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Cognitive linguists have finally agreed that metaphorical thought is the result 
of neither nature nor nurture, but a combination of both. Despite the acknowl-
edgment of this dual grounding (Sinha, 1999), cross-linguistic studies address-
ing the significance of cultural factors to form specialised concepts through 
metaphor are still rare. Research is even scarcer when it comes to terminological 
resemblance metaphor. To fill this gap, this paper examines a set of resemblance 
metaphor term pairs in English and Spanish, which had been retrieved from 
a corpus of marine biology texts extracted from academic journals. Based on 
the analysis of these terms, we propose a typology of metaphors which classi-
fies them according to their level of socio-cognitive situatedness. This typology 
shows that: (i) sensorimotor perception and sociocultural factors merge into a 
physical-social experience that shapes scientific knowledge through metaphor, 
and (ii) sociocognitive patterns involved in terminological metaphor formation 
give rise to inter-linguistic variation and commonalities.

Keywords: sociocultural situatedness, resemblance metaphor, marine biology, 
English/Spanish

1. Introduction

The relationship between embodiment and sociocultural aspects has always been 
a subject of debate in Cognitive Linguistics. Embodiment or embodied cogni-
tion entails that human concepts are not just reflections of an external reality, but 
that they are crucially shaped by our sensorimotor system, that is, the morphol-
ogy and physiology of our bodies as well as the functioning of our brains (La-
koff and Johnson, 1999: 22). As a result of this debate, one body of research in 
Cognitive Linguistics approaches metaphor from a purely neurophysiological and 
neurocomputational viewpoint, which involves an emphasis on our biophysical 
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structure. A case in point is Lakoff and co-workers’ Neural Theory of Language,1 
which is being developed in a range of parallel research works (cf. Dodge and 
Lakoff, 2005; Gallese and Lakoff, 2005; Feldman, 2006). This strand downplays 
sociocultural factors involved in (metaphor-induced) embodied conceptualiza-
tion, and focuses on the analysis of metaphor and other cognitive phenomena in 
terms of neural models, neural circuits, axonal firings and parietal-hippocampal 
networks (Rohrer, 2006: 121).

This biophysical reductionism is currently losing ground in favour of the 
second body of research, which highlights the embodied and situated nature of 
metaphor (cf. Gibbs, 1999; Kövecses, 2005, 2006; Yu, 2008). The situated approach 
to cognition claims that the shared biology and fundamental bodily experiences 
that give rise to (metaphorical) thought are essentially determined by embedding 
social, cultural and contextual factors. This second body of research is also advo-
cated by metaphor analysts in neighbouring disciplines, such as cognitive and psy-
chological anthropology (cf. Quinn, 1991; Palmer, 1996; Kimmel, 2008).2 In fact, 
there are studies jointly conducted by cognitive linguists and anthropologists (e.g. 
Kövecses et al., 2002). The point is that many scholars opt for a metaphor descrip-
tion model that integrates both bodily and cultural experiences.

For instance, Quinn (1991: 60) contends that metaphors, far from constituting 
understanding, are ordinarily selected to fit a preexisting and culturally shared 
model. She comes to this conclusion after analysing eight metaphorical categories 
associated with the concept of marriage, which are sharedness, lastingness, mutual 
benefit, compatibility, difficulty, effort, success/failure and risk. For Quinn, these 
categories, instead of being related to marriage, are rather inherent to this concept, 
and reflect cultural values and beliefs about it.

Based on a contrastive study of languages such as English, Hungarian, and 
Spanish, Kövecses (2005) provides evidence of the existence of non-universal met-
aphors. These are motivated by sociocultural factors (including environmental, 
historical, and communicational aspects) and cognitive preferences and styles, in-
cluding processes such as elaboration, focusing, and conventionalisation. Kövec-
ses (2005: 231) concludes that the two types of parameters cannot be separated 
from each other, but rather work jointly.

In his English-Chinese account, Yu (2008) suggests that metaphor, body, and 
culture form a circular triangle relationship (the “Triangle Model”). While concep-
tual metaphors are usually grounded in bodily experiences, cultural practices fil-
ter bodily experiences for specific target domains of conceptual metaphors. Thus, 
cultural models themselves are very often structured by metaphorical thought. 
This is an interesting proposal that closely links bodily experience and cultural 
situatedness.
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2. Metaphor, science and culture

The body-culture mergence has also found its way into science. It is now argued 
that the concrete sociocultural situatedness of individual language agents inev-
itably leads them to employ interpretive conceptualizations that are partial, i.e. 
not shared by all of the members of the “expert” scientific community in ques-
tion (Frank, 2008: 218). Sociocognitive Terminology Theory (Temmerman, 2000; 
2008) pioneered research into the way metaphor models life science knowledge 
as a consequence of the ongoing social, cognitive, and technological advances in 
Western civilisation.

However, studies focusing on the interplay of physiological and cultural pat-
terns have typically shown a preference for non-resemblance metaphors, in other 
words, metaphors that emerge from rich and abstract structures not involving 
physical or behavioural patterns (Lakoff and Turner, 1989: 91). As a consequence, 
resemblance metaphors, which arise because of comparison in physical appear-
ance (typically shape, colour and size) or behaviour, were left more or less out in 
the cold. For example, Larson (2008) elaborates on the biological, cultural, and 
linguistic origin of the war on invasive species within the domain of invasion biol-
ogy, a subdiscipline of conservation biology concerned with strategies to maintain 
biodiversity. Based on three major metaphorical elements, fears of invasion, an 
emphasis on competition, and prevalent militarism, Larson identifies the macro-
metaphors natural landscapes are persons, invasion species are a disease, 
invasion species are human invaders, and examines their historical and cul-
tural bases.

The main reason for this preference is that resemblance metaphor was regard-
ed by Lakoff and others as a fleeting kind of metaphor with an impoverished in-
ner structure (Lakoff, 1987; 1993; Lakoff and Turner, 1989). Grady (1999: 91) also 
highlights the lack of entrenchment of resemblance metaphors: “resemblance is 
not the basis for the sorts of entrenched mappings which prompted the develop-
ment of conceptual metaphor theory”. Consequently, Conceptual Metaphor The-
ory has traditionally limited the treatment of resemblance metaphors to literature 
and poetry within Cognitive Poetics (e.g. Lakoff and Turner, 1989; Lakoff, 1993; 
Stockwell, 2002; Gavins and Steen, 2003).

Fortunately, in recent years there has been a renewed interest in resemblance 
metaphor. Corpus-based research both in general language (Deignan, 2007) and 
specialized discourse (Caballero, 2006 in architecture; Ureña and Faber, 2010 in 
marine biology) shows that resemblance metaphors are well-established, conven-
tional metaphors that arise from enduring and productive patterns of figurative 
thought, and that they are not only subscribed to literature, but also to general and 
specialized language.

© 2011. John Benjamins Publishing Company
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Nevertheless, research offering a systematic approach to the body-culture 
conflation in terminological resemblance metaphor from a cross-linguistic per-
spective is long overdue. The translation-oriented work by Alexiev (2005) opens 
the door to this line of investigation. He carries out a corpus-based contrastive 
analysis of resemblance metaphor terms in Bulgarian, English, and Spanish in the 
fields of mining, geology, civil engineering, and architecture. Alexiev (2005: 36) 
points out that the choice of a target language conceptualisation strategy and a 
subsequent translation technique are determined not only by cognitive, but also 
by language- and culture-specific factors. On this basis, Alexiev (ibid.:108–115) 
establishes a set of culture-experiential parameters which determine the choice of 
the designation, and thereby, the general concept to be exploited in the termino-
logical metaphorisation process.

