KaK HEOThEeMJIEMbIe KOMIIOHEHTHI €IMHOTO LIEJI0T0
(Zibin 2020).

W3yuenne NCTOpUIECKO JMHAMUKN MeTadop TaKkKe MO3BOJISET, C OHOU CTO-
POHBI, BBISIBUTH UX TIyOOKO YKOPEHMBIIYIOCS KOHBEHLMOHAJIBHYIO MPHUPOAY, C
JPYyToil — CBUAETENHCTBYET O BAPUATUBHOCTH, 00YCIOBICHHOMN BIUSHHEM UCTOPU-
YECKHX AI10X, COOBITHI U coruanbHbIX mporieccoB (cM. Anderson 2017, Chudinov
et al. 2020, 2023, Diaz Vera 2015, Geeraerts 2015, Solopova et al. 2023, Trim 2011
u npyrue). Hanpumep, i KOHIENTyalnu3alM MUTPAHTOB KaK «KHIAKOCTH
HCTOPUYECKH XapaKTepHa MOJOKUTETIbHAs OLIECHOYHOCTh, YKa3bIBaIoIIast Ha 0,100~
putenbHOE Bocmpusitue nepeceneHineB. OnHako B BennkoOpuTaHuu B TeueHUeE
TPEX Pa3InYHbIX UCTOPUYECKHUX MEPHOI0B OILIEHKA, 3aJI0’KEHHAs! B 9TOW KOHLIENITY-
anbHON MeTadope, MpeTeprieBaia 3HAUUTENbHbIE U3MEHEHHS: TI0Ka3aTeNbHO, YTO
JUISL TIEPBOTO XPOHOJIOTHYECKOTO cpe3a ObUIa THIWYHA TOJO0XKHUTEIbHAs KOHHOTA-
us MeTtadopsl, 1)1 TOCIIEIHETO — Mpeo0iIalanne OTpUllaTeabHbIX orleHOK (Taylor
2021). DTO TOBOPUT O TOM, YTO AJIsi OOBSICHEHUS PA3IMUUNA B MHTEPIIPETALIH Me-
Tadop U BOCIPUATUH OKPYXKAIOIIe AeCTBUTEILHOCTH YacTO HEOOX0AUMa HCTO-
puuecKas mepcreKTHBa. Takum o0pa3oM, pa3BUTHE W BAapUATUBHOCTH CHCTEMBI
KOHIENTYyaJbHBIX MeTadop AeTepMHUHHUPOBAHBI MHOKECTBEHHBIMHU (hakTOpamu:
COLIMATTLHBIMHU, KYJIbTYPHBIMH, UICTOPUIECKUMU U UHBIMH.

3. ®yHKUuuKM metadopbl B AUCKYypCe

Meradopa, Oyayudm HIMPOKO BOCTPEOOBAHHBIM CPEACTBOM YOESKICHMS,
BBITIOJIHSET Pa3HOOOpa3Hbie (DYHKIMHM B JHCKYPCHBHBIX KOHTEKCTaxX. B pamkax
KPUTHYECKOTO JHCKYpC-aHalIu3a aKIEHTUPYETCs UAeoJIornuecKas GyHKIUs MeTa-
¢dopel: pors MeTagophl B KOHCTPYHUPOBAHMU HICHTUYHOCTH, KOHCOJIHIAITUH
COL[I/IaHBHOI\/JI COJIMAAPHOCTHU WK, HAIPOTUB, I/IHTeHCI/Iq)I/IKaL[I/II/I COIIMaJIbBHOTO,
ATHUYECKOTO WJIM HHOTO HEPaBEHCTBA, CAMOINIPE3CHTAIMH U (pOopMUpOBaHUH 00pa3a
«apyroro» (Charteris-Black 2004, Martin de la Rosa 2023, Moody & Eslami 2020,
Mussolf 2021, Solopova & Kushneruk 2021, Zappetini et al. 2021, Zibin 2020).
YuutniBas MeTa(bOpI/I‘-IHOCTB YCJIIOBCUYCCKOI'0O MBIINIJICHHUA, HEJIB3d HCAOOLCHUBATDH
«yMecTHYIO 1 3 PexTHBHYIO» MeTaopy Kak MeXaHHW3M BO3JCHCTBHUS Ha ajpecara
(Santa Ana 2002: 43): ona mpeoOpa3yeT CYIIECTBYIOIIYIO B CO3HAHHH aJpecaTa
KapTHHY MHUpa, CTPYKTYPHUPYET 3HAHUS W CO37aeT HOBHIC CMBICIBI, BBI3BIBACT
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OMOIIMH U OIICHKH, YaCTO Mpeiarasi albTepPHATHBHBIN B3TJISA]] HA SIBJICHHSI OKpYXkKa-
IOIIEeN NEHCTBUTEILHOCTH.

Oyukius ¢ppeiMupoBaHus, WM (pperiMHUHTa, KaueCTBEHHO OTIMYACTCS OT
TOTO, YTO TIOHUMAETCS 1o (PEHMOBOI CTPYKTYpOH, CBOMCTBEHHON Ka) 10U KOH-
nentyansHoi MeTadope (Steen 2017). OHa cBsi3aHa ¢ IeJICHANIPABICHHBIM BO3/ICH-
CTBHUEM Ha ajJpecarta U pOpMUPOBAHUEM €TI0 MHEHHUS O IpeAMeTe pedr. B aTom ciry-
yae Metadopa CIyKUT Ui pean3aluyl MparMaTu4eckonl YCTaHOBKU aBTOpa, KO-
TOPBIM UCTIOTIB3YET €€ HAMEPEHHO, YTOOBI U3MEHUTh TOUKY 3pEHUs aapecara, CKop-
PEKTHpOBaTh €ro B3I Ha obcyxaaemyio mpobnemy (Charteris-Black 2011,
Chudinov et al. 2020, Kalinin & Ignatenko 2022, Mujagi¢ 2022, Solopova et al.
2023, Steen 2017, Zibin 2020). Bo3aeiicTByromas cuia meradopsl, ee poib B
yOeXAeHUH aipecaTa 1 MAaHUIYJTUPOBAHUU UM BO MHOT'OM 3aBUCSAT OT KyJIbTYPHBIX
U MJICOJIOTHUECKUX MpeanouTenuii aropa tekcra (Fomin & Mona 2019, Ponton
2020, Semenova & Alekseeva 2023, Sun et al. 2021, Steen 2017). Takum 06pazom,
MeTadopa UHTECHCU(UIUPYET CTENEHb PEYEBOrO BO3JEHCTBHS, PENPE3CHTUPYS
COOBITUS W  SIBICHHUA  OKpYXaromel  JeMCTBUTEIBHOCTH B HYXHOM
a/IpECaHTy KIIIOY€ W BBI3bIBAas AMOIMOHAIBHO-OIIEHOYHBIE PEAKIIMU ayAUTOPHH
(Alnajjar & Altakhaineh 2023, Koptyaeva & Shustrova 2021, Ozyumenko & Larina
2021, Sporova & Zheltukhina 2022, Zappettini et al. 2021).

