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Abstract

This master’s thesis studies the motivation of English and Russian figurative expressions with
the components eye(s) and era3z(a) that is based on cultural models. The main aim of the thesis
is to examine the semantic characteristics of figurative expressions and their relation to
cognitive mechanisms (such as conceptual metaphor, conceptual metonymy, and conventional
knowledge) motivating them. The study relies on the cognitive linguistic claim that our mind
is inherently embodied and that meaning arises from our more general knowledge of the
world embodied in our conceptual system. The analysis of figurative expressions with the
component eye(s)/enaz(a) tries to show how embodiment affects and shapes people's
understanding of the meaning of linguistic expressions, while a comparative study of
languages helps us see how universal bodily experience is reflected in languages which share

a similar cultural background.

Key words: eyes, figurative expressions, cognitive motivation, cultural models, conceptual

metaphor, conceptual metonymy

AHHOTANUA

B nunnomHo# paboTe M3y4aeTcsi MOTUBAIIHS 0Opa3HBIX BBIPAKCHUHN aHTIIMHCKOTO U PyCCKOTO
SI3BIKOB C KOMIIOHEHTaMU eye(s) U enaz(a), KOTopble 0a3upyrTCs Ha KYJbTYPHBIX MOJIEISX.
OcHoBHas 11e7Tb PadOTHI - U3YYUTh CEMAHTHYECKUE XapaKTEPUCTUKU 0OPa3HBIX BHIPAKEHHI U
WX CBsI3b C KOTHUTHBHBIMH MEXaHHM3MaMHU (TaKMMH KakK KOHIENTyalbHas Mmertadopa,
KOHIICNITyallbHasE ~METOHMMHSI W  OOUICTIPUHSTHIC 3HAHHS), MOTHBHPYIOIIMMU  HX.
HccnenoBanue ommpaetcss Ha YTBEPXKJICHUE KOTHUTUBHOW JIMHIBUCTUKA O TOM, YTO HAIll
pa3yM 1O CBOCH CyTH BOIUIOIICH M YTO 3HAYCHHE BO3HUKACT M3 HANIMX OONIUX 3HAHHWHA O
MUpE, BOILIONICHHBIX B HAIICH KOHIENTYaJbHOW CHCTEME. AHAJIN3 O0Opa3HBIX BBIPAKEHHI C
KOMIIOHEHTaMH eye(s) / Tna3z(a) TbITaeTCs TMOKa3aTh, KaK BOIUIOUICHHE BIMSIET Ha H
dbopMupyeT Hallle MOHUMaHUE 3HAYEHUS S3BIKOBBIX BhIpakeHH. CpaBHUTEIHHOE M3YyUeHUE
SI3BIKOB TIOMOTa€T HaM YBHJIETh, KAK YHHUBEPCAIbHBIN TEIIECHBIN OIMBIT OTPAXKaeTcs B SA3bIKAX,

KOTOpbIE UMEIOT CXOHBINA KyIbTYPHBII (OH.

KimoueBble ciioBa: Trj1asa, O6pa3HBIe BBIPpAXKCHUA, KOTHUTHBHAA MOTHUBALHA, KYJIBTYPHBIC

MOJICJIN, KOHLCIITyallbHas MeTa(bopa, KOHICHTYyaJlIbHass MCTOHUMUS.
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1 Introduction

Eyes, as one of the most important organs of the human body, connect our body and
mind with the outside world and are perceived as the mirror of the soul. This thesis studies the
motivation of English and Russian figurative expressions with the components eye(s) and
enas(a) that is based on cultural models. The eyes were chosen for our study because they are
rich in metaphorical meaning in both English and Russian. A comparative study of languages
that share a similar cultural background can help us see how these languages reflect universal
bodily experience. A corpus-based approach is used since it reflects the language in use and
enables us to detect figurative expressions which have conceptual motivation but are not
mentioned in dictionaries. The main aim of this thesis is to examine the semantic
characteristics of figurative expressions and their relation to cognitive mechanisms motivating
them. Since the speakers of English and Russian share the knowledge about the eye, as well
as bodily experience related to the eye, it is expected that expressions containing the words
eye(s)/enaz(a) will be motivated by the same cultural models and grounded in similar
conceptual metaphors and metonymies. In other words, this thesis will try to show that there
is a similar conceptual organization underlying figurative expressions in both English and
Russian. However, differences between these two languages are likely to occur as a reflection
of cultural differences. The analysis of data extracted from the corpus will try to answer the
following questions: Are cognitive mechanisms motivating eye-expressions the same in
English and Russian? How do conceptual metaphors and metonymies contribute to the
content of cultural models? What are the differences in conceptualization between the two
languages and how can we explain them?