3. Method

3.1 Justification

This paper sheds light onto the relationship between the physical and the sociocul-
tural underpinnings of terminological resemblance metaphor, an aspect that has 
hardly been researched. For this purpose, this study revises Alexiev’s (2005) pro-
posal, and suggests a typology of culture-induced marine biology metaphors ar-
ranged according to four criteria: culture-specificity, culture-typicality, the angles 
of referent perception, and degree of specificity. We provide empirical evidence 
showing that: (i) body, perception, interaction, and cultural patterns merge into 
a physical-social experience that shapes scientific knowledge through metaphor, 
and (ii) this physical-social experience can give rise to inter-linguistic variation 
and similarities in specialized language.

3.2 Materials and procedure

The framework is a contrastive study between English and Spanish resemblance 
metaphor terms extracted from a bilingual corpus of marine biology academic 
journals. The nature of this corpus ensures the analysis of authentic, naturally oc-
curring data. According to Charteris-Black (2004: 19), corpus evidence helps the 
user to detect cases of inactive conventional metaphors and compensate for the 
arbitrariness of dictionaries.

This corpus is made up of 4,550,190 tokens (2,240,347 tokens in English and 
2,309,863 tokens in Spanish). It is composed of research articles from a wide range 
of academic journals on marine biology, which guarantees representativeness of 
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the field in the analysis of empirical data. The corpus was already used in a previ-
ous research study (Ureña and Faber, 2011), where we present an innovative meth-
odology for the semi-automatic retrieval of resemblance metaphor term pairs in 
English and Spanish. Moreover, the results provided in this article were then re-
vised and refined in Ureña’s (2011) Ph.D. dissertation. Importantly, the terms ana-
lysed here were retrieved by means of the strategies applied in such previous stud-
ies. Our methodology is innovative because it analyses terminological metaphor 
in a naturally-occurring corpus of texts from a cross-linguistic perspective, and 
applies a systematic and time-efficient method of identifying metaphorical terms 
in corpora. Earlier corpus-based studies of terminological metaphor (e.g., Alexiev, 
2005; Caballero, 2006) do not propose a method that integrates all of these as-
pects, and some of them do not even analyse metaphorical terms in discourse, 
but rather isolated instances extracted from specialized dictionaries and glossaries 
(e.g., Alexiev, 2005).

In the first phase of the methodology, the corpus was searched for target do-
main keywords in English and Spanish, such as ‘fish’/pez, ‘sea’/de mar, and ‘crab’/
cangrejo. The great potential of this strategy has been documented by various re-
searchers (cf. Tissari, 2003; Stefanowitsch, 2006), but never applied to scientific 
texts. Secondly, a search was made for a set of lexical markers that are typical 
of scientific discourse. These markers include phrases such as ‘known as’ and 
conocido/a como, and importantly, taxonomic designations, which are standard 
Latin names written in italics (e.g. Portunus pelagicus) and used by all scientists 
around the world. Taxonomic designations were important for resemblance meta-
phor detection and interlinguistic term pairs because they turned out to co-occur 
with their corresponding (metaphorical) common names. Besides being quicker 
and more effective than manual searching, the combination of both these search 
strategies was found to successfully retrieve metaphors, also providing interlin-
guistic information regarding terminological metaphor. A manual tagging system 
was also applied that further exploited such lexical markers, and helped to identify 
other metaphorical terms (cf. Ureña, 2011 for specific details about this system). 
The tagging system was effective since it provided a quantitative account of meta-
phor in English and Spanish.

The set of interlinguistic terminological metaphor pairs retrieved from the 
corpus was analysed from an intercultural perspective following a bottom-up pro-
cedure. We contrasted the data and established situatedness criteria by drawing 
on assumptions from social psychology, cognitive anthropology and cognitive se-
mantics. The tagging procedure allowed us to obtain the numerical distribution of 
the analysed terms across the metaphor categories derived from the situatedness 
criteria.

© 2011. John Benjamins Publishing Company
All rights reserved



 Situated metaphor in scientific discourse 221

In sum, the methodology presented by Ureña (2011) and Ureña and Faber 
(2011) to efficiently identify English-Spanish metaphor term pairs from a corpus 
was devised with a view to improving Ureña and Faber (2010), which is an in-
trospective study of the bodily basis of marine biology conceptual metaphor car-
ried out from a monolingual (English) perspective. This aim has been achieved by 
the present work because the strategies proposed by Ureña (2011) and Ureña and 
Faber (2011) allowed us to gain further insights into the theoretical implications of 
terminological metaphor from an interlinguistic perspective. As the present study 
shows, these insights concern the way socio-cultural factors crucially constrain 
the conceptualisation of sea creatures through metaphor in English and Spanish.

4. Results and discussion

The results show that socio-cultural factors more often than not lead English 
and Spanish to conceptualise and designate marine organisms in different ways 
through metaphor (interlinguistic variation). Interestingly, the results also show 
that socio-cultural factors can also bring English and Spanish together.

The strategies used to identify interlinguistic resemblance metaphor term 
pairs in the marine biology corpus yielded a total of 104 pairs, out of which 42 
were relevant to our research because of their socio-cultural basis. Some of these 
pairs are given as examples and described in Subsections 4.1 and 4.2.

4.1 Situated metaphor and inter-linguistic variation

In Social Psychology, and more specifically, in Social Identity Theory,3 social iden-
tity is defined as “that part of an individual’s self-concept which derives from his 
knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groups) together with the value 
and emotional significance attached to that membership” (Tajfel, 1978: 63). The 
possibility of membership in more than one group sanctions the assumption of a 
layered sociocultural structure, which presupposes generic and ingroup patterns. 
The notion of ingroup membership is envisaged in the definition of human cogni-
tion as a joint product of many people working over many years, combining and 
accumulating skills and knowledge (Tomasello, 2000: 357). On this basis, scientific 
perception and conception are contingent on the divergent groups of experts who 
industriously work to obtain sound knowledge about the entities and phenomena 
under examination. For this reason, scientific knowledge can be regarded as situ-
ated. Accordingly, while English-language and Spanish-language marine biolo-
gists share a broad social cognition model — i.e. they belong to the same sphere of 
civilisation (Kövecses, 2005: 68) — they constitute separate communities of scien-
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tists, who have their own self-group schemas impinging on universal sensorimo-
tor experiences.

The next subsections provide an analysis of English-Spanish term pairs show-
ing that metaphorical thought plays a major role in this impingement. One of the 
few scholars addressing this issue is Alexiev (2005), who suggests a set of culture-
experiential parameters in the field of architecture and civil engineering. We re-
view his proposal, and suggest a typology of resemblance metaphors according 
to their level of socio-cognitive situatedness. This typology distinguishes between 
culture-specificity, culture-typicality, unconstrained angles of referent perception, 
and degree of specificity.

4.1.1 First level of situatedness: Culture-specificity
The incidence of culture in the conceptualisation of specialized referents can give 
rise to evident cross-linguistic differences. Alexiev (2005: 91,109) speaks of degree 
of cultural typicality, making a distinction between culture-specific and culture-ex-
periential parameters that prompt such cross-linguistic differences. He states that 
a culture-specific metaphor results from a culture-specific (unique/realia) concept 
mapping, whereas a culture-experiential metaphor entails a concept-onto-concept 
mapping in one language which cannot be proved to affect the other one.