B nonuTtnyeckoM nuckypce mMeTtadopa BBHIOIHSAET Bce yKazaHHbIE (YHKINH,
COCTaBIIsisi OCHOBY yOexkaeHus, Bo3aeicTBUS W aprymeHTtanuu (Budaev 2017,
Charteris-Black 2011, Chudinov et al. 2023, Kalinin & Ignatenko 2022, Mujagi¢
2022, van Poppel 2020, 2021, Wagemans 2016, Zappettini et al. 2021). B mupe
MOJINTUKU MeTadopa UCTIOIb3yeTCs IeJIEHAPaBIESHHO JIs Tpeo0pa3oBaHus Cylle-
CTBYIOUICH B CO3HAHMU aJipecara MOJIUTUYECKON KapTHHBI MHpa, (opMUpOBaHUS
HE00XO0IMMOT0 aJApPEeCcaHTy SMOIMOHAILHOTO COCTOSHUS, BIMSHUS Ha OOIIECTBEH-
HO€ MHEHHE, CO3/IaHMsI TPEOYIOMIETOCs! OTHOIICHHUS K pAaCCMAaTPUBAEMbIM pealusiM
1 MOOYXACHUS ayTUTOPUH K AecTBusM. Metadopa Takxke MmomMoraeT aBTopy Ie-
penaBaTh HH(OpMAIUIO, KOTOPYIO TOT HE CUUTAET IleNieco00pa3HbIM 0003HAYaTh
MIPH MIOMOIIM MPSIMBIX HOMUHAIUH, YaCTO CIUIa)KUBasi HauboJjee onacHble MOJIUTH-
YeCKHe BbICKa3bIBaHUS, 3aTParuBaloIIye CIIOPHbIE MOJTUTUYECKHE BOIPOCHI.

B nuckypce, TeMaTUKON KOTOPOTO SIBISIOTCS CIIOXHBIE WM CHelU(HUUHBIE
MOHITHSI W SIBJICHUS, HA TIEPBOE MECTO BBIXOJAUT OOBSICHUTENbHAS (DYHKIIHS
MeTtadopsl. OHa SBISETCS KIFOUYOM K TOHUMAHHWIO HAYYHON U TEXHHYECKOU TEPMHU-
HOJIOTUU, PENPE3CHTHPYS CIOXKHBIE W aOCTPaKTHBIE KOHIIETITHI C TOMOIIBIO
M3BECTHBIX U KOHKPETHBIX 00pa3zoB (Abdel-Raheem & Alkhammash 2022, Augé
2021, Charteris-Black 2021, Ervas et al. 2022, Silaski & Durovi¢ 2022, Zibin
2022). OOBsICHUTENBHBIN MOTEHIIHAT MeTadOphl TTO3BOJISET aANTHPOBATH TEKCT,
OpPHEHTUPOBATh €ro Ha OMNPEACICHHOTO ajpecaTa, NEepeAaBaTh «CIOXKHOE» U
«a0CTpaKTHOE» B IOCTYITHOM U MOHATHON (hopMe, UTO OKa3bIBaeT HEIIOCPEICTBEH-
HOE BJIIMSIHHUE KaK Ha ()OPMUPOBAHHUE OOIIECTBEHHOTO MHEHHUS, TaK U HA MPUHSATHE
pelIeHu B TaKUX TUMAX JUCKypca, KaK MOJUTUYECKUM TUCKYypC, UMMUTPAI[MOH-
HBIA TUCKYpC, TUCKYPC BaKIIMHALIUY B yCIOBUSX maHaeMuu u apyrux (Flusberg et

21



Aseel Zibin & Olga A. Solopova. 2024. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 7-32

al. 2017, Nisbet 2009, Schnell & Ervas 2022, van der Hel et al. 2018). 3to roBopur
0 CMocoOHOCTH MeTaopbl «HE TOJBKO OOBSICHATH COOBITHS U SBJICHHS, HO
¥ BJIUATH Ha NoBejieHue aapecata»’ (Abdel-Raheem & Alkhammash 2022: 24).
Ote ke (QYHKIUA TUIOUYHBI U I MYJBTHMOJAIbHOW Metadopsl, chepa-
MUIICHD U cepa-UCTOYHUK KOTOPOH MPEACTABICHBI PA3IMYHBIMUA MOTyCaMH KOM-
MYHHUKAIlMd U CEMHUOTHYECKHMH CHUCTEMaMHU: BepOaJbHBIMH M HEBEpOATbHBIMHU
(m300pakenus, xxectol u ap.) (Cienki 2023, Cienki & Miiller 2008, Forceville &
Urios-Aparisi 2009, Koptyaeva & Shustrova 2021, Zibin & Altakhaineh 2023).

4. KpaTkoe cogep:kaHue BbiNyCKa XXypHana

[IpencraBieHHbIE B CHEIUAIBHOM BBIITYCKE CTAaThU OTPAXKarOT pazHOOOpasue
MOJIXOI0B COBPEMEHHON MeTa(OpOJIOTHH U pacCMaTPUBAIOT psifl C(HOPMYIHUPOBAH-
HBIX BBIIIE KIIOYEBBIX BOMPOCOB. McciaenoBanus UMEIOT pa3Hble aHATUTHYECKHE
(OKYCHI: BOIUIOIIEHHOE MMO3HAHHE, YHUBEPCATIBHOCh U KPOCC-KYJIbTYpHasl Bapua-
TUBHOCTb MeTa(opbl, (PYHKIIMOHUpOBaHHE MeTadopbl B PA3IUYHBIX THIAX
JMCKypca. ABTOpBI 0OpaIaroTcsi K U3y4eHHI0 MeTadopbl Ha MaTepuaie OJHOTOo
A3bIKA UM HECKOJBKUX SI3bIKOB, UCIIONB3YsI Pa3IMYHbIE METOOJIOTHUYECKHE TPUH-
LIUTIBI — KaK CYIIECTBYIOIINE, TAK U HOBATOPCKHE.

JIBe cTaThu BhINTyCKa MOCBSIIEHBI U3YYEHUIO METaQOphl Ha MaTepuasie OJHOTO
sa3bIKka. B mocnenHue gecsatuwiieTHst 60sbloe BHUMaHUE yaensercss metadopuye-
CKOM KOHIIEeNTyalIu3allii SMOLUN B Pa3NUYHBIX KYJbTYpHBIX KOHTEKcTax. B pa-
6ote XaBwep 3. [lnac-Bepa npencraBiieH KOTHUTUBHO-CEMaHTHUECKUH aHAIN3 00-
nactu-uctounuka ‘“high body temperature” («BbICOKasi TeMmIiepaTypa TeJa)
Ha MaTepuae KopIyca JIpeBHEaHTITUICKIX TEKCTOB. ABTOp yOEIUTENbHO JOKa3bI-
BAET, YTO B3aHMOCBS3b MEXKY c(hepoii-MUIIEHBIO «IMOLUU» U c(Hepoi-uCTOUYHU-
KOM $IBJISIETCSI IPUMEpPOM BoluIoueHHoro nozHanus. K.O. Jluac-Bepa ykazbiBaeT
Ha HaJIMYMe HE TOJBKO OTPHIATEIILHO HArpy>KEHHBIX 00pa3oB, 0OYCIOBIECHHBIX
CEeMaHTUKOM Cephl-UCTOUHUKA, HO M Ha CYIIECTBOBAHUE EMHHUIL C TOJIOKUTEIb-
HBIMH KOHHOTaLUSMHU, OOBSICHSSI UX ATUMOJIOTHIO U TIOJYEPKHUBasi BaKHOE 3Haye-
HUE COIMOKYJIBTYPHBIX (PAKTOPOB, JISKAIIMX B OCHOBE KaK JIEKCUYECKOTO, TaK U
KOHIIETITYaJIbHOTO BbIOOpa aBTOpoB (Diaz-Vera 2024).