The thesis has the following structure. Following the introduction, section 2 is the theoretical
background briefly presenting cognitive linguistic terms such as embodiment, conceptual
metaphor, metonymy, image schemas and cultural models. Section 3 presents the
methodology of the study, followed by quantitative results. The central part of the thesis

presents the qualitative analysis, and is followed by a discussion and conclusion.



2 Theoretical background

2.1. Embodiment, conceptual metaphor and metonymy

One of the main claims of cognitive linguistics, and especially cognitive semantics, is
that our mind is inherently embodied — our conceptual system is shaped by the functioning of
our body, neural structure of our brain and the specifics of our everyday functioning in the
world (Lakoff and Johnson 1980, 1999; Johnson 1987, Lakoff 1987, Gibbs 2003). Johnson

argues that human understanding and meaning also grow out of embodied experience:

Meaning includes patterns of embodied experience and preconceptual structures of our
sensibility (i.e., our mode of perception, or orienting ourselves, and of interacting with
other objects, events, or persons). These embodied patterns do not remain private or
peculiar to the person who experiences them. Our community helps us interpret and
codify many of our felt patterns. They become shared cultural modes of experience
and help to determine the nature of our meaningful, coherent understanding of our

"world". (Johnson 1987: 14)

The analysis of figurative expressions (the majority of which are idioms) with the component
eye(s)/enaz(a) tries to show how embodiment affects and shapes people's understanding of the
meaning of linguistic expressions. The analyzed figurative expressions are conceptual in
nature — their meaning arises from our more general knowledge of the world embodied in our
conceptual system (Lakoff 1987, Kovecses and Szabd 1996). The main cognitive mechanisms
which provide a link between a figurative expression and its meaning are conceptual
metaphor, conceptual metonymy, and conventional knowledge (Lakoft 1987, Kdévecses and
Szabo 1996). In metaphor, conceptual mappings take place across different domains and the

target domain is understood in terms of the source domain. Johnson states that:

metaphor is not merely a linguistic mode of expression; rather, it is one of the chief
cognitive structures by which we are able to have coherent, ordered experiences that
we can reason about and make sense of. Through metaphor, we make use of patterns
that obtain in our physical experience to organize our more abstract understanding.

(Johnson 1987: xv)



In our case, the perceptual experience of seeing as a source domain is metaphorically mapped
onto the mental function of thinking, knowing, and understanding — the target domain.
Another prominent metaphor motivating eye-expressions is SEEING IS TOUCHING where
the experience of physically touching something is metaphorically linked with the act of
seeing — vision is achieved when the eye touches the seen object. Lakoff and Johnson (1980)
argue that our conceptual system is metaphorical in nature and that conceptual metaphors are
grounded in our physical and cultural experience. Besides stressing the importance of direct
physical experience, they also put emphasis on the experience that is grounded in the culture:
“all experience is cultural through and through, [...] we experience our “world” in such a way
that our culture is already present in the very experience itself” (Lakoff and Johnson 1980:
45). On the other hand, in metonymy, there is only one domain — the metonymic source maps
to the metonymic target so that one item in the domain can stand for the other. Metonymic
concepts allow us to conceptualize one thing by means of its relation to something else
(Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 39). Therefore, conceptual metonymy enables the word eye to

stand for seeing, sight, attention, person, etc.

2.2 Image schemas

There are also certain recurring bodily experiences such as container, force, moving
along a path, symmetry, and balance that get a structure through constant repetitions and are
commonly used in metaphorical thought — Kévecses calls them image schematas or image
schemas (2005: 19). According to Quinn and Holland, source domains of metaphors drawn
from domains of the physical world provide the material for image-schemas — metaphor
enables image-schematic thought and is thus important for understanding (1987: 28). Johnson
explains this concept on the example of the verticality schema, which “emerges from our
tendency to employ an UP-DOWN orientation in picking out meaningful structures of our
experience” (Johnson 1987: xiv). The vertical structure is present in our everyday perceptions
and activities, starting from the upright position of our own body to the activity of climbing
stairs and the rising level of water in a glass — “the VERTICALITY schema is the abstract
structure of these VERTICALITY experiences, images, and perceptions” (Johnson 1987: xiv).
Moreover, we conceptualize an enormous number of things and activities in terms of
CONTAINERS. One of those things is also our body — we constantly experience our bodies
not just as containers, but also as things in containers (e.g. room). The container schema

allows us to visualize abstract entities in three-dimensional spatial terms, that is, as having an
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inside, a boundary and an outside (Lakoff 1987, Johnson 1987, Pefia 2003). This image
schema plays an important role in the conceptualization of expressions with the component
eye(s)/enaz(a) since eyes are often conceptualized as containers for different emotions,
feelings, light and tears. Eyes can also be in different spatial relations with other objects and
this relation motivates the meaning of various expressions that are based on the SOURCE-
PATH-GOAL image schema. This image schema contains a trajectory that moves, a source
location (the starting point), an intended destination of the trajectory (the goal) and a route

from the source to the goal (the path) (Lakoff 1987: 40).