We agree with this distinction, but, in our view, the representative examples 
proposed by Alexiev to flesh out such distinction need revising. For instance, in 
his corpus, Alexiev (2005: 114) finds the English-Bulgarian mining equivalents 
‘bootleg’/гърне, which refer to the portion of shothole after a blast has been fired. 
Regarding the English term, Alexiev explains that the original sense of the word 
‘bootleg’, “upper part of a boot”, can only be found in some American English 
dictionaries and not in major British ones, which only define the noun ‘bootleg’ as 
“something hidden, especially smuggled liquor”. For this reason, ‘bootleg’ should 
be regarded as culture-specific (Alexiev, 2005: 114). In the first place, Alexiev does 
not clarify the metaphorical relationship between the boot-part sense and the 
mining domain sense. When we looked into the issue, we discovered that the term 
‘bootleg’ designates “a hole, shaped somewhat like the leg of a boot, caused by a blast 
that has failed to shatter the rock properly” (McGraw-Hill Dictionary of Scientific 
and Technical Terms). Thus, this is an evident case of resemblance in shape.

Secondly, in this case, Alexiev considered the concept of cultural specificity 
from an intralinguistic perspective. One sense of a word, which is the one giv-
ing rise to the terminological metaphor, is only recognised in American English, 
not in British English. This is thus a case of intralingual variation. Evidently, this 
variation is not the reason why English-language experts use a different metaphor 
from those used by Spanish and Bulgarian experts to designate a shothole after a 
blast. Indeed, boots, the source domain of the English metaphor, are not unique 
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to American culture, but also exist in Spanish-language countries, in Bulgaria, 
and in most of the world. In other words, the comparison between the shape of 
a boot and that of a hole after a blast could very well have been made by Spanish 
and Bulgarian mining specialists as well. In our opinion, the bootleg metaphor is 
an instance of metaphor based on the angle from which the expert perceives the 
domain-specific referent (see Subsection 4.1.3).

This research study targets culture-specific metaphors that arise from an inter-
linguistic, (rather than an intralinguistic) analysis. In this regard, a culture-specific 
metaphor can belong to one of three categories:

– A metaphor emerges because it has both a culturally unique source domain 
and a culturally unique target domain. This is the least common category. A 
good example is given by Kövecses (2005: 86), who explains that it was com-
mon for the slaves escaping from the South to the North in the United States 
in the first half of the 19th century to think of this escape as a secret train ride. 
The target domain, which is the secret escape, is unique to the United States 
in the first half of the 19th century. The source domain, which is the train ride 
from South to North, is also unique because it entails a novel blend of railroad 
rides and underground activities;

– A metaphor arises because the source-domain concept is solely found in the 
expert community where such concept occurs. For instance, the Spanish term 
ochavo refers to a fish that is compared to an ochavo, a coin (source-domain 
concept) that was exclusively used in Spain during a specific time span. This 
example is explained in detail further below in this subsection;

– A metaphor arises because the source-domain concept, which is exclusive of 
one broader expert community, is only used by a cultural subgroup of such 
community. An example is ‘devil ray’, which is used by English-language ex-
perts, but not by Spanish-language experts. This example is explained in detail 
further below in this subsection.

The existence of boots across different languages and cultures is what makes boot-
leg unsuitable for the first and second types, and obviously, for the third type too.

Concerning the Bulgarian term гърне, Alexiev affirms that this is an exam-
ple of metaphor with a high degree of cultural typicality. Literally, гърне refers to 
the traditional cooking pot for the national Bulgarian bean stew dish (Alexiev, 
2005: 114). There is thus a comparison in shape between the hole in the ground 
and the Bulgarian pot. In our view, this is not a case of metaphor based on cultural 
typicality, but rather a case of culture-specific metaphor since the source-domain 
concept exclusively belongs to Bulgarian gastronomic culture. Therefore, the term 
гърне fits the profile of the second type of our subtypology of culture-specific met-
aphors.
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We found no empirical evidence of culture-specific resemblance metaphors 
belonging to the first type in the marine biology corpus. In what follows in this 
subsection we will discuss resemblance metaphors belonging to the second and 
third types.

Let us first focus on metaphors arising because the source-domain concept is 
unique to an expert community. It should be highlighted that only three metaphors 
out of the 42 pairs (84 terms) retrieved from the corpus belong to this category. 
One of these metaphors is the Spanish term ochavo (Capros aper). It designates 
a fish with a roundish shape (see picture in Appendix). This shape prompts the 
comparison between the fish and an ochavo (no literal translation into English), 
the coin used from the reign of the Spanish king Philip III until the 19th century 
(Diccionario de la Real Academia Española). ‘Boarfish’, the English equivalent, is 
not culturally marked. The fish receives this name because of its projecting snout 
and bright red/orange colouring. Both languages rely on the same sensory mode 
(visual perception), and the same motivation for metaphorical transfer (shape). 
However, restrictive sociocultural factors bias the conceptualisation of the special-
ized referent in Spanish. Moreover, the Spanish term lacks the metaphorical mo-
tivation of colour, which does operate in the English unit. This is a clear example 
of how interaction with entities (in this case, objects, but also dwellings, people, 
fauna, and flora) exclusive of a physical environment during a specific historical 
period critically constrains visual perception, a physiological capacity common to 
human beings.

Another example is the term cangrejo moro [literally, “Moorish crab”], which 
designates the crab species, Grapsus grapsus. A Moor is “one of the Muslims who 
invaded Spain in the 8th century and established a civilisation in Andalusia that 
lasted until the late 15th century” (The American Heritage® Dictionary of the Eng-
lish Language and Diccionario de la Real Academia Española). Thus, this concept 
is specifically associated with Spanish culture and history. The dark skin of the 
Moors is compared with the black colour of the shell of young crabs of the Grapsus 
grapsus species (see picture in Appendix). In contrast, the English equivalent, ‘sal-
ly lightfoot crab’, is not culturally motivated. It refers to this crab’s extraordinary 
speed along vertical rock walls and its uncanny ability to hide away in crevices to 
escape predation by rapacious birds, and pursue any smaller animals in the im-
mediate vicinity.

From a psycholinguistic perspective, the question of whether marine biolo-
gists really process figurative domain-specific terms metaphorically ties in with 
Shafarian’s (2008: 118) claim that cultural conceptualizations are heterogeneously 
distributed across the minds in a cultural group, and consequently, there are con-
cepts that are not equally imprinted on the mind of each member at a given point 
in time. There is thus evidence of intra-group diversity in cultural knowledge (cf. 
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Borofsky, 1994 for a detailed account of such diversity). In marine biology, ochavo 
is a very specific concept that is no longer used in everyday communication. If 
most laymen do not know the meaning of the word ochavo, there is no way that 
they can process the marine biology concept metaphorically. As far as specialists 
are concerned, they may fail to recognise that their technical terms have a meta-
phorical basis because their basic meanings are never used anymore, or at least not 
within that register (Steen, 2007: 94). Nevertheless, experts tend to find out about 
the metaphorical motivation of an organism’s common name because it presum-
ably has the effect of facilitating the retrieval of the animal’s mental image more 
quickly than the Latin taxonomic designation. In this case, we can speak of situ-
ated yet distributed cognition in the marine biology domain.