O.U. Kanuuun n A.B. UrHateHKo paccMaTpuBaIOT HA MaTepuale PyccKoro
A3bIKa BOMPOC B3aMMOCBSA3H MEXY COAEpKaHUEM MeTapOpHUUECcKOro mepeHoca u
BO3MOKHOCTBIO BBISIBJICHHSI PEUEBOTO BO3JIEHCTBHA. ABTOPHI NpeiaraloT HOBBIN
SMIUPUYECKUN METOJ KOMIUIEKCHOTO aHajiu3a MeTaopuyHOCTH JHUCKypca
(MKAM/I), koTOpBIii BKIIOYAET B ce0sl BEIYHCICHUE UHICKCOB METa(h)OPUUHOCTH:
WHJIEKCAa TUIOTHOCTH (KoJn4decTBa MeTaop B TEKCTE), MHIACKCAa MHTCHCHUBHOCTH
(cooTHOIIEHNUS AaBTOPCKUX M CTEPTHIX MeTadop) W HMHIEKCAa (PYHKIHMOHAIBHOM
TUTNOJIOTUU (COOTHOUIEHHS] OPHUEHTALMOHHBIX, OHTOJOTUYECKUX U CTPYKTYPHBIX
Metadop). [Ipu u3yueHHUH B3aUMOCBSI3M (DYHKIIMOHAJILHOTO TOTEHIMATa MeTa-
(opbI ¢ BBIpaXKEHUEM U BOCIIPHUSITHEM aBTOPCKOIO MHEHHSI METOJl KOMIUIEKCHOTO

' 3nech u ganee nepesox nam. OC.
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aHam3a MeTaOPUIHOCTH JIUCKYypCca COUETAETCS C JBYXATAIHBIM JIMHTBHCTHUYE-
CKHM DJKCIIepUMEHTOM. B mepcnektuBe pa3paOOTaHHBIH METOJ MOXKET OBITh
MPUMEHEH K APYTUM THIAM TEKCTOB ISl KOJUYECTBEHHOTO BBISBIICHUS YPOBHS
MeTahOprUYECKOro pedeBoro BO3IEHCTBUS U MOCIeAyIoNei uIeHTUUKALUN THIIA
atoro BozneicTBus (Kalinin & Ignatenko 2024).

Crnenyromiast TemMa, K KOTOpOil 00pamatoTcsi aBTOPhI JAHHOTO BBITyCKa — YHU-
BEpPCAILHOCTh U BapUATHBHOCTH KOHIICTITyallbHOW MeTadopsl. 3ontaH Keseuer,
Pexa bennec, Anna Pommens um Beponuka Cenmun wuccrnenyroT Metadopbl
co cepoii-muiensio «raeB» (anger / dith / gnev) B cormoctaBUTeI-HOM paKypce:
Ha MaTepuaje aMEepUKaHCKOIO aHTJIMHCKOIrO, BEHI'€PCKOTO U PYCCKOTO SI3bIKOB.
KonmuecTBeHHOE M KaueCTBEHHOE M3Yy4YeHHE METa(OpPHKU MPOBOJIUTCS B PyCie
JIBYX MOJIXOJIOB: JIEKCUKOTpa(puuecKoro 1 KOPIMyCHOTo. ABTOPBI MOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO
aHAJIU3 CIIOBAPHBIX J(PUHUIIMIA U KOPITYCHBIX TAHHBIX MPUBOJUT K Pa3IMYHBIM, HO
B3aMMO/JIOTIOHSIOIIUM Pe3yJIbTaTaMU M JIeNaloT BBIBOA O HEOOXOAMMOCTH U
3¢ (HEeKTHBHOCTH HCIONH30BAHMUSI KOMOWHUPOBAHHON METOOJIOTHH [Tl BBISIBIIC-
HUSl YHUBEPCAIbHBIX U KYJIbTYpHO-CcIIeIU(PUUHBIX MeTa(op MpH NPOBEIEHUN KOM-
napatuBHbBIX uccienoBanuii (Kovecses et al. 2024).

Eme oaun npumep Toro, Kak pazHble KyJbTypbl U HEPOJICTBEHHBIE SI3BIKU HC-
MOJIB3YIOT yHHBEpCcajdbHble MeTadOpUUYECKHE KOHIICTTHI, MPEIOKEH B paboTe
Acwunb 3ubun, Jlamer Xanuda u AGaens Paxman Mutn6 Anraxaiine. Onupasich Ha
MOJIOKCHUST TEOPHHM JUHAMUYECKOW KOHIIETITYaJIbHOH CEMaHTHKH, aBTOPHI
MPOBOAAT PEKOHCTPYKIMIO CTPYKTYpbl KOHIENTyaldbHOH o00nactu «0e3ymue»
(bidzannin / mad) Ha wmatepuane HOPAAHCKOTO JHANEKTa apaOCKOTO S3bIKa
Y aMepHKaHCKOTO BapuaHTa aHTJIMICKOTO S3bIKa. YUYEHbIE CUMTAIOT, YTO MPUPOIA
KOHIIENTa, 00bEKTHBUPOBAHHOTO B MeTa(DOPHUECKHUX MATTEPHAX B KAXKIOM HCCIIe-
JlyEMOM $I3bIK€, MOXKET OBITh PACKphITa KaK HAa TEOPETUUYECKOM, TaK U Ha SMITUPH-
4ecKoM ypoBHsX. [IpoBeneHHBIM aHANW3 JOKAa3bIBACT HAIUYUE OJHOTHITHBIX
MeTahOpUYECKUX CMBICIIOB, 3aKPEIUIEHHBIX 332 paccMaTpUBacMOW KOHIENTYaslb-
HOU 00JacThi0 B apaOCKOM W aHTJIMHACKOM SI3bIKaX, YTO SIBJSIETCS €IIe OJHUM
CBUJIETEIILCTBOM YHHMBEPCATbHOCTH MeTadOopUYECKON KOHIENTyalu3aluu B pas-
HBIX SI3BIKaX U KyJbTypax (Zibin et al. 2024).

Tpu ciaenyromux cTaTbU MOCBALIECHBI U3YYEHHUIO posid MeTadopbl B pa3ind-
HBIX TUMaX AUCKypca. ITOT pa3ien OTKphIBaeT craThsi Pudyapaa Tpuma o ponwu mo-
JUTUYECKON CHMBOJIMKH U €€ CMBICIIOBOM B3aUMOJECHCTBUHU C KOHLENTYaJIbHOU Me-
Tadopoi. XpOHOJIOIHYECKHE paMKU UCCIIEAOBAaHMS BKIIOYAIOT MIEPUOJ MpeIceaa-
tenbcTBa @pannmu B CoBere EBpometickoro Coro3a ¥ BBIOOPOB Mpe3UaACHTA
ctpanbl (2022 rox). ABTOpP CUHTAET, YTO PO MOJUTUYECKOW apryMeHTALUU
B IUCKYpCE KOHCTPYUPOBAHUS HAITMOHATLHOW UIEHTUUYHOCTH COCTABIISIOT HALIUO-
HaJbHBIE CHUMBOJBI M CBS3aHHBIE C HUMH KOHIIENITyaJIbHBIE METadOphl. YUEHBIH
npeajgaraeT Mojiesib HHTEPIPETAIMM 00PAa3HOTO SI3bIKa MOJUTUKU, KOTOpask BKIIO-
YaeT CJIeAYIOIINE TapaMeTPhl: TUYHBIN OTBIT, TOJUTUIECKUI KOHTEKCT, UCTOPUKO-
KyJbTYPHBIH KOHTEKCT, pedepeHIInIo, KOHIENTyalIbHYI0 MeTadopy U SI3BIKOBYIO
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MeTadopy. ABTOp MPUXOIUT K BEIBOJLY O TOM, UTO KIIFOUEBYIO POJIb B HHTEPIIPETa-
MU aMOMBAJICHTHBIX IMOJUTUYECKUX CHUMBOJIOB U MeTadop, KOTOpPHIE CTOAT 3a
HUMH, UTPAIOT SKCTpaTuHrBUcTHYeckHe (hakTopsl (Trim 2024).