2.3 Cultural models

The third cognitive mechanism which often appears along with conceptual metaphor
and metonymy as motivating figurative expressions is conventional knowledge — “the shared
information that people in a given culture have concerning a conceptual domain” (Kdvecses
and Szabo 1996: 338). The shared knowledge about the human eye contains standard
information about its parts, shape, use, and function, as well as the larger hierarchy of which it
forms a part (eye as a part of the body, eye as a part of the face, etc.) and it is largely shared
by speakers around the world. Scholars use different names to refer to this conventional
knowledge, for example, Lakoff (1987) calls it “idealized cognitive model”, while Holland
and Quinn (1987) use the terms “cultural model” or “folk theory”. Holland and Quinn discuss
the cognitive anthropology’s view of culture as “shared knowledge - not as people's customs
and artifacts and oral traditions, but what they must know in order to act as they do, make the
things they make, and interpret their experience in the distinctive way they do” (1987: 4).
They maintain that cultural knowledge is organized into cultural models — “presupposed,
taken-for-granted models of the world that are widely shared (although not necessarily to the
exclusion of other, alternative models) by the members of a society and that play an enormous
role in their understanding of that world and their behavior in it” (Holland and Quinn 1987:
4). Lakoff (1987) introduces the term idealized cognitive model or ICM and claims that
cognitive models organize our knowledge, structure our thought and are used in forming
categories and in reasoning (1987: 13). He explains ICMs on the example of the English word

Tuesday:

Tuesday can be defined only relative to an idealized model that includes the natural

cycle defined by the movement of the sun, the standard means of characterizing the
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end of one and the beginning of the next, and a larger seven-day cycle — the week. [...]
Our model of a week is idealized. Seven-day weeks do not exist objectively in nature.
They are created by human beings. In fact, not all cultures have the same kinds of

week. (Lakoff 1987: 68—69)

In their book, Bennardo and de Munck offer a theoretical framework for articulating a theory
of cultural models into a larger theory of culture. They define cultural models in the following

way:

Cultural models are mental representations shared by members of a culture. These
mental representations function both to make sense of and interpret sensory input and
also to produce and shape purposive and communicative behaviors. Cultural models
are used to read signaled intentions, attitudes, emotions, and social context, including

the social status of those one is encountering. (Bennardo and de Munck 2013: 3)

Cultural models play a central role in meaning-making — we constantly activate them in a
chain of micro-contexts, however, this activation happens without our full awareness of the
cognitive operations involved in decoding cultural models (Bennardo and de Munck 2013: 4).
Bennardo and de Munck distinguish between different types of cultural models. They claim
that some cultural models are universal due to their relation to innate faculties of the mind (for
example, properties of the visual system). Some are idiosyncratic because they are related to
personal experiences of individuals; for example, ways to celebrate an event. Others are
collective/cultural — “they are shared within a community but not directly related to innateness
or individual experiences” (for example, rules for behaving appropriately in specific events)
(Bennardo and de Munck 2013: 52). Since this thesis deals with figurative expressions whose
source domain is the eye, it is expected that the majority of cultural models will be universal.
Moreover, Kévecses (1999, 2005) claims that cultural models are used in different
cognitive processes, such as reasoning, and discusses the relationship between metaphor,
which structures much of our thought, and cultural models. Kévecses defines cultural models
as “any coherent organizations of human experience shared by people” and claims that we can
explain the emergence of cultural models by taking into account “the possibly universal
experiential basis of most of our abstract concepts, the conceptualization of this experiential
basis by means of conceptual metonymies, the conceptual metaphors that often derive from

these metonymies, and the broader cultural context” (Kdvecses 2005: 193-200). Cultural
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models exist for both concrete and abstract concepts and for those that are somewhere in
between on the scale of abstraction. However, the relationship between conceptual metaphor
and cultural models can be discussed only for the concepts that are at the abstract end of the
scale or close to it since our concepts of physical things such as chair or a table usually do not
call for metaphorical understanding. Conceptual metaphors and metonymies contribute
actively to the structure and content of the prototypical cultural models (Kovecses 2005: 199).
Quinn (1991), on the basis of her analysis of cultural model of American marriage, states that
metaphor simply reflects cultural models. On the other hand, Lakoff and Kdvecses (1987)
claim that metaphors largely constitute the cultural models — this claim is supported by their
study of American English cultural model or naive understanding of anger. Kovecses further

supports this claim with his own research on cultural models of marriage and anger (1999,

2005).