Let us now focus on the third type of culture-specific metaphor, that is, meta-
phors that are exclusive of a cultural subgroup within a broader expert community. 
Only two cases were identified in the marine biology corpus. As previously stated, 
a sociocultural context is a layered structure which includes different subcontexts. 
Accordingly, although English-language and Spanish-language marine biologists 
belong to different subcultural backgrounds, they all form part of a broader social 
frame, which entails the sharing of a particular set of values, habits, and cognitive 
standpoints. The combination of such sharing and the common structural and 
functional basics of the human brain — what Lakoff (1987: 267) calls “collective 
biological capacities” — results in an extensive body of English-Spanish term pairs 
whose constituents have the same metaphorical motivation. An example is the 
pair ‘manta ray’/mantarraya, which will be explained further below in this subsec-
tion (cf. Ureña, 2011 for more interlinguistic pairs of this nature).

Nevertheless, on some occasions, a concept characteristic of such a broad so-
cial group of specialists is exclusively used by one cultural subgroup to metaphori-
cally designate a specialized concept (third type of culture-specific metaphors in 
our classification). A representative example extracted from our corpus is the pair 
‘blue manna crab’4/jaiba azul [“blue jaiba” (an untranslatable word into English)] 
(Portunus pelagicus). The metaphor ‘blue manna crab’ is grounded in colour and 
shape. The white spots on the blue shell of males of the species are compared to 
manna, snowflake-like food which, according to the Bible, was eaten by the Israel-
ites in the wilderness during their flight from Egypt (see picture in Appendix). The 
source domain concept, manna, is one of the religious beliefs of Christianity. As a 
matter of fact, this species is abundant off the coasts of East Asian countries (Potter 
et al., 1983), where it is known as ‘flower crab’ because the concept of ‘manna’ does 
not exist there. Unlike English-language experts, Spanish-language experts, who 
largely share traditions and sociocultural values with English-language experts in 
Western civilisation, do not use the manna metaphor, but simply call this crab 
jaiba azul, which is a non-figurative name.
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The other example is the English term ‘devil ray’. This term designates all of 
the members of the genus Mobula. They are called ‘devil rays’ because of the shape 
of their cephalic fins, which protrude from their heads as if they were horns, thus 
giving these rays a diabolical appearance (see picture in Appendix). Another met-
aphorical motivation is their intimidating size. The feeling that their abnormal 
bodies generates in humans is compared to the fear caused by the image of the 
devil. Although the devil is a salient concept in Christian religion, and thus, shared 
by English and Spanish subcultures, Spanish-language biologists do not use it to 
refer to the individuals of the genus Mobula. They simply use the taxonomic des-
ignation or, if they wish to be more specific, they use the (metaphorical) common 
names associated with each of the ray species of Mobula.

For instance, they call the species Mobula hypostoma manta raya (or mantar-
raya). The English equivalent is ‘manta ray’, which means that both interlinguistic 
terms are based on the same two metaphors. Firstly, the word ‘manta’ literally re-
fers to “a rough-textured cotton fabric or blanket made and used in Spanish Amer-
ica and the southwest United States” (The American Heritage® Dictionary of the 
English Language). The metaphorical motivation is shape because of the extensive 
flattened body of the fish designated. This metaphor clearly shows the strong so-
cial cognitive bonds between English and Spanish, particularly in contexts where 
both languages are in contact because of geographical proximity. Secondly, the 
metaphorical motivation of raya, which literally translates as “line” or “stripe” into 
English, is transparent in Spanish because the fish is flat and long in shape. The 
metaphorical motivation of ray depends on the etymology of this term, which 
stems from Latin raia, which means “line”.

By adding up all cases of culture-specific metaphors found in the corpus, we 
obtained a total number of five metaphors (two in English and three in Spanish) 
which belong to this category.

4.1.2 Second level of situatedness: Culture-typicality
As previously explained, Alexiev (2005: 109) argues for the degree of cultural typi-
cality of the general concept giving rise to the metaphorical concept. We agree 
with him that the more prototypical a referent is in a linguistic community, or the 
more frequently it is experienced, the more likely it will be for such a referent to 
take part in metaphorisation processes.

We retrieved resemblance metaphor terms from the corpus that feature con-
cepts typical, though not exclusive, of their corresponding community of speakers. 
Specifically, nine terms (four in English and five in Spanish) fit in this category. 
One of them is the English term ‘cookie-cutter shark’ (Isistius brasiliensis), a meta-
phor arising from the comparison between the cookie-shaped plugs of flesh ex-
tracted by the shark from its prey and the actual shape rendered by a cookie-cutter 
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on cookie dough. Cookie-cutters are particularly prominent utensils in the Eng-
lish world, but not in the Spanish one. Evidence of this is that Spanish-language 
experts refer to this shark as tiburón cigarro (“cigarette shark”) because of its thin, 
elongated shape and the dark, collar-like mark around the base of its head, which 
resembles the tip of the cigarette (see picture in Appendix). The interaction with, 
or in this case, the manipulation of an artifact typical of a particular community is 
the main factor causing the interlinguistic variation.

The corpus also provided Spanish terms arising from culture-typical patterns, 
which give rise to interlinguistic differences. The metaphor torito [“little bull”] 
emerges because of the comparison between the big head and mouth as well as 
the bulging eyes of the fish designated by it and those of a bull (see picture in Ap-
pendix). Curiously enough, its scientific name, Bovichtus, does not refer to a bull 
but to a cow since this name derives from Greek bous (“cow”) and ichtys (“fish”). 
This may be considered to be irrelevant because the heads of bulls and cows are 
morphologically alike (except for bulls’ horns). However, the influential symbolic 
status of bulls in Spanish culture biased the designation. In contrast, English-lan-
guage experts use the neutral metaphor ‘thornfish’ because of the thin, elongated 
body of the fish. Again, both languages rely on visual perception to focus on physi-
cal appearance. However, sociocultural factors operating on one of the languages 
result in the interlinguistic difference.

The Spanish term castañeta (Chromis crusma) is a borderline case. This fish 
receives its name because of its roundish shape resembling a castanet, which is a 
common Spanish musical instrument (see picture in Appendix). Castanets were 
invented and spread along the Mediterranean coast by the Phoenicians. They are 
especially popular in Spain, and have even become a national instrument. For this 
reason, while castanets are typical though non-exclusive of Spain, the metaphor 
castañeta is very close to being culture-specific. The English term for castañeta 
is “damselfish”, whose bright colours are compared with the beauty and charm of 
a damsel (in fact, the taxonomic name Chromis stems from the Greek chroma, 
meaning “colour”). Although both languages draw on passive perception to meta-
phorically conceptualize the referent, they have different motivations.

Finally, it may also occur that an element typical of a cultural group becomes 
particularly salient to outsiders, whereas the members of the in-group view such 
element as so common to their cultural cognition that its relevance passes unno-
ticed (Shafarian, 2008: 118). Curiously enough, those who come from outside the 
cultural group are drawn to this element, and use it for complex conceptualization 
strategies. In the marine biology corpus, we found the interlinguistic pair ‘olive 
ridley turtle’/tortuga golfina. The English name refers to the olive green shell of this 
turtle (see picture in Appendix). Although olives are obviously cultivated in oth-
er places, they are native to the Mediterranean region, and of major agricultural 

© 2011. John Benjamins Publishing Company
All rights reserved



228 José Manuel Ureña and Maribel Tercedor

importance as the source of olive oil, especially in Spain. The taxonomic desig-
nation of this animal, Lepidochelys olivacea, also clearly shows its metaphorical 
motivation. Paradoxically, and despite the taxonomic reference, Spanish-language 
experts do not use the olive metaphor to refer to the turtle. As a matter of fact, they 
do not even use a metaphor. They simply call it tortuga golfina, literally “gulf turtle”.