B ¢okyce Banmanus Hagex b Cunamku v Tatbsab! JPKypoBUY — KOHIIETITY -
asibHbIe MeTaophl B CEPOCKOM JTUCKYpCE, TEMAaTUKOW KOTOPOTO SIBJISETCS BAaKIIU-
Hausl. AKTyaJIbHOCTh UCCIIEJJOBaHMsSI CBSiI3aHAa ¢ OOOCTPEHHMEM AHTHUBAKI[MHHBIX
HACTPOEHUH, paclpoCTpaHEHUEM JIOKHOW HH(POPMALIUU O TIPUBUBKAX U, KaK CIE/-
CTBUE, HEPEIINUTENbHOCThI0O B OTHOIIEHWU BaKUWHAIMU CpPEAN HACEJICHUS
pa3HBIX CTpaH. ABTOPHI U3y4YaroT MeTahOpHUUECKUE CLIEHAPUU «BOHHBD), «KOHTEH-
Hepa» U «IBWKEHHS KaK CTpaTeruu MOMmyJIspru3alii B IPO-BaKIIMHHOM JUCKYpCE,
PaCKpBIBAIOT MX OOBSICHUTENBHBIA MOTEHIHAN U YOEIUTEIbHO JAOKA3hIBAIOT, YTO
peanuzaius Ka>KJoro U3 Ha3BaHHBIX MeTa(hOpPUUECKUX CLIEHAPHUEB MO OTJIEIHHOCTH
Y VX CHHTE3 TI03BOJISIIOT JIOBECTH JIO YUTATENs Y3KOCHEIMAIN3UPOBaHHY IO HH(DOP-
MAaIIMIO B JIOCTYITHOW 1 TOHATHOM opme. [TomyueHHbIe pe3yabTaThl aKIIEHTUPYIOT
CHOCOOHOCTh KOHLIENTYaIbHOM MeTadophl pENpe3eHTHPOBATh CIOXKHBIE U
aOCTpaKTHBIE KOHIICTITHI C MIOMOIIBIO M3BECTHBIX M KOHKPETHBIX 00pa3oB (Silaski
& Purovi¢ 2024).

Cratbst Mepcuabsl MyTsirnd mocBsIeHa mpobieMe, ¢ KOTOpor B MOCTIETHUE
JIECATUIIETUSI CTOJIKHYJINCh MHOTHE €BpPOIEHCKUE CTpaHbl. ABTOpP pacCMaTpHUBaeT
chepy-muIieHp «noautuka» (politics / politika) B tuckypce 0 MUTpaIrfmOHHBIX MPO-
1eccax, BBIABISAET (YHKIMU KOHIENTyadbHOW MeTadopsl, MEHTAJIbHbIE MOJEIH,
JeKalie B ee OCHOBe, U (hopMupyembie 00pa3bl. AHAJIN3 MPOBOJAUTCS B COMOCTA-
BUTEIILHOM AacCIleKTe C MPHUBJICYEHUEM JAaHHBIX MacCc-MEIUHHBIX JHUCKYpPCOB
Bemukobpuranuu u bocauu u ['eprieroBUHBI ¢ UCIIOIB30BAHUEM TPEX KPUTEPHEB:
UMIUTMIUTHOTO (KOCBEHHOT'0) XapakTepa MeTadopbl, KOHBEHIIHOHAILHOCTH MeTa-
(hopudecKkux BBIpAXCHUN W TPEeIHAMEPEHHOCTH ymoTpeOsieHuss metadopsl. Pe-
3yJbTaThl HCCIIEIOBAHUS CBUIETENLCTBYIOT KaK 00 YHHUBEPCAIBHBIX JUIS ABYX JHC-
KypCOB 4epTax, a UMEHHO O JIOMUHHPOBAaHUH HWMIUIMIMTHBIX MeTaop, Tak U O
KpOCC-KYJIbTYPHOIH BapuaTUBHOCTH MeTa(Opbl, MPOSBISAIONICHCS B HECOBIAJCHUN
chep-uctounukoB metadopuueckoit sxkcnancuu (Mujagi¢ 2024)

3aBepIuaeTcst CrenUanbHBIA BBITYCK O030pHOW CTaTbed, MOATOTOBIEHHON
W3BECTHBIMH  POCCHIMCKAM  CIEIHajucTaMd B oOnactu  metadopororuu
A.Il. Yynunoseim u E. B. IllycTpoBoil. ABTOpBI 3HAKOMAT YUTATENSA C COBPEMEH-
HBIMU paboTaMu B 00JIACTH POCCUIICKON MeTadopOoIOTuH, OCHOBHBIMU TE€HICHITH-
SIMM M pe3yJibTaTaMH, MOJy4eHHbIMH YyueHbIMU (2019-2023), u yka3pIBalOT Ha
MEXJAUCHIUIUIMHAPHBIM XapakTep HCCIEA0BaHUN, UHTETPUPYIOMIMX pa3iNyHbIe
TEOPUU U TOAXOMABI U BBHITIOJHEHHBIX HA Pa3HBIX METOJ0JOTHUECKUX OCHOBAHUSX.
K nepcrnekTUBHBIM HaNpaBJIEHUSIM aBTOPBI OTHOCST U3y4YeHHE C(Pephl-UCTOUHUKA U
cepbl-MUIIEHN KOHIIENITYaIbHOM MeTadophl HA MaTepHalie OJJHOTO S3bIKa, BBISB-
JICHHE YHUBEPCAIBHBIX U KYJIbTYPHO-CHEIM(PUUIECKUX 0COOCHHOCTEN MeTa(ophl B
COITOCTAaBUTENILHOM aCIIEKTEe, HCCIIeI0OBaHNE POJIH M GYHKIUN MeTa(opsl B pa3iny-
HBIX THITAX TEKCTOB, JUCKYPCOB, KOPITYCOB H MYJIbTUMOJIATLHOW KOMMYHHKAIIHH
(Chudinov & Shustrova 2024).
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Towm 3aBepmiaercst AByMms peneH3usimu, HanucanubiMu H.H. KomkapoBoit u
B.B. KatepmuHoii, Ha KHUTH, TEMaTHKa KOTOPHIX CO3BY4YHa O00OCYXK/IaeMOMU B CIIe-
IMAJIbHOM BBIITYCKE.