Irina Zykova (2014, 2015), a Russian scholar, argues that idioms (phraseologisms) are
formed in the language system as signs capable of transmitting cultural information. She
claims that the conceptual meaning of idiomatic signs and the images which underlie them is

created in the conceptual sphere. The conceptual sphere is

a complex system formation that is created from conceptually arranged and
conceptually formed information generated or received as a result of cognition by a
certain community and embodied in all existing and diverse (non-verbal) cultural signs
which constitute its (culture’s) different and interconnected semiotic areas. (3bikoBa

2015:183)

Zykova analyzes the method of linguocultural reconstruction of the deep (conceptual) basis of
the meaning of an idiom — a method which also relies on Lakoff and Johnson’s theory of
conceptual metaphor. This meaning is formed in macrometaphorical conceptual models,
“ideal (cognitive) substrates, which hold culturally significant information in an idiomatic
sign” (3bikoBa 2014: 307). Due to their conceptual nature, macrometaphorical conceptual
models are carriers of eight types of cultural information: emotional-sensory, ethical and
aesthetical, archetypical; mythological, religious, philosophical and scientific. They are
formed as a result of our understanding of the world and they organize the information in the
idiomatic signs by forming corresponding information layers in the idiom’s conceptual

content. For example, emotional-sensory experience, which is based on the sensory
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perception of objects, makes the “empirical” basis for different forms of understanding,
primarily for the archetypal type of understanding. The archetypal type of understanding is a
framework within which the initial (basic) archetypal concepts, the carriers of primary (deep
= archetypal) cultural information about a particular object, are formed. It also contains
information about the most basic conceptual components of an idiom: conceptual archetypal
binary oppositions (such as up/down, inside/out, visible/invisible) and the conceptual
archetypes formed from them (for example, location and direction). Moreover, a mythological
understanding of the world enables us to synthesize archetypal concepts into more complex
(non-metaphorical and metaphorical) conceptual formations, eventually creating an integrated
macrometaphorical conceptual model. Here, on the basis of conceptual archetypal binary
oppositions and archetypes, more and more complex conceptual structures are formed that can
reflect and store new information about the objects and relations between them. Cultural
information has a hierarchical organization: semantics is on the surface level followed by a
deep level containing macrometaphorical conceptual models that contain cultural information.
All expressions based on a particular macrometaphorical conceptual model possess all basic

types of cultural information.

This thesis will analyze figurative expressions in different cultural models (relying on
Kovecses’ (1999, 2005) definition of cultural models). The data obtained from the corpora
will be used to see which cultural models appear in Russian and English figurative
expressions containing the word eye and which cognitive mechanisms motivate their meaning

in each model.

3 Methodology

Since the purpose of this thesis is to analyze language in use, a corpus-based approach
was used to conduct a qualitative study of English and Russian figurative expressions
containing the word eye(s)/enaz(a). Sketch Engine, a corpus tool which contains more than 90
languages, was used to search and create text corpora. Two corpora were used: English Web
2015 (enTenTenl5), which contains around 15.6 billion words and Russian Web 2011
(ruTenTenl1) with around 14.6 billion words. Using Sketch Engine four random samples
were extracted, each containing 300 tokens. The first random sample contains 300 tokens with
the word eye in the singular, and the second one the word eyes in plural. For Russian, 300
tokens of the lemma 2za3 in the singular were extracted and 300 tokens of the lemma 2za3a in

the plural. In each sample the main literal and non-literal senses of each item were identified.
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This process was supported by dictionaries of English and Russian. Since the study includes
all expressions with figurative meaning and not just conventionalized idioms that can be
found in the dictionaries, sometimes I, as a non-native speaker of both languages, had to make
a choice whether the expression is figurative or not according to my own linguistic instinct.

The following dictionaries were used for the analysis: Cambridge Dictionary

(https://dictionary.cambridge.org/), Collins Dictionary (https://www.collinsdictionary.com/)

and The Free Dictionary (https://www.thefreedictionary.com/) for English, and Axademux

(https://dic.academic.ru/), = Bukucnosaps  (https://ru.wiktionary.org) and  Boavuwoi

@pazeonocuueckuii crosapv pycckoeo szvika (Temust 2006) for Russian. In each of the four
samples we identified expressions sharing common elements and, to some extent relying on
existing studies (Stanojevi¢, Parizoska and Banovi¢ 2009; Stanojevi¢ 2013), grouped them
into different cultural models. In the following part we are going to briefly analyze the
quantitative differences and similarities between the expressions in singular and plural forms
for each language separately, and then we will make a comparison between English and

Russian.