4.1.3 Third level of situatedness: Unconstrained angles of referent perception
Alexiev (2005: 108) states that the selection of a domain-specific referent designa-
tion is determined by the angle of referent perception, and that this angle is con-
tingent on the experience of the metaphor designator in the particular culture. As 
a result, scientists, researchers and technologists belonging to different linguistic 
communities often select different domain-specific referent designations associ-
ated with different metaphors. Although this is doubtless true, the experience of 
the particular culture as well as the angle of special referent perception (Alexiev, 
ibid.) are too general notions, and thus, need greater specification.

Empirical evidence provided in this study shows that the incidence of culture 
on specialized concept formation is gradable. We propose a scale of situatedness 
with the following levels:

– Metaphors motivated by exclusively cultural factors;
– Metaphors emerging from typically cultural factors;
– Metaphors determined by factors that, though neutral or equally familiar to 

experts from different communities, were used by the designator to coin the 
metaphor.

As with the first two types of situated metaphors, the locus of the metaphori-
cal conceptualization in the third type is first individual. It then spreads among 
the group members through the dynamics of group interactions, and as a re-
sult, the metaphor is no longer reduced to individual representations (Shafarian, 
2008: 119). In the third type of situated metaphor, however, the initially individual 
conceptualization is not determined by exclusive or typically salient sociocultural 
patterns, but simply by an expert’s choice based on his/her unconstrained angle 
of perception of the domain-specific referent. The created term is eventually as-
sumed by the scientific community that the expert belongs to because of peer pres-
sure and group membership (Kristiansen, 2008: 412). Since the entrenchment of 
the metaphor only takes place in a particular community, we can speak of situated 
metaphor, thus giving rise to cross-cultural and cross-linguistic variation.

Experts from different linguistic communities can use either the same or dif-
ferent angles of domain-specific referent perception. When marine biology ex-
perts from different language communities examine the same organism from 
different angles, such an organism is not perceived and named in the same way. 
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This cross-linguistic difference in perception constrains the (metaphorical) con-
ceptualization of the organism. This claim is substantiated by 16 interlinguistic 
pairs extracted from our corpus. A clear example is the pair ‘pilot whale’/calderón 
común [“common cauldron whale”] (Globicephala melas). The angle of perception 
of English-language experts points to the behaviour of this dolphin (confusingly 
called ‘whale’) species. The individuals of this species are noted for their gregari-
ous behaviour, forming big schools led by the largest male, which acts as the pilot 
or guide. In contrast, Spanish-language experts look at the shape of this animal’s 
head, whose melon (odontocetes’ ovaloid structure used for echolocation) is over-
developed. This overdeveloped part of its body provides the animal’s forehead 
with a conspicuous roundish shape, thus resembling a cauldron (see picture in 
Appendix). Neither pilots nor cauldrons are exclusive or particularly typical ele-
ments of English and Spanish cultures.

Another example of this type of unconstrained angle of referent perception is 
the pair ‘ocean sunfish’/pez luna (Mola). The English term, which is not metaphori-
cal, refers to this fish’s habit of basking on its side at the sea surface, as though hav-
ing a sunbath. Again, English-language experts focus on the animal’s behaviour. 
This angle of referent perception differs from the angle taken by Spanish-language 
marine biologists, who metaphorically refer to this animal as “moonfish” because 
of its rounded shape5 (see picture in Appendix).

Contemporary metaphors and metonymies are the result of social, historic 
crystallization, that is, the result of the synergic cognitive activity of the commu-
nity (Bernárdez, 2008: 152). However, it has been shown that metaphorical con-
ceptualization may change over time in domain-specific language (cf. Zinken et 
al., 2008 for fields such as archaeology, anthropology, and robotics, and Temmer-
man, 2008 for genetics). The term ‘ocean sunfish’ is also interesting because it is an 
example of such change. This fish was originally classified in the pufferfish genus, 
as Tetraodon mola. Further scientific research replaced it in its own genus, Mola, 
with two species, Mola mola and Mola ramsayi (Parenti, 2003). Pufferfish receive 
their name because they inflate with air or water to scare their predators away. Pre-
sumably, the roundish shape of the ocean sunfish misled scientists into classifying 
it as a type of pufferfish. In short, the subculture of science provides interesting 
examples of how metaphor-induced knowledge changes over time.

When marine biology experts from different language communities examine 
the same organism from the same angle — i.e. they focus on the same specific 
feature to conceptualize the domain-specific referent —, the conceptualization 
process may result in different conceptual metaphors for each language or in the 
same metaphor. We detected nine pairs belonging to the first subcategory. A good 
example is the pair ‘weever fish’/pez araña [“spider fish”] (Echiichthys vipera). The 
term ‘weever’ stems from Old Northern French wivre, and ultimately from Latin 
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vīpera, which means “serpent” — in fact, it is hardly a coincidence that the taxo-
nomic name of this fish includes the word vipera. English-language experts com-
pare this fish with a serpent because it uses poisonous spines on the gill cover 
and first dorsal fin to hurt potential predators and scare them away. This is thus 
a case of resemblance in behaviour. The metaphorical motivation of its Spanish 
equivalent, pez araña, is also behaviour since spiders also use venom for survival. 
Therefore, both expert communities look at the domain-specific referent from the 
same angle, which is used as a tertium comparationis in the metaphorical concep-
tualization. However, English-language experts rely on a different metaphor from 
that used by their Spanish-language colleagues. Importantly, both snakes and spi-
ders occur widely across the globe, and consequently, cannot be associated with 
any particular community.

The pair ‘weever fish’/pez araña is based on what Kimmel (2008: 99) calls “ret-
rojection” or the “cultural nature of the preconceptual”:

[R]etrojection describes situations in which cultural metaphors are picked up in 
discourse and then mapped back onto the body. Retrojection is a process whereby 
discursively objectified body images or other symbolic associations resonate with 
proprioceptive body awareness and thus come to be felt inside the body.

Supported by the work of other phenomenological anthropologists, such as Kir-
mayer (1993) and Csordas (1999), Kimmel (2008: 93–94) argues that preconcep-
tual structure, including the perception of our aching, craving or sick bodies, is a 
cultural mode of being in the world.

Accordingly, when we are confronted with the metaphors ‘weever fish’ and 
pez araña, both metaphors are mapped back onto our bodies with propriocep-
tive awareness, and thus, the painful experience comes to be felt inside us. How-
ever, as Kimmel writes, we are dealing with cultural metaphors. On this basis, 
while drawing on the same feeling of pain (inoculation of venom under our skin), 
English- and Spanish-language biologists interpret such preconceptual experience 
in different ways, which results in two different metaphors to conceptualize and 
designate the same sea organism. It can be concluded that “proprioception is not 
only a universal substrate, but also the locus of culture-specific ways of monitoring 
one’s own body” (Kimmel, 2008: 92).