5. 3aknoueHue

CTaThy B CICIMAIBHOM BBIIYCKE SIBJISIOTCS €II€ OJHUM CBHJCTEIBCTBOM
TOTO, YTO MeTad)OpOIOTHSI TPEACTABISCT COOOH MHTCHCHBHO DPa3BHUBAIOIICECS
HalpaBJICHUE COBPEMEHHOHN JTMHIBUCTHKH. McciemoBanue meradopbl HE TepseT
CBOCH aKTyaJlbHOCTH: TEOpUsl KOHLENTyaJdbHOW MeTadopsl, NpeaIoKeHHas
JIx. Jlakodpdom u M. JIrxoHconom Goree copoka et Hazan (Lakoff & Johnson
1980), pa3BuBaeTcs UX MOCIEAOBATEISIMH, IPUPACTasi HOBBIMU pabOTaMH, JOCTH-
KCHUSMH U pe3yJIbTaTaMH. ABTOPHI CIICIIUAILHOTO BBITYCKA CHHTE3UPYIOT CYIIle-
CTBYIOIIIUE METO/IbI, IPEJIaratoT HOBBIC SBPUCTHKHA U METOJIMKH, KOTOPBIE TI03BO-
JSIFOT peliaTh TEOPETUICCKUE U IMITMPHUYECKHUE 3a/1a49H MPH H3YYCHUN PA3TUIHBIX
rpaHeil KOHIENTyalbHOH MeTadophl, YTO BHOBb YKa3bIBa€T Ha HEOOXOJIUMOCTh
KOMILJIEKCHOTO TIOAX0/Ia MTPU UCCIIEJOBAaHHE TAKOTO CIOXKHOTO (heHOMEHa, KaK Me-
tadopa.

Haimm aBTOpBI CUMTAIOT MEPCIIEKTUBHBIM JIANIbHEHIIIeEe H3YYCHUE MPHUPOJIBI,
CMBICIIOB M (DYHKIMI MeTa(opsbl, €e UCIIONIb30BAHUS B PA3IMYHBIX S3bIKAX, KYJIb-
Typax ¥ AUCKypcax. B 1iemnom, paboThl, Ipe/ICTaBICHHBIC B CIICIIMATIBHOM BBITYCKE,
SIBIISIFOTCSI CBUJICTEIILCTBOM TOTO, YTO HUCCIIEIOBATEIBCKAS «MBICITB» 0 MeTadope —
9TO TBOPYECKHU, PAa3HOCTOPOHHHMH W KYJIBTYpHO OOYCIIOBJICHHBIH TpoIiecc,
MOATOMY TO3BOJIMM Ce0¢ 3aKOHUYUTh BCTYIHTEIBHYIO CTAThIO MPUTJIANICHUEM K
B3aMMOJICHCTBHIO M COTPYAHUYECTBY YUYEHBIX Pa3HBIX CTpPaH, HCIIOJIB3YIOIIHX
JUCHUIUIMHAPHBIE W MEXKIUIUCIUIMHAPHBIE  TEOPETUKO-METOJI0JIOTHUCCKUE
OCHOBBI B IIOCTM)KEHHH YIUBUTEIBHBIX M YaCTO HEMPEICKAa3yeMbIX CMBICIOB KOH-
LENTyaJbHBIX MeTadop.

Msl HajeeMcsi, 4TO pabOTHI, MPEACTABICHHBIE B CIICIUAIBHOM BBIMTYCKE,
OyayT criocoOcTBOBaTH Oo0Jiee TITyOOKOMY OCMBICIIEHUIO MEXaHW3Ma MeTadopsl U
€€ POJIH B sI3BIKE, KYJIBTYPE U TUCKYypCE.
bnaropapHocTu

Bnaroz[apHM HaliuxX aBTOPOB, KOTOPBLIC BHCEC/IM BKJIA[J B MOATOTOBKY CHEIMAJIBHOI'O
BBIITYCKa, MOCBSIIEHHOTO MeTadope B S3bIKE, KyJIbType M JUCKYypCe, PELEH3EHTOB 3a
HETIPEIB3ATYI0 M OOBEKTHBHYIO OIIEHKY NPEICTAaBICHHBIX padoT, PeAaKIMOHHYIO KOJIIe-
ruro Russian Journal of Linguistics 3a oka3aHHYI0 ITOMOIIb U TTOAJEPKKY.

References

Abdel-Raheem, Ahmed & Reem Alkhammash. 2022. To get or not to get vaccinated against
COVID-19: Saudi women, vaccine hesitancy, and framing effects. Discourse &
Communication 16 (1). 21-36. https://doi.org/10.1177/17504813211043724

Alazazmeh, Hadeel M. & Aseel Zibin. 2022. The conceptualization of anger through
metaphors, metonymies and metaphtonymies in Jordanian Arabic and English: A
contrastive study. Cognitive Semantics 8 (3). 409—446. https://doi.org/10.1163/23526416-
bjal0037

25



Aseel Zibin & Olga A. Solopova. 2024. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 7-32

Allan, Kathryn. 2008. Metaphor and Metonymy: A Diachronic Approach. Oxford: Wiley
Blackwell. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1360674311000189

Alnajjar, Ayah & Abdel Rahman M. Altakhaineh. 2023. A critical analysis of metaphors used
in Arabic and English cosmetics advertisements. Kervan. International Journal of African
and Asian Studies 27 (1). 171-199. https://doi.org/10.13135/1825-263X/7722

Anderson, Wendy. 2017. Metaphor and  diachronic  variation. In Elena
Semino & Zso6fia Demjén (eds.), The Routledge handbook of metaphor and language,
233-246. Series: Routledge handbooks in linguistics. Routledge.

Augé, Anais. 2021. Ideological and explanatory uses of the COVID-19 AS A WAR metaphor in
science. Review of Cognitive Linguistics 20 (2). 1-39. https://doi.org/10.1075/rcl.00117.aug

Anderson, Wendy. 2017. Metaphor and  diachronic  variation.  In Elena
Semino & Zso6fia Demjén (eds.), The Routledge handbook of metaphor and language,
233-246. Series: Routledge handbooks in linguistics. Routledge.

Bartsch, Renate. 2009. Generating polysemy: Metaphor and metonymy. In René Dirven &
Ralf Porings (eds.), Metaphor and metonymy in comparison and contrast, 49-74.
Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110219197.1.49

Benczes, Réka & Bence Sagvari. 2018. Life is a battlefield: Conceptualizations of life among
Hungarian adults. Society and Economy 40 (4). 571-586. https://doi.org/10.1556/
204.2018.40.4.6

Bila, Magdaléna & Svetlana V. Ivanova. 2020. Language, culture and ideology in discursive
practices. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (2). 219-252. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-
0088-2020-24-2-219-252

Boutet, Dominique, Aliyah Morgenstern & Allan Cienki. 2016. Grammatical aspect and gesture
in French: A kinesiological approach. Russian Journal of Linguistics 20 (3). 132-151.

Budaev, Edward V. 2017. Metaphors of disease in the Russian press. XLingae 10 (2). 30-37.
https://doi.org/10.18355/X1..2017.10.02.03

Charteris-Black, Jonathan. 2002. Second language figurative proficiency: A comparative
study of Malay and English. Applied linguistics 23 (1). 104-133.
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/23.1.104

Charteris-Black, Jonathan. 2004. Corpus Approaches to Critical Metaphor Analysis. London:
Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230000612

Charteris-Black, Johnatan. 2011. Politicians and Rhetoric: The Persuasive Power of Metaphor.
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230501706

Charteris-Black, Jonathan. 2021. Metaphors of Coronavirus: Invisible Enemy or Zombie
Apocalypse? Cham: Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/1 0.1007/978-3-030-85106-4

Chudinov, Anatoly, Edward Budaev & Olga Solopova. 2020. Political Metaphor Studies:
Discursive Turn. Moscow: Flinta.

Chudinov, Anatoly, Edward Budaev & Olga Solopova. 2023. BUA &M 2%: NEI-THEH 7.
Peking: Peking University Press.