3.1 Differences and similarities between English expressions in singular and plural

The results of the qualitative analysis showed that there are 5 groups: literal meaning,
the model of seeing, communication model, physical model and eyes-as-the-reflection-of-the-
true-state model. Each of these models will be described in detail below. In this section, we
will provide an overview of the quantitative differences between the models in English and

Russian.

Table 1. The comparison of singular and plural in English

SINGULAR PLURAL TOTAL

LITERAL MEANING 162 146 308
MODEL OF SEEING 103 125 228
Assessment 12 4 16
Opinion 1 1 2
Perspective 11 47 58
Seeing 14 25 39
Attention 65 43 108
Deception 0 3 3
Perception 0 2 2
COMMUNICATION MODEL 15 0 15
COULD NOT BE ANALYZED 8 2 10
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PHYSICAL MODEL 9 13 22

EYES-AS-THE-REFLECTION- 3 14 17
OF-THE-TRUE-STATE
MODEL

The number of English expressions in the singular and plural can be seen in Table 1. There is
a slightly larger number of expressions with literal meaning in singular than in plural. The
model of seeing is the most productive cultural model since it contains the largest number of
expressions in both singular and plural. However, it is slightly more productive in plural
forms of the word. The distribution of expressions in submodels varies to a certain degree —
the submodel of attention has the most expressions in singular, while the majority of
expressions in plural belong to the submodel of perspective. There are no expressions in
singular denoting deception and perception. Moreover, communication model is the only

model which contains expressions only in singular.

3.2 Differences and similarities between Russian expressions in singular and plural
Table 2. The comparison of singular and plural in the Russian language

SINGULAR PLURAL TOTAL

LITERAL MEANING 134 154 288

MODEL OF SEEING 112 73 185
Assessment 56 5 61
Attention 22 24 46
Perception 6 3 9
Perspective 1 24 25
Seeing 27 15 42
Deception 0 2 2

COMMUNICATION MODEL 13 12 25

PHYSICAL MODEL 13 11 24

EYES-AS-THE-REFLECTION- | 10 43 53

OF-THE-TRUE-STATE

MODEL

COULD NOT BE ANALYZED 10 7 17

PROVERB 8 0 8

Unlike English, Russian has more expressions with literal meaning in the plural than in the
singular. The model of seeing is the most productive model in both the singular and plural — a
larger number of expressions appears in the singular than in the plural. There were no

expressions in the singular found denoting deception. The only other quantitatively significant
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difference is that the eyes-as-the-reflection-of-the-true-state model is more productive in the

plural than in the singular.

3.3 Comparison of English and Russian singular and plural

Table 3. The comparison of English and Russian

ENGLISH TOTAL RUSSIAN TOTAL
LITERAL MEANING 308 288
MODEL OF SEEING 228 185
Assessment 16 61
Opinion 2 0
Perspective 58 25
Seeing 39 42
Attention 108 46
Deception 3 2
Perception 2 9
COMMUNICATION MODEL 15 25
COULD NOT BE ANALYZED | 10 17
PHYSICAL MODEL 22 24
EYES-AS-THE-REFLECTION- 17 53
OF-THE-TRUE-STATE
MODEL
PROVERB 0 8

The quantitative comparison of all English and Russian expressions can be seen in Table 3.
The literal meaning in expressions appears more frequently in English than in Russian. The
model of seeing is the most productive in both languages. However, this model motivates
more expressions in English than in Russian. The majority of English expressions in this
model denote attention, while the largest number of Russian expressions is related to
assessment. Moreover, the eyes-as-the-reflection-of-true-model is more productive in Russian
than in English. The difference between English and Russian is statistically significant, 2 (5,
N=1165)=26.06, p<.0001, Cramer’s V=0.15, which is medium effect size. This means that the
probability of these results happening by chance is less than 1%. In other words, the
quantitative analysis shows that there is a similar conceptual organization underlying
figurative expressions in both English and Russian since expressions in both languages are

motivated by the same cultural models.
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4 The analysis of cultural models

Let us now look at each group — cultural model — which was based on some shared
knowledge which people have about the eye. Four different cultural models related to
different aspects of our knowledge about the eye emerged: the model of seeing, the
communication model, the physical model and the eyes-as-the-reflection-of-the-true-state
model. The largest model in both languages, the model of seeing, contains 5 submodels
which, besides denoting the experience of seeing, also refer to other things such as attention,

perspective, perception, deception and assessment.