Another interesting case is the pair ‘rose shrimp’/gamba blanca [“white 
shrimp”] (Parapenaeus longirostris). It clearly epitomises what is known as “so-
cial categorization” (Kristiansen, 2008: 417), which is a cognitive process involving 
the accentuation of intragroup similarities and accentuation of intergroup differ-
ences on relevant continuous dimension. Pink and white are two colour catego-
ries sharing a transitional zone where it is not possible to distinguish between 
both categories. The colour of the shrimp Parapenaeus longirostris stays on such 

© 2011. John Benjamins Publishing Company
All rights reserved



 Situated metaphor in scientific discourse 231

an undefined zone of the continuous dimension, which can be defined as light 
pink or pinkish white (see picture in Appendix). To designate the shrimp, English-
language experts use the word ‘rose’, which is metaphorical. Since one of the com-
monest colours of rose flowers is pink, the entire source domain, rose flower, 
is mapped onto the target domain, pink. Thus, apart from a metaphor, there is 
also a whole-for-the-part metonymy. Roses are not exclusive or representative 
flowers of English culture. Moreover, using ‘rose’ for ‘pink’ in Spanish is a well-
entrenched metaphor in everyday communication (in the same way as the colour 
orange receives its name from the orange fruit). This means that Spanish-language 
specialists could very well have resorted to the rose metaphor as well to designate 
the shrimp. Nevertheless, Spanish-language experts stay on the other side of the 
continuum, that is, the colour white.

This inter-linguistic difference shows that the universality of experiential ba-
sis — in this case, the perception of colour — does not necessarily lead to uni-
versally equivalent conceptualization (Kövecses, 2005: 247). It also shows how 
the collective form of cognition (Shafarian, 2008) critically biases the individual’s 
categorisation schemas, bringing out a significant decrease in his/her cognitive 
effort (Bernárdez, 2005). In other words, sociocultural patterns underlying the 
linguistic realization of concepts guide the individual into perceiving reality in a 
specific way. As Tajfel (1969: 82–83) explains, stereotypes help us cope with fuzzy 
differences, which are transmuted into clear ones, and new differences are created 
where none exist. Accordingly, English-language and Spanish-language individu-
als once transmuted the previously mentioned fuzzy colour zone into separate 
watertight categories, which then became stereotypes in the conceptualization of 
Parapenaeus longirostris in their corresponding scientific circles.

We now turn our attention to the second subcategory, which involves the con-
ceptualization process resulting in the same metaphor in English and Spanish. 
Alexiev accounts for the incidence of cultural patterns in terminology metaphor 
from the perspective of translation studies. Alexiev (2005: 115) underlines the 
level of specificity of special referent perception as one of the translation strate-
gies used in the field of mining and architecture. His corpus data show that most 
non-metaphorical target language translation equivalents of source language met-
aphorical terms are superordinates. In other words, the target language culture 
usually perceives the same domain-specific referent at a higher level of generality 
than the source language culture.

In our study, we use the notion of degree of specificity to pin down differences 
between English and Spanish term pairs whose constituents are all metaphori-
cal in nature. Specifically, the constituents of each of the interlinguistic pairs are 
both grounded in the same conceptual metaphor. There is a degree of specificity 
because one of the pair terms focuses on a more or less specific/generic aspect of 
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the source conceptual domain than the other term. This phenomenon has been 
analysed in general language non-resemblance metaphors. For instance, Kövec-
ses (2005: 154) considers it a type of differential cognitive preference involving 
a hierarchy of things or events. However, it had still to be attested in specialized 
language, and concretely, in resemblance metaphors.

With this new criterion, we thus go further up the scale of metaphor situated-
ness to establish a fourth level. However, we consider degree of specificity to actu-
ally be a subtype of the expert’s unconstrained angle of domain-specific referent 
perception since the source domain concepts are not exclusive or typical of the two 
language communities at work. English- and Spanish-language scientists view the 
domain-specific referent from the same angle of perception, i.e. they use the same 
aspect of the referent as the target domain concept to take part in the metaphori-
cal process. Nevertheless, depending on the language, this aspect is compared to a 
more or less specific aspect of the source domain.

Two cases featuring degree of specificity were retrieved from the corpus. A 
good example of this phenomenon is the pair ‘triggerfish’/pez ballesta [“crossbow 
fish”] (Balistidae).This fish erects the first two dorsal spines to scare potential pred-
ators away (see picture in Appendix). This behaviour is compared with the func-
tioning of a crossbow, whose trigger is pulled to keep enemies away. The English 
term focuses on the specific concept ‘trigger’, whereas the Spanish term designates 
the generic concept ‘crossbow’, which eventually constitutes the whole source do-
main. Thus, both expert communities rely on the same aspect of the target domain 
(same angle of perception), which is the dorsal spines of the fish. However, con-
ceptualization of this sea organism through metaphor shows a clear difference in 
degree of specificity from an interlinguistic perspective.

The other example is the pair ‘croaker’/corvina [“raven-like”] (Sciaenidae). 
‘Croaker’ is a generic concept that refers to the land animals that produce a spe-
cific sound (ravens and other animals, such as frogs), and this aspect is mapped 
onto the target conceptual domain fish. In contrast, corvina straightforwardly re-
fers to the particular type of bird that produces that sound, which is a raven. This 
aspect is likewise mapped onto the target domain fish. Both ‘croaker’ and corvina 
belong to the source conceptual domain land animals that produce a croak-
ing sound, but there is a clear differentiation in specification. Croaker is a generic 
concept, whereas corvina specifically refers to ravens. Ravens are geographically 
distributed across the whole northern hemisphere, and thus cannot be linked to 
any specific culture.

After adding up all of the corpus pairs belonging to the third level of situated-
ness, a total number of 27 pairs was obtained.
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4.2 Culture-specificity brings English and Spanish together

Evidence has been given so far of the crucial influence of different types of sit-
uatedness and sociocultural factors on scientific knowledge to prompt English-
Spanish differences through metaphor. We are now presenting a new scenario, 
in which cultural elements that are exclusive of one expert community shape the 
metaphorical conceptualization of a sea organism in this community and in oth-
ers. In our case, this means that one culture critically influences the other so that 
both use the same conceptual metaphor, which is moreover subject to no degree 
of specificity from an interlinguistic perpective. In other words, there is total coin-
cidence of both cultures at the conceptual and the linguistic levels.

The only example found in the corpus is the Spanish metaphorical common 
name bailarina española, which designates a species of nudibrach (scientific name 
Hexabranchus sanguineus). English-language marine biologists have adapted this 
name into the literal equivalent “Spanish dancer”, and use it in their academic 
journal articles. The dynamic mental image that this metaphor evokes integrates 
three closely interrelated metaphorical motivations. First of all, the intense red co-
lour of this nudibrach is similar to the colour of a typical flamenco dancer’s dress 
(see picture in the Appendix). Secondly, the spirals of the nudibrach look like the 
frills and flounces on the skirt of the dress. Thirdly, the nudibrach behaves like a 
flamenco dancer insofar as the nudribrach moves its spirals in a fluttering manner 
to advance through the water, much like the flamenco dancer moves the flounces 
on her skirt while performing. Thus, this metaphor combines physical appearance 
and behavioural patterns.

Importantly, it emerges from very specific Spanish cultural patterns, which 
are so appealing to outgroup specialists — in this case, English-language experts 
— that they adopted it to designate the same marine organism. Therefore, in this 
case, English-language experts have assumed Spaniards’ socio-cognitive patterns 
to make and communicate science.

5. Conclusions

The analysis of English-Spanish metaphorical term pairs extracted from academic 
journal articles on marine biology reveals that metaphorical conceptualization 
and categorization of domain-specific referents are traceable not only to sensory-
motor inferences, but also to cultural factors, which critically constrain the former. 
This fact challenges the feed-forward logic claim of experiential realism (Lakoff 
and Johnson, 1999) that it is the body that necessarily comes first.
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The interlinguistic term pairs analysed offer empirical evidence that Eng-
lish and Spanish have conceptual differences that are culturally grounded. As Yu 
(2008: 393) argues, cultural models set up specific perspectives from which certain 
parts of the body and certain aspects of bodily experience are viewed as especially 
salient and meaningful. Terminological metaphor analysis is thus an effective way 
of ascertaining and improving our understanding of inter- and cross-linguistic 
variation.