Chudinov Anatoly P. & Elizaveta V. Shustrova. 2024. Modern metaphor research in Russia:
Trends, schools and results. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 190-209.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-35070

Cienki, Alan & Cornelia Miiller. 2008. Metaphor, gesture, and thought. In Raymond W. Gibbs
Jr. (ed.), The Cambridge handbook of metaphor and thought, 483-501. Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511816802.029

Diaz-Vera, Javier E. & Rosario Caballero. 2013. Exploring the feeling-emotions continuum
across cultures: Jealousy in English and Spanish. Intercultural Pragmatics 10 (2).
265-294. https://doi.org/10.1515/ip-2013-0012

26



Aseel Zibin & Olga A. Solopova. 2024. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 7-32

Diaz-Vera, Javier E. 2015. Figuration and language history: Universality and variation.
In Javier E. Diaz-Vera (ed.), Metaphor and metonymy across time and cultures:
Perspectives on the sociohistorical linguistics of figurative language, 3—13. Berlin,
Munich, Boston, Walter de Gruyter. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110335453

Diaz-Vera, Javier E. 2024. Old English EMOTION IS TEMPERATURE: Cultural influences
on a universal experience. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 33-54.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-34603

Doli¢, Belkisa. 2021. Ogledi o Jeziku i Rodu. Diskursna, Pragmaticka i Gramaticka Analiza.
Biha¢: Pedagoski fakultet. https://doi.org/10.33669/KJ2021-32-04

El Refaie, Elizabeth. 2001. Metaphors we discriminate by: Naturalized themes in Austrian
newspaper articles about asylum seekers. Journal of Sociolinguistics 5 (3). 352-371.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9481.00154

Ervas, Francesca. 2017. Another metaphor is possible. Challenging social stereotypes in
figurative language comprehension. Reti, Saperi, Linguaggi, Italian Journal of Cognitive
Sciences 1. 79-96. https://doi.org/10.12832/87357

Ervas, Francesca, Pietro Salis, Cristina Sechi & Rachele Fanari. 2022. Exploring metaphor’s
communicative effects in reasoning on vaccination. Frontiers in Psychology
13 (1027733). 1-15. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1027733

Farzad, Sharifian, René Dirven & Ning Yu (eds.). 2008. Culture, Body, and Language:
Conceptualizations of Internal Body Organs across Cultures and Languages. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Fomin, Andrey & Elizaveta Mona. 2019. Conceptual metaphor as a means of terrorist
suggestion (on the material of the Islamic state video messages). Russian Journal of
Linguistics 23 (3). 698—713. https://doi.org/10.22363/2312-9182-2019-23-3-698-713

Forceville, Charles J. & Eduardo Urios-Aparisi. 2009. Multimodal Metaphor. Berlin: Mouton
De Gruyter. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110215366

Flusberg, Stephen. J., Teenie Matlock & Paul H. Thibodeau. 2017. Metaphors for the war
(or race) against climate change. Environmental Communication 11 (6). 769-783.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2017.1289111

Geeraerts, Dirk. 2015. Four guidelines for diachronic metaphor research. In Javier E. Diaz-Vera
(ed.), Metaphor and metonymy across time and cultures: Perspectives on the
sociohistorical linguistics of figurative language, 15-28. Berlin, Miinchen, Boston:
De Gruyter Mouton. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110335453.15

Gibbs, Raymond W. Jr.,, Paula L. C. Lima & Edson Francozo. 2004. Metaphor is
grounded in embodied experience. Journal of Pragmatics 36 (7). 1189-1210.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2003.10.009

Gibbs, Raymond W. Jr. 2006. Embodiment and Cognitive Science. Cambridge University Press.

Goatly, Andrew. 2017. Metaphor and Grammar in the Poetic Representation of Nature.
Russian Journal of Linguistics 21 (1). 48—72. https://doi.org/10.22363/2312-9182-2017-
21-1-48-72

Gornostaeva, Anna. 2018. Ironic Metaphors in Political Discourse. Russian Journal of
Linguistics 22 (1). 108—125. https://doi.org/10.22363/2312-9182-2018-22-1-108-125

Guan, Shaoyang & Yuhua Sun. 2023. Multimodal metaphor and metonymy in political cartoons
as a means of country-image construction. Russian Journal of Linguistics 27 (2). 444-467.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-31664

Kalinin, Oleg I. & Alexander V. Ignatenko. 2022. Comparative analysis of the use of metaphors
in Russian, English and Chinese media texts of informational and influencing nature.
RUDN Journal of Language Studies, Semiotics and Semantics 13 (4). 1062—1082.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2313-2299-2022-13-4-1062-1082

27



Aseel Zibin & Olga A. Solopova. 2024. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 7-32

Kalinin, Oleg I. & Alexander V. Ignatenko. 2024. Metaphor power in the context of the author’s
opinion expression and perception. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 166—189.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-34791

Kappelhoff, Hermann & Cornelia Miiller. 2011. Embodied meaning construction: Multimodal
metaphor and expressive movement in speech, gesture, and feature film. Metaphor and
the Social World 1 (2). 121-153. https://doi.org/10.1075/MSW.1.2.02KAP

Khalifah, Lama & Aseel Zibin. 2022. Arabic-English metaphor translation from a cognitive
linguistic perspective: Evidence from Naguib Mahfuz Midaq Alley and its translated
version. Babel 68 (6). 860—-889. https://doi.org/10.1075/babel.00296.kha

Kilyeni, Annamaria & NadeZda SilaSki. 2014. Beauty and the beast from a cognitive linguistic
perspective: Animal metaphors for women in Serbian and Romanian. Gender Studies
13 (1). 163-178. https://doi.org/10.1515/genst-2015-0012

Kiose, Maria 1. 2023. Mapping models in novel metaphors and their effect on gaze behavior
and default interpretations in native and target languages. Russian Journal of Linguistics
27 (2). 297-315. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-30055

Kondratjeva, Olga N. 2020. A typology of social network users in the metaphorical mirror of
the Russian mass-media. Philological Class 25 (1). 62-72. https://doi.org/10.26170/
FK20-01-06

Koptyaeva, Natalia N & Elizaveta V. Shistrova. 2021. Representation of Jeremy Corbyn in
British political cartoons: Zoomorphic metaphor. Political Linguistics 89. 45-54.
https://doi.org/10.26170/1999- 2629 2021 05 05

Kovecses, Zoltan. 2000. Metaphor and Emotion. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kovecses, Zoltan. 2005. Metaphor in Culture: Universality and Variation. Cambridge
University Press.

Kovecses, Zoltan. 2015. Where Metaphors Come From: Reconsidering Context in Metaphor.
USA: Oxford University Press.

Kovecses, Zoltan. 2020. An extended view of conceptual metaphor theory. Review of Cognitive
Linguistics 18 (1). 112—130. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108859127

Kovecses, Zoltan. 2014. Conceptualizing emotions. A revised cognitive linguistic perspective.
Poznan Studies in Contemporary Linguistics 50 (1). 15-28. https://doi.org/10.1515/psicl-
2014-0002

Kovecses, Zoltan, Ambrus Laura, Hegedlis Daniel, Imai Ren & Anna Sobczak. 2019. The
lexical vs. corpus-based method in the study of metaphors. In Marianna Bolognesi, Mario
Brdar & Kristina S Despot (eds.), Metaphor and metonymy in the digital age: Theory and
methods for building repositories of figurative language, 149-173. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/milcc.8.07kov

Kovecses, Zoltan. 2021. Standard and extended conceptual theory revisited: Some definitional
and taxonomic issues. In Wen Xu & John R. Taylor (eds.), The Routledge handbook of
cognitive linguistics, 191-204. New York: Routledge.