4.1 The model of seeing

The model of seeing (Lakoft 1987, Stanojevi¢ 2013) is based on the knowledge shared
by the speakers of English and Russian about the eyes as organs of vision. This includes the
knowledge about the position and shape of the eyes, their function and contribution to the
overall functioning of our body. Eyes play an important role in the process of forming an
image — they are the receptors of the light which is afterwards transformed into nerve
impulses and sent to the brain where the image we see is formed. Numerous expressions are
motivated by the conceptual metonymy EYES STAND FOR SEEING (or perceptual organ
stands for perception) which is based on the metonymic link between the eyes and seeing (and
sight). There is also a strong relationship between what we see and what we know and this
relationship serves as the basis for the KNOWING IS SEEING conceptual metaphor (Lakoff
and Johnson 1999). According to Stanojevi¢, we are able to identify a physical thing when we
see it, but we are also able to understand its purpose in a particular context — the fact that we
see something plays a crucial role in how we construct our knowledge (2013: 191). Therefore,
the model of seeing will also include expressions where the perceptual experience of seeing is
metaphorically mapped onto the mental functions of thinking, knowing and understanding. In
what follows, English and Russian expressions related to the experience of seeing will be
grouped according to their meaning and structural similarities in order to see the similarities

and differences in their motivation.

4.1.1 Seeing

There is a metonymic link between the eyes and the experience of seeing which
motivates many analyzed expressions. In other words, the conceptual metonymy EYES
STAND FOR SEEING motivates expressions where eyes refer to the act of seeing. Another

cognitive mechanism often used in eye-expressions is the conceptual metaphor SEEING IS
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TOUCHING (Lakoff and Johnson 1980) — the vision is achieved when the seen object comes
into physical contact with the eyes as in the expressions to clap eyes on something, to lay eyes

on something / nonoscums 2naz Ha 9to and to set eyes on something:

(1) Don't get me wrong: I loved Prezi from the moment I clapped eyes on' it (or, in

geek terms, from the moment I received my Beta invite).

(2) Christy and Slippers have both been at Wild Friends for well over a year, but the

two had never laid eyes on each other...

(3) IoJs10kMB TJ1a3 HA KEHIIUHY, OH JIETIAET BCE, YTOOBI JOOUTHCA OIM30CTU: MEHSET
001K, 0OHa)kaeT cCOOCTBEHHBIE CIa00CTH, CTAHOBUTCSI CTPACTHBIM JIFOOOBHUKOM.

. . 2 . . . . .
‘Having laid eyes on” a woman, he does everything to achieve intimacy: changes his

appearance, exposes his own weaknesses, becomes a passionate lover.’

(4) They set their eyes on Mugu Chulu (aka Gojung, 6310m), and succeeded in
climbing its West Face and then traversing the frontier ridge including Pt 6246m.

In examples (1) — (4) eyes are in a direct physical contact with the observed object — they are
depicted as being on it, and the vision is achieved when the eyes touch the object. Besides
referring to the act of seeing, these expressions also denote seeing something for the first time.
For instance, in example (1), to clap one’s eyes on Prezi’ means to see Prezi for the first time.
The SEEING IS TOUCHING conceptual metaphor motivates three different English
expressions and only one Russian expression, and that expression is no.iosxcums 2raza Ha KOTO
M Ha 4yTo, which is the equivalent of to lay eyes on something or someone. The expression
to set eyes on something which appears in (4) can be interpreted in two different ways. Firstly,
to set eyes on Mugu Chulu can denote the act of seeing or looking at Mugu Chulu. Secondly,
it can mean that climbing Mugu Chulu was as a goal that someone set to achieve. Telia (2006)
claims that these expressions are based on the relation between eyes and sight, and sight and a
particular feeling (in our case, a wish to possess something, and attention and interest towards
something). Eyes symbolize appropriation which is more typical for another part of our body

— the hand (Temnus 2006: 552).

! All emphases mine.

2 All English translations of Russian expressions are literal.

® Prezi is a U.S. software company, producing a cloud-based presentation software and storytelling tool for
presenting ideas on a virtual canvas.
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Besides referring to the experience of seeing, eyes can also stand for a certain type of
seeing. In the expressions out of the corner of one’s eye | kpaewxom enaza the emphasis is on

looking at something or seeing something with just a part of the eye and not the whole eye:

(5) ...I noticed a couple of minutes later out of the corner of my eye that Smith

discreetly turned around to see what had happened.