This English-Spanish contrastive study draws on a set of strategies used by 
Ureña (2011) and Ureña and Faber (2011) to semi-automatically retrieve interlin-
guistic resemblance metaphor term pairs from a marine biology corpus. Based on 
such strategies, which yielded numerical data, this paper proposes a typology of 
terminological metaphors which classifies them according to their level of socio-
cognitive situatedness. This typology distinguishes between four levels, which are 
culture-specificity, culture-typicality, unconstrained angles of referent perception, 
and degree of specificity.

According to the numerical data, up to 42 English-Spanish resemblance meta-
phor term pairs with a socio-cultural basis were retrieved from the corpus. The 
most numerous category was that including metaphors featuring unconstrained 
angles of referent perception (a total of 27 pairs), which subsumes the degree of 
specificity subcategory (2 pairs), followed by culture-typical metaphors (9 pairs), 
and culture-specific metaphors (3 pairs).

The interlinguistic pair that is left is ‘Spanish dancer’/bailarina española, which 
is interesting because it shows that very specific sociocultural patterns exclusive 
of a particular linguistic community — in this case, the Spanish one — can be 
adopted by another community to conceptualize and lexicalise the same referent 
through metaphor (‘Spanish dancer’). This fact supports the claim that although 
cultural practices more often than not establish cross-linguistic differences, they 
can occasionally bring them together as well.

Notes

* We are grateful to Professor Pamela Faber, from the Department of Translation and Interpret-
ing at the University of Granada, for revising the language and style of the article and for her 
wise advice.

1. http://www.icsi.berkeley.edu/NTL [last accessed 20 May 2011].

2. Insofar as the analysis of conceptual phenomena as a whole, situated embodiment theory has 
given rise to what is known as social cognitive neuroscience, which carries out empirical studies 
of the neural mechanisms underlying social cognitive processes (cf. Blackmore et al., 2004).
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3. Social Identity Theory was developed in Bristol in the 1970s by Tajfel, Turner and their as-
sociates. As this study shows, research on social cognition can be of great help to Cognitive 
Semantics.

4. This crab is also called the ‘blue swimming crab’ by English-language specialists. Synonymy 
in specialised language is not as uncommon a phenomenon as it was traditionally thought (cf. 
Ureña, 2011 for further cases of marine biology synonyms).

5. This metaphor also exists in Dutch, Portuguese, French, Catalan, Spanish, Italian, Russian, 
and German, which use the common names maanvis, peixe lua, poisson lune, peix lluna, pez 
luna, pesce luna, рыба-луна, and Mondfisch, respectively.

References

Alexiev, B. 2005. “Contrastive Aspects of Terminological Metaphor”. PhD Thesis, University of 
Sofia.

Bernárdez, E. 2008. “Collective Cognition and Individual Activity: Variation, Language and 
Culture”. In Body, Language and Mind (vol. II): Sociocultural situatedness, D. Geeraerts, R. 
Dirven and J.R. Taylor (eds), 137–166. Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Blakemore, S.J., Winston, J. and Frith, U. 2004. “Social Cognitive Neuroscience: Where are We 
Heading?” Trends in Cognitive Sciences 8(5):216–222.

Borofsky, R. 1994. “On the Knowledge of Knowing of Cultural Activities”. In Assessing Cultural 
Anthropology, R. Borofsky (ed), 331–348. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Caballero, R. 2006. Re-Viewing Space: Figurative Language in Architects’ Assessment of Built 
Space. Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Charteris-Black, J. 2004. Corpus Approaches to Critical Metaphor Analysis. New York: Palgrave-
MacMillan.

Csordas, T.J. 1999. “Embodiment and Cultural Phenomenology”. In Perspectives on Embodi-
ment: the Intersections of Nature and Culture, G. Weiss and H.F. Haber (eds), 143–162. New 
York: Routledge.

Deignan, A. 2007. “ʽImage’ Metaphors and Connotations in Everyday Language”. Annual Re-
view of Cognitive Linguistics 5:173–191.

Dodge, E. and Lakoff, G. 2005. “Image Schemas: from Linguistic Analysis to Neural Grounding”. 
In From Perception to Meaning: Image Schemas in Cognitive Linguistics, B. Hampe and J. 
Grady (eds), 57–92. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Felber, H. 1984. Terminology Manual. Paris: UNESCO and Infoterm.
Feldman, J. 2006. From Molecule to Metaphor: a Neural Theory of Language. Cambridge, Mass.: 

MIT Press.
Frank, R.M. 2008. “The Language-Organism-Species Analogy: a Complex Adaptive Systems 

Approach to Shifting Perspectives on ‘Language’ ”. In Body, Language and Mind (vol. II): 
Sociocultural Situatedness, D. Geeraerts, R. Dirven and J.R. Taylor (eds), 215–262. Berlin 
and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Gallese, V. and Lakoff, G. 2005. “The Brain’s Concepts: the Role of the Sensory-Motor System in 
Conceptual Knowledge”. Cognitive Neuropsychology 22:455–479.

Gavins, J. and Steen, G. 2003. Cognitive Poetics in Practice. London: Routledge.

© 2011. John Benjamins Publishing Company
All rights reserved



236 José Manuel Ureña and Maribel Tercedor

Gibbs, R. 1999. “Taking Metaphor out of Ours Heads and Into the Cultural World”. In Metaphor 
in Cognitive Linguistics, R. Gibbs and G. Steen (eds), 145–166. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Grady, J. 1999. “A Typology of Motivation for Conceptual Metaphor: Correlation vs. Resem-
blance”. In Metaphor in Cognitive Linguistics, R. Gibbs and G. Steen (eds), 79–100. Amster-
dam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Kimmel, M. 2008. “Properties of Cultural Embodiment: Lessons from the Anthropology of the 
Body”. In Body, Language and Mind (vol. II): Sociocultural Situatedness, D. Geeraerts, R. 
Dirven and J.R. Taylor (eds), 77–108. Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Kirmayer, L. 1993. “Healing and the Invention of Metaphor: the Effectiveness of Symbols Revis-
ited”. Culture, Medicine and Psychiatry 17:161–195.

Kövecses, Z. 2005. Metaphor in Culture: Universality and Variation. New York: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Kövecses, Z. 2006. Language, Mind, and Culture: a Practical Introduction. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Kövecses, Z., Palmer, G. and Dirven, R. 2002. “Language and Emotion: the Interplay of Concep-
tualization with Physiology and Culture”. In Metaphor and Metonymy in Comparison and 
Contrast, R. Dirven and R. Pörings (eds), 133–159. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Kristiansen, G. 2008. “Idealized Cultural Models: the Group as a Variable in the Development 
of Cognitive Schemata”. In Body, Language and Mind (vol. II): Sociocultural Situatedness, 
D. Geeraerts, R. Dirven and J.R. Taylor (eds), 409–432. Berlin and New York: Mouton de 
Gruyter.

Larson, B. 2008. “Entangled Biological, Cultural and Linguistic Origins of the War on Invasive 
Species”. In Body, Language and Mind (vol. II): Sociocultural Situatedness, D. Geeraerts, R. 
Dirven and J.R. Taylor (eds), 169–196. Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Lakoff, G. 1987. Women, Fire and Dangerous Things. Chicago: University of Chicago.
Lakoff, G. 1993. “The Contemporary Theory of Metaphor”. In Metaphor and Thought, A. Ortony 

(ed), 202–251. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Lakoff, G. and Johnson, M. 1999. Philosophy in the Flesh: the Embodied Mind and its Challenge 

to Western Thought. New York: Basic Books.
Lakoff, G. and Turner, M. 1989. More than a Cool Reason: a Field Guide to Poetic Metaphor. 