Kovecses, Zoltan, Réka Benczes, Anna Rommel & Veronika Szelid. 2024. Universality versus
variation in the conceptualization of ANGER: A question of methodology. Russian Journal
of Linguistics 28 (1). 55-79. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-34834

Kozlova, Lyubov A. 2020. Metaphor as the refection of culture determined cognition. Russian
Journal of Linguistics 24 (4). 899-925. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2020-24-4-
899-925

Lakoff, George & Mark Johnson. 1980. Metaphors We Live By. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Lakoff, George & Mark Johnson. 1999. Philosophy in the Flesh: The Embodied Mind and Its
Challenge to Western Thought. New Y ork: Basic Books.

28



Aseel Zibin & Olga A. Solopova. 2024. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 7-32

Leontovich, Olga A. 2017. “A mirror in which everyone displays their image”: Identity
construction in Discourse. Russian Journal of Linguistics 21 (2). 247-259.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2312-9182-2017-21-2-247-259

Leontovich, Olga A., Oleg I. Kalinin, & Alexander V. Ignatenko. 2023. Metaphor
power and language typology: Analysis of correlation on the material of the
United Nations Declarations. Training, Language and Culture 7 (2). 21-29.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2521-442X-2023-7-2-21-29

Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk, Barbara. 2021. Comparing languages and cultures:
Parametrization of analytic criteria. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (2). 343-368.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-2-343-368

Littlemore, Jeannette. 2019. Metaphors in the Mind: Sources of Variation in Embodied
Metaphor. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Martin de la Rosa, Victoria. 2023. Taking back control: The role of image schemas in the Brexit
discourse. Russian Journal of Linguistics 27 (2). 276-296. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-
0088-31509

Montagut, Marta & Carlota M. Moragas-Fernandez. 2020. The European refugee crisis
discourse in the Spanish Press: Mapping humanization and dehumanization frames
through metaphors. International Journal of Communication 14. 69-91.

Moody, Stephanie & Zohreh R. Eslami. 2020. Political discourse, code-switching, and
ideology. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (2). 325—343. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-
0088-2020-24-2-325-343

Mujagi¢, Mersina. 2022. The Migration as an Invasion and the Common European House
metaphors in media discourse. ExELL 10 (1). 22-50. https://doi.org/10.2478/exell-2022-
0009

Mujagi¢, Mersina. 2024. POLITICS metaphor in British and Bosnian-Herzegovinian migration
discourse. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 144—165. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-
0088-34534

Musolff, Andreas & Jorg Zinken. 2009. Metaphor and Discourse. Basingstoke/New York:
Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230594647

Musolff, Andreas. 2016. Political Metaphor Analysis: Discourse and Scenarios.
London/Oxford/New York/New Delhi/Sydney: Bloomsbury Publishing Plc.

Musolff, Andreas. 2019. Creativity in Metaphor Interpretation. Russian Journal of Linguistics
23 (1). 23-39. https://doi.org/10.22363/2312-9182-2019-23-1-23-39

Musolff, Andreas. 2021. Hyperbole and emotionalisation — escalation of pragmatic effects of
metaphor and proverb in the Brexit debate. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (3).
628—-644. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-3-628-644

Nisbet, Matthew C. 2009. Communicating climate change: Why frames matter for public
engagement. Environment: Science and Policy for Sustainable Development 51 (2).
12-23. https://doi.org/10.3200/ENVT.51.2.12-23

Ozyumenko, Vladimir I. & Tatiana V. Larina. 2021. Threat and fear: Pragmatic purposes of
emotionalisation in media discourse. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (3). 746-766.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-3-746-766

Pickering, Sharon. 2001. Common sense and original deviancy: News discourses and
asylum seekers in Australia. Journal of Refugee Studies 14 (2). 169-186.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jrs/14.2.169

Ponton, Douglas Mark. 2020. Understanding Political Persuasion: Linguistic and Rhetorical
Analysis. Vernon Press.

Ponton, Douglas M. 2021. “Never in my life have I heard such a load of absolute nonsense.
Wtf.” Political satire on the handling of the COVID-19 crisis. Russian Journal of
Linguistics. 25 (3). 767-788. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-3-767-788

29



Aseel Zibin & Olga A. Solopova. 2024. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 7-32

Ponton, Douglas M. 2023. Narrower or broader ground? The role and function of metaphors in
legal discourse. In John Douthwaite & Ulrike Tabbert (eds.), The Linguistics of Crime,
282-230. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Santa Ana, Otto. 2002. Brown Tide Rising. Austin: University of Texas Press.

Schnell, Zsuzsanna & Francesca Ervas. 2022. Intercultural discussion of conceptual universals
in discourse: Joint online methodology to bring about social change through novel
conceptualizations of Covid-19. Humanities and Social Sciences Communications 9 (1).
215. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-022-01230-4

Semenova Elena M. & Maria L. Alekseyeva 2023. “Argumentative” resources of
metaphorization (on the basis of modern American political media discourse). Political
Linguistics 1. 69-76. https://doi.org/10.26170/1999-2629 2023 01 08

Sharifian, Farzad. 2014. Advances in cultural linguistics. In Masataka Yamaguchi, Dennis Tay
& Benjamin Blount (eds.), Approaches to language, culture, and cognition: The
intersection of cognitive linguistics and linguistic anthropology, 99-123. London:
Palgrave Macmillan UK.

Silaski, Nadezda & Tatjana Purovié. 2022. From an invisible enemy to a football match with
the virus: Adjusting the Covid-19 pandemic metaphors to political agendas in Serbian
public discourse. In Andreas Musolff, Ruth Breeze, Kayo Kondo & Sara Vilar-Lluch
(eds.), Pandemic and crisis discourse: Communicating Covid-19 and public health
strategy, 271-284. London/Oxford/New York/New Delhi/Sydney: Bloomsbury
Academic. https://doi.org/10.5040/9781350232730.ch-015

Silaski, Nadezda &Tatjana Purovi¢. 2024. The explanatory function of metaphor scenario
in the Serbian pro-vaccine discourse. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 123-143.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-34958

Solopova, Olga A. & Anatoly P. Chudinov. 2018. Diachronic analysis of political metaphors
in the British corpus: From Victory Bells to Russia’s V-Day. Russian Journal of
Linguistics 22 (2). 313-337. https://doi.org/10.22363/2312-9182-2018-22-2-313-337

Solopova, Olga A. & Natalya N. Koshkarova. 2021. Religion as source domain
of metaphors in World War II media discourse. Nauchnyi dialog 4. 148-167.
https://doi.org/10.24224/2227-1295-2021-4-148-167

Solopova, Olga A. & Svetlana L. Kushneruk. 2021. War yesterday and today: The image of
Russia in British media discourse. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (3). 723-745.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-3-723-745

Solopova Olga A., Don Nilsen & Alleen Nilsen. 2023. The image of Russia through animal
metaphors: A diachronic case study of American media discourse. Russian Journal of
Linguistics 27 (3). 521-542. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-35048

Soriano, Cristina. 2003. Some anger metaphors in Spanish and English. A contrastive review.
International Journal of English Studies 3 (2). 107-122.