(6) A BbI BepuTe B JOMOBBIX??? VIHTEpECHO,UX MOKHO YBHAETb, XOTS Obl KpPaelIKoM
riaaza???
‘Do you believe in ghosts??? Interestingly enough, they can be seen, even if just out

of the corner of the eye???’

The meaning of these expressions is to see something partially, in one’s periphery and/or
fleetingly. They are based on the fact that seeing a complete image is possible only by using
the whole area of the eye — if we use just a part of the eye, for instance its corner, we will see
only a partial image. These expressions are motivated by the EYE STANDS FOR SEEING
conceptual metonymy which can be reformulated to ‘the corner of the eye stands for seeing
partially’. Expressions in (5) and (6) also denote the duration of the act — to see something out
of the corner of the eye means to see it fleetingly. This can be related to the fact that we
usually look at something out of the corner of our eye when we want to see it quickly and
without anyone noticing. Furthermore, there are also two Russian expressions which put
emphasis on the duration of the look: oxunyms enazom, which can be translated as ‘to cast an
eye’ and npobexcams enazamu, ‘to run with the eyes’. Both verbs denote an action that lasts

for a short period of time:

(7) VYnanssice, Kupunn Ha mpoiiaHve OKHHYJ IJIa30M JOMHK, B KOTOPOM €My
MIPEJICTOSIIO KUTH CIETYIOLIYIO HEJIENIO, a TO U JIBE.
‘Going further away, Cyril cast an eye on the house in which he was to live the next

week, or even two’

(8) Emi€ pa3uk mpoderure riaa3aM, st OJI0KAY MOJIMUHYTKH. ..

‘Run your eyes through this one more time, I’ll wait for half a minute ’

17



In (7), Cyril cast an eye on the house, that is, he looked at it quickly, without paying much
attention to it. In example (8) eyes are depicted as running — a person is looking at something
quickly and superficially.

On the other hand, the opposite meaning can be found in the Russian expression
nanums 2nasa Ha koro, Ha yto which can be literally translated as ‘to spread the eyes on

something or someone’ and means ‘to stare at something or someone’:

(9) Xouemnib, YTOOBI IOCTOPOHHUM MY)KUMHA Ha MEHS IJ1a3a NMsIn?

‘Do you want a stranger to spread his eyes on me?’

The abovementioned examples show how eyes are metonymically linked to the
experience of seeing, and how the act of touching serves as the source domain which is
metaphorically mapped onto the experience of seeing, the target domain. We have also seen
how looking at something out of the corner of the eye enables us to see only a partial image
and how the duration of the look is expressed with different verbs which contain the element
of time in their meaning. Now, we will analyze expressions which are motivated by a

metaphorical relation between eyes and various cognitive processes.

Eyes are often perceived as windows through which we observe the world around us.
However, in order to see clearly and properly, some basic conditions need to be fulfilled: eyes
have to be open and there must not be anything in or on them which would prevent us from
seeing. Therefore, if our eyes are open, we are able to see things around us, and,
consequently, we know what we see. This is visible in the expression to open one’s eyes to

someone or something which means ‘to cause one to see or realize the truth about something’:

(10) Even a short stay working in another institution in another country opens our
eyes to the conditions normally experienced by students coming to us from that

country and alerts us to some of their expectations.

Working in a foreign institution made them see how things function there and what students
expect to see in their institution. It could be said that some outside event (in this case working
in a foreign institution) causes the eyes to open, and this enables the person to see the true
state of affairs. Since we cannot see with closed eyes, the act of opening one’s eyes is a

prerequisite for seeing, and seeing, on the other hand, contributes to understanding and
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knowledge. Eyes are again metonymically linked to seeing while seeing is metaphorically
connected with knowing through the KNOWING IS SEEING conceptual metaphor. The same

conceptual metonymy and metaphor motivate a similar expression in the Russian language:

(11) S He Mory OTKpBITH IJ1a3 HAa MHMP NpEXJIE, YEM BCE MOE CO3HAHUE HEe OyneT
O0XBAYE€HO UIEEH ATOTO MUPA...
‘I cannot open the eye to the world before all my consciousness is embraced by the

1dea of this world...’

However, in this expression, the speaker himself, and not some outside event, causes the
opening of the eyes. The speaker claims that becoming aware of the idea of the world will
open his eyes, that is, it will make him realize the truth about the world. Seeing and knowing

is also related to the way we open our eyes:

(12) ... packpoiiTe momupe rja3a u He JaejaiiTe ceds camMu CIENbIMU, U BBl TOT/IA
yBuaute ChblHa.
‘...open your eyes wider and do not pretend to be blind, and then you will see the

2

Son.