Chicago: Chicago University Press.
Palmer, G. 1996. Towards a Theory of Cultural Linguistics. Austin: University of Texas Press.
Parenti, P. 2003. “Family Molidae Bonaparte 1832: Molas or Ocean Sunfishes”. Annotated Check-

lists of Fishes 18:1–9.
Potter, I., Chrystal, P. and Loneragan, N. 1983. “The Biology of the Blue Manna Crab Portunus 

pelagicus in an Australian Estuary”. Marine Biology 78:75–85.
Quinn, N. 1991. “The Culture Basis of Metaphor”. In Beyond Metaphor: the Theory of Tropes in 

Anthropology, J.W. Fernández (ed), 56–93. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Rohrer, T. 2006. “Three Dogmas of Embodiment: Cognitive Linguistics as a Cognitive Science”. 

In Cognitive Linguistics: Current Applications and Future Perspectives, G. Kristiansen, M. 
Achard, R. Dirven and F. Ruiz de Mendoza (eds), 119–146. Berlin and New York: Mouton 
de Gruyter.

Sager, J.C., Dungworth, D. and McDonald, P.F. 1980. English Special Languages: Principles and 
Practice in Science and Technology. Wiesbaden: Oscar Brandstetter Verlag.

Shafarian, F. 2008. “Distributed, Emergent Cultural Cognition, Conceptualisation and Lan-
guage”. In Body, Language and Mind (vol. II): Sociocultural Situatedness, D. Geeraerts, R. 
Dirven and J.R. Taylor (eds), 109–136. Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

© 2011. John Benjamins Publishing Company
All rights reserved



 Situated metaphor in scientific discourse 237

Sinha, C. 1999. “Grounding, Mapping and Acts of Meaning”. In Cognitive Linguistics: Founda-
tions, Scope and Methodology, T. Janssen and G. Redeker (eds), 223–255. Berlin: Mouton 
de Gruyter.

Steen, G. 2007. Finding Metaphor in Grammar and Usage. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John 
Benjamins.

Stefanowitsch, A. 2006. “Words and their Metaphors: a Corpus-Based Approach”. In Corpus-
Based Approaches to Metaphor and Metonymy, A. Stefanowitsch and S.T. Gries (eds), 63–
105. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Stockwell, P. 2002. Cognitive Poetics: an Introduction. London: Routledge.
Tajfel, H. 1978. “Social Categorization, Social Identity and Social Comparison”. In Differentia-

tion between Social Groups, H. Tajfel (ed.), 61–76). London: Academic Press.
Temmerman, R. 2000. Towards New Ways of Terminology Description. Amsterdam: John Ben-

jamins.
Temmerman, R. 2008. “Sociocultural Situatedness of Terminology in the Life Sciences: the His-

tory of Splicing”. In Body, Language and Mind (vol. II): Sociocultural Situatedness, D. Geer-
aerts, R. Dirven and J.R. Taylor (eds), 327–360. Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Tissari, H. 2003. LOV Escapes: Changes in Prototypical Senses and Cognitive Metaphors since 
1500. Helsinki: Société Néophilologique.

Tomasello, M. 2000. “Primate Cognition: Introduction to the Issue”. Cognitive Science 24(3):351–
361.

Ureña Gómez-Moreno, J.M. 2011. “Metaphor in Specialised Language: an English-Spanish 
Comparative Study in Marine Biology”. PhD Thesis, University of Granada. Available at 
http://lexicon.ugr.es/pub/urenaphd [last accessed 20 May 2011].

Ureña Gómez-Moreno, J.M. and Faber, P. 2010. “Reviewing Imagery in Resemblance and Non-
Resemblance Metaphors”. Cognitive Linguistics 21(1):123–147.

Ureña Gómez-Moreno, J.M. and Faber, P. 2011. “Strategies for the Semiautomatic Retrieval of 
Metaphorical Terms”. Metaphor and Symbol 26(1):23–52.

Yu, N. 2008. “The Relationship between Metaphor, Body and Culture”. In Body, Language and 
Mind (vol. II): Sociocultural Situatedness, D. Geeraerts, R. Dirven and J.R. Taylor (eds), 
387–408. Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Zinken, J., Hellsten, I. and Nerlich, B. 2008. “Discourse Metaphors”. In Body, Language and Mind 
(vol. II): Sociocultural Situatedness, D. Geeraerts, R. Dirven and J.R. Taylor (eds), 363–386. 
Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

© 2011. John Benjamins Publishing Company
All rights reserved

http://lexicon.ugr.es/pub/urenaphd


238 José Manuel Ureña and Maribel Tercedor

Appendix — Classification and pictures of the marine organisms described 
in the article

Level of situatedness English term Spanish term Picture

Culture-specificity
(source-domain con-
cept unique to one 
expert community)

boarfish (metaphori-
cal but not culture-
specific)

ochavo (metaphorical 
and culture-specific)

sally lightfoot crab 
(metaphorical but not 
culture-specific)

cangrejo moro (meta-
phorical and culture-
specific)

Culture-specificity
(source-domain 
concept exclusive of 
a broader commu-
nity used only by one 
cultural subgroup)

blue manna crab 
(metaphorical and 
culture-specific)

jaiba azul (neither 
metaphorical nor 
culture-specific)

devil ray (metaphori-
cal and culture-spe-
cific)

raya (genus Mobula) 
(metaphorical but not 
culture-specific)

Borderline case damselfish (meta-
phorical but neither 
culture-specific nor 
culture-typical)

castañeta (metaphori-
cal and culture-spe-
cific/culture-typical)

Culture-typicality cookie-cutter (meta-
phorical and culture-
typical)

tiburón cigarro 
(metaphorical but not 
culture-typical)

thornfish (metaphori-
cal but not culture-
typical)

torito (metaphorical 
and culture-typical)
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Level of situatedness English term Spanish term Picture

olive ridley turtle 
(metaphorical and 
based on an aspect 
typical from Spanish 
culture)

tortuga golfina (nei-
ther metaphorical nor 
culture-typical)

Different uncon-
strained angles of 
domain-specific 
referent perception

pilot whale (meta-
phorical: based on 
behaviour)

calderón común 
(metaphorical: based 
on shape)

ocean sunfish (not 
metaphorical)

pez luna (metaphori-
cal: based on shape)

Same unconstrained 
angle of domain-
specific referent 
perception (different 
conceptual meta-
phors)

weever fish (meta-
phorical: based on 
behaviour)

pez araña (meta-
phorical: based on 
behaviour)

rose shrimp (meta-
phorical: based on 
colour)

gamba blanca (not 
metaphorical: based 
on colour)

Degree of specificity 
(same unconstrained 
angle of domain-spe-
cific referent percep-
tion: same concep-
tual metaphor)

triggerfish (meta-
phorical: based on 
behaviour)

pez ballesta (meta-
phorical: based on 
behaviour)

croacker (meta-
phorical: based on 
behaviour)

corvina (metaphori-
cal: based on behav-
iour)

Culture-specificity 
bringing English and 
Spanish together

Spanish dancer 
(metaphorical: based 
on shape, colour, and 
behaviour)

bailarina española 
(metaphorical: based 
on shape, colour, and 
behaviour)
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