Sporova, Irina P. & Marina R. Zheltukhina 2022. Metaphor as a tool for terbal
manipulation in the genre of political E-mailing. Political Linguistics 6. 110-119.
https://doi.org/10.26170/1999-2629 2022 06 12

Steen, Gerard J. 2017. Deliberate metaphor theory: Basic assumptions, main tenets, urgent
issues. Intercultural Pragmatics 14 (1). 1-24. https://doi.org/10.1515/ip-2017-0001

Sun, Yuhua, Oleg I. Kalinin & Alexander V. Ignatenko. 2021. The use of metaphor power
indices for the analysis of speech impact in political public speeches. Russian Journal of
Linguistics 25 (1). 250-277. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-1-250-277

Taylor, Charlotte. 2021. Metaphors of migration over time. Discourse & Society 32 (4).
463-481. https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926521992156

Thibodeau, Paul H. & Lera Boroditsky. 2013. Natural language metaphors covertly influence
reasoning. PLoS ONE 8 (1). 1-7. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0052961

30



Aseel Zibin & Olga A. Solopova. 2024. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 7-32

Tran, Ba Tien. 2022. Universality vs. cultural specificity of anger metaphors and metonymies
in English and Vietnamese idioms. Russian Journal of Linguistics 26 (1). 74-94.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-24951

Trim, Richard. 2011. Metaphor and the Historical Evolution of Conceptual Mapping. New
York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Trim, Richard. 2015. The interface between synchronic and diachronic conceptual metaphor:
The role of embodiment, culture and semantic field. In Javier E. Diaz-Vera (ed.),
Metaphor and metonymy across time and cultures: Perspectives on the sociohistorical
linguistics of figurative language, 95—122. Berlin, Munich, Boston, Walter de Gruyter
Publ. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110335453

Trim, Richard. 2022. Mapping the Origins of Figurative Language in Comparative Literature.
London: Routledge.

Trim, Richard. 2024. French political symbolism and identity construction. Russian Journal of
Linguistics 28 (1). 102—122. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-34560

van der Hel, Sandra, Lina Hellsten & Gerard Steen. 2018. Tipping points and climate change:
Metaphor between science and the media. Environmental Communication 12 (5).
605-620. https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2017.1410198

van Der Valk, Ineke. 2003. Right-wing parliamentary discourse on immigration in France.
Discourse & Society 14 (3). 309-348. https://doi.org/10.1177/09579265030143004

van Poppel, Lotte. 2020. The relevance of metaphor in argumentation. Uniting pragma-
dialectics and deliberate metaphor theory. Journal of Pragmatics 170. 245-252.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2020.09.007

van Poppel, Lotte. 2021. The study of metaphor in argumentation theory. Argumentation 35.
177-208. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10503-020-09523-1

Wagemans, Jean. 2016. Analysing metaphor in argumentative discourse. Rivista ltaliana di
Filosofia del Linguaggio 2. 79-94. https://doi.org/10.4396/406

Yu, Ning. 2017. Life as opera: A cultural metaphor in Chinese. In Farzad Sharifian (ed.),
Advances in cultural linguistics, 65—87. London: Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
981-10-4056-6_4

Zappettini, Franco, Douglas M. Ponton & Tatiana V. Larina. 2021. Emotionalisation of
contemporary media discourse: A research agenda. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (3).
586-610. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2021-25-3-586-610

Zeng, Winnie H., Christian Burgers & Kathleen Ahrens. 2021. Framing metaphor use over
time: ‘Free economy’ metaphors in Hong Kong political discourse (1997-2017).
Lingua 252. 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2020.102955

Zibin, Aseel & Abdel Rahman M. Altakhaineh. 2023. A blending analysis of metaphors and
metonymies used to depict the deal of the century by Jordanian cartoonists. Language and
Cognition 15 (2). 377-404. https://doi.org/10.1017/langcog.2023.1

Zibin, Aseel. 2020. A corpus-based study of metaphors used to describe Syrian refugees in
Jordanian politico-economic discourse: A critical metaphor analysis approach. Pragmatics
and Society 11 (4). 640—663. https://doi.org/10.1075/ps.17037.zib

Zibin, Aseel. 2022. Monomodal and multimodal metaphors in editorial cartoons on the
coronavirus by Jordanian cartoonists. Linguistics Vanguard 8 (1). 383-398.
https://doi.org/10.1515/lingvan-2021-0047

Zibin, Aseel. 2022. The type and function of metaphors in Jordanian economic discourse:
A critical metaphor analysis approach. Language Sciences 93. 101488.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J. LANGSCI.2022.101488

Zibin, Aseel, Lama Khalifah & Abdel R.M. Altakhaineh. 2024. The role of metaphor in creating
polysemy complexes in Jordanian Arabic and American English. Russian Journal of
Linguistics 28 (1). 80-101. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-34555

31



Aseel Zibin & Olga A. Solopova. 2024. Russian Journal of Linguistics 28 (1). 7-32

Zykova, Irina V. 2023. Linguistic creativity and multimodal tropes in cinematic discourse.
Russian Journal of Linguistics 27 (2). 334-362. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-
33206

Article history:
Received: 10 November 2023
Accepted: 15 December 2023

Bionotes:

Aseel ZIBIN holds PhD in Linguistics, she is Associate Professor of English Language and
Linguistics at the Department of English Language and Literature at the University of
Jordan. Her research focuses on cognitive linguistics, pragmatics, metaphor, and
metonymy. She has published a wide variety of research papers in peer reviewed journals
including Language and Cognition, Metaphor and the Social World, Journal of
Psycholinguistic Research, Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, Pragmatics and
Society among others.

e-mail: a.zabin@ju.edu.jo

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2509-064X

Olga A. SOLOPOVA is Dr Habil. in Philology, Professor at the Department of Linguistics
and Translation at the Institute of Linguistics and International Communications of South
Ural State University (National Research University). Her research interests include
metaphor studies, discourse analysis, and diachronic linguistics.

e-mail: o-solopova@bk.ru

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4170-7267

Caenenusi 00 aBTOpax:

Acunb 3UBHUH umeer nokropckyio creneHb (PhD) mo nuHrBHCTHKE, OHA SIBIISIETCS JH0-
LEHTOM Kadeaphl aHTTIMICKOTO SI3bIKa U JIMHTBUCTUKU (DaKyJIbTeTa aHTJIMHCKOTO S3bIKa U
aurepatypsl Mopaanckoro ynusepcureta. Cdepa ee HaydyHBIX MHTEPECOB BKIIOYAET KO-
THUTHUBHYIO JIMHTBUCTHKY, MPAarMaTUKy, MeTadopy, METOHUMHIO U OBJIAJICHUE BTOPHIM
SI3BIKOM. ABTOp PaboT, OMyOJIMKOBAaHHBIX B BBICOKOPEHTHHTOBBIX JKypHaJIax, CPeH KOTO-
prix Language and Cognition, Metaphor and the Social World, Journal of Psycholinguistic
Research, Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, Pragmatics and Society u np.

e-mail: a.zabin@ju.edu.jo

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2509-064X

Osbra AnekcangpoBHa COJIOINOBA — nokrop ¢mioigorudeckux Hayk, mpodeccop
kageIpbl JIMHTBUCTHKH U MEPEBOJIa MHCTUTYTA JJMHTBHCTHKH W MEXTyHAPOIHBIX KOMMY-
Hukauuit ®I'AOY BO «lOxkHO-Ypanbckuil rocy1apcTBEHHbIN YHUBEPCUTET (HAL[MOHAb-
HBIH MCCIIeN0BaTeNbCKU yHUBepcuTeT)». Chepa ee HaydyHBIX MHTEPECOB: METa(popoIIo-
THsl, JUCKYPCOJIOTHS, TUaXPOHUYECKAast TMHTBUCTHKA.

e-mail: o-solopova@bk.ru

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4170-7267

32