Example (12) shows that, in order to see and understand better, we need to put in a little bit
more effort — if our eyes are already open, we have to open them wider. Therefore, by
opening our eyes wider we are able to see better and, consequently, understand better. The
image of opening one’s eyes wider to see better can be compared to the expression to see out
of the corner of the eye in (5) and (6). Both examples show how the area of the eye is
metonymically related with the way a person sees — if we look at something out of the corner
of our eye, we will not see a complete image. On the other hand, by using a bigger area of the
eye, that is, by opening them wider, we are able to see a complete image, and we see this
image better.

The opposite image, that of closing one’s eyes, refers to the inability to see. However,
if the act of closing one’s eyes is described as something a person does willingly, the
expression denotes the unwillingness to see something. In the following sentence, both literal

and metaphorical blindness is connected with the act of squeezing one’s eyes:
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(13) Her, He cornaceH st ¢ BAaMU: €CJIM U TOBapHUI KPUBOW, HE COBETYIO MOJKMMATH
cebe rJia3, a c TIIyXHUM 3aThIKaTh cede yXo.
‘No, I do not agree with you: if your friend is blind, I don’t advise you to squeeze your

eye, nor to plug your ear if he is deaf.’

The expression nodocumams 2nas is based on the image of squeezing the upper and lower
eyelids together — our eye is closed and we are unable to see. The squeezing is described as
something a person does voluntarily in order to experience how it feels to be blind.

Besides not wanting to see something, closing one’s eyes also refers to the
unwillingness to deal with something. This meaning is conveyed in the Russian expression

3akpvieams 2naza Ha 4To — ‘to close the eyes to something’:

(14) CootBetcTBytoias HopMa ¢eepaibHOTO 3aKOHO/IaTeNbCTBA BCTYNMIIA B CHIIY B
2006 romxy, omHako BIUIOTH 10 KoHIA 2008 roga B MyHHIIMIAIBHBIX 0Opa30BaHHIX
Camapckoii 001acTi Ha Hee 3aKPbIBAJIM IJ1a3a...

‘The corresponding norm of federal legislation came into force in 2006. However,

until the end of 2008 the municipalities of the Samara region closed the eyes to it...’

By closing our eyes to something, we prevent ourselves from seeing the things we do not
want to see. In other words, we are willingly ignoring certain things and refusing to deal with
them. The same meaning and underlying motivation can be found in the English expression zo

turn a blind eye:

(15) Tiscali has refuted claims from the British Phonographic Industry that it is

"turning a blind eye" to illegal music filesharing...

This expression is based on the fact that a person cannot see with a blind eye, whereas the act
of turning a blind eye is described as something a person does willingly. Therefore, if
someone turns a blind eye, it means that they do not want to see or know the truth. In
examples (14) and (15), seeing is again metaphorically linked with knowing or, in other
words, unwillingness to see something is closely connected with unwillingness to know about
it.

Conceptual metaphor KNOWING IS SEEING also motivates a group of expressions

denoting the inability to see the things that are not within the limits of one’s visual field.
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There are expressions in both English and Russian where something is not visible to someone
because it is located in the place inaccessible to the eye. Therefore, the inability to see
something is a consequence of it being hidden from the eyes. The Russian equivalents are

CnpAmaro om 2iasa and CKpblmo om 2nasa:

(16) [Keep] sharpe Instruments...as neere as you can, ever hidden from the eyes of

the Patient'

(17) IIpu sTOM HEOOXOAUMO MPOTHPATh HE TOJIBKO JOCTYIHBIE MECTa, HO U T€ YTO
CKPBITHI OT IJ1a3a: oJ mkadoMm, B yriax, 3a CTEHKOI...
‘It 1s also necessary to clean not only easily accessible places, but also those that are

hidden from the eye: under the cabinet, in the corners, behind the wall...’

(18) Tembl B3aMMOOTHOIIEHUH HE MPOCTO CKOJIB3KHE M HENpPUATHBIE: HHIIECT,
HuM(domaHus U OucekcyaabHas JII000Bb, HO U CKPHITHBIE, OHU BCETJa CIPATAHBI OT
JIIOJICKOT O IJ1a3a.

‘Relationship topics are not just slippery and unpleasant: incest, nymphomania and

bisexual love, but also secretive, they are always hidden from the human eye.’

These expressions show that we are unable to see things which are hidden from our eyes, and,
consequently, we do not know about them. In other words, if we are to prevent someone from
knowing about a particular thing, we just have to hide it outside their scope of vision.

Another English expression related to th