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Abstract 

 
This thesis explores the cognitive and rhetorical functions of metaphor and metonymy in 

Arab and Western media discourse on Artificial Intelligence, using two corpora of over 

100,000 words per language. It adopts a mixed-methods design grounded in Conceptual 

Metaphor Theory, Extended Conceptual Metaphor Theory, and Critical Metaphor and 

Metonymy Analysis. The study systematically identifies and interprets figurative 

expressions to delineate the conceptual keys, frame structures, and ideological 

undercurrents shaping media representations of Artificial Intelligence. The findings reveal 

that while both corpora share common metaphorical patterns and overarching conceptual 

keys, they diverge in frequency, frame-level mappings, rhetorical interactions, and cultural 

underpinnings. Notably, English media tends to anthropomorphise Artificial Intelligence 

through the prevalent use of human metaphors and frequently frames it through polarised 

lenses, ranging from technophilia to technophobia. In contrast, Arabic media tends to 

comparatively reify Artificial Intelligence more through the predominant use of economic 

and object metaphors and constructs it via discourses of utility and national progression. 

This thesis also addresses key methodological challenges in cross-cultural and cross- 

linguistic metaphor research, including limited Arabic natural language processing tools 

and the absence of a dedicated Arabic FrameNet. Future research is encouraged to 

incorporate diachronic analyses of metaphor and other methodologies to better trace 

figurative language circulation in global Artificial Intelligence discourse. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 
This chapter establishes the context and outlines the background of the 

study. It also includes the statement of the research problem, objectives, 

research questions, methodology, and significance of the study. It lastly 

presents its overall structure and defines key terms. 

1.1 Background of the Study 
 

Artificial intelligence (AI), an umbrella term for automated digital 

systems that classify, recommend, and make decisions through data-trained 

algorithms (Nguyen & Hekman, 2024), has rapidly permeated all aspects of 

contemporary society and revolutionised various fields, from education and 

industry to healthcare, communication, and even daily routines (Alshater, 

2022; Bucher, 2017, 2018; Kyeremeh et al., 2023; Nguyen, 2024; Terwiesch, 

2023), which has garnered interest in its prevalent, yet abstract and intricate 

nature. This nature renders it challenging for individuals lacking technical 

expertise to fully comprehend (Nguyen, 2024); a challenge that is further 

exacerbated by technical experts’ reliance on specialised terminology. As 

such, the layperson’s understanding of AI mainly depends on how it is 

mediated and represented to them, a goal largely achieved through media 

discourse (Nguyen & Hekman, 2024). 

The academic literature provides a plethora of definitions of media, 

discourse, and media discourse. However, these terms continue to be subject 

to diverse  interpretations. Mass communication  theorist   McQuail defines 
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media as the publicly available means used to disseminate information to the 

public, supplementing with print, film, television, and radio as media 

examples (2010). These communication channels serve many functions. One 

of these functions, relevant to this study, is bridging between the authorities 

and experts as producers of information and the general public as receivers. 

In linguistics, discourse is a broad term that can refer to “narratives in a 

restricted or broad sense of the term, text, talk, a speech, topic-related 

conversations, to language per se.” (Wodak, 2008, p. 3). Discourse has also 

been linguistically defined as the ways in which language is used in 

communication, in that it shapes and reflects broader social, cultural, and 

ideological patterns (Fairclough, 1995a). When applied to media, media 

discourse refers to the structures and functions of texts produced for public 

consumption in mass communication contexts, focusing on how they 

influence knowledge, attitudes, and societal ideologies (Fairclough, 1995b; 

van Dijk, 1988). Most specifically, the present study employs the term “AI 

media discourse” in reference to “the discursive conventions of 

conceptualising and framing the nature and use of AI technologies” (Kajava 

& Sawhney, 2023, p. 4). 

Evident in its increasing popularity in news media headlines (Nguyen, 

2024) and in recognition of the importance of linguistic strategies in 

facilitating public comprehension, the media assumes a critical role in shaping 

the AI discourse by translating its technical aspects into accessible and 

culturally resonant narratives. This task is often achieved through rhetorical 

devices, with conceptual metaphors and metonymies being notable ones 

(Anderson, 2023; Kajava & Sawhney, 2023). Lakoff  and Johnson,  

pioneering theorists recognised  for the Conceptual  Metaphor Theory 
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(henceforth CMT), postulate that abstraction and complexity are often 

understood through metaphors (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). Their theory 

repositions metaphors from mere rhetorical and literary flourishes to 

conceptual tools that facilitate the comprehension of abstract concepts (target 

domains) by contextualising them within more concrete, familiar experiences 

(source domains). Addressing AI discourse, it is essential to first acknowledge 

how the term 'Artificial Intelligence' is inherently metaphorical as it draws 

upon human intelligence (source domain) to depict the technical processes of 

AI (target domain). 

Similarly, metonymy, first introduced as a conceptual tool by Kövecses 

and Radden (1998; 1999) and Panther and Radden (1999), also partakes in AI 

discourse by using a familiar representative element (the vehicle) to stand in 

for a broader concept (the target). In metonymy, the vehicle represents the 

target through a direct association or contiguity, provided both are “linked by 

a pragmatic function, so that the target is mentally activated” (Barcelona, 

2011, p. 52). In AI discourse, a metonym like "the algorithm" serves as a 

vehicle for the target concept of interwoven, data-driven operations and 

encapsulates intricate processes into a single recognisable term (Furze, 2024). 

Culture plays a pivotal role in the construction and deconstruction of 

metaphors and metonymies. Kövecses (2009b) conceives of culture as a set 

of shared understandings of the world necessary for the production and 

comprehension of discourse and, by extension, conceptual metaphors and 

metonymies. His expansion of CMT (2020) emphasises that, while metaphors 

operate on universal cognitive mechanisms, their application   and  resonance 
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are deeply influenced by culture. Such cultural underpinnings not only 

determine the choice of metaphors but also reflect societal attitudes embedded 

in discourse (Charteris-Black, 2004, 2011; Kövecses, 2020), which are in turn 

reflected in the cross-cultural variations in metaphoric and metonymic 

expressions (Kövecses, 2017b). 

Based on the fundamental communicative role of media, the utility of 

metaphors and metonymies in crafting culturally resonant imagery, and the 

few publications on how AI and other emerging technologies are given 

meaning through media discourse (Nguyen & Hekman, 2024), especially 

from a cross-cultural perspective, the present study employs cognitive 

rhetoric. This approach combines elements of cognitive linguistics with 

rhetorical theory and analysis (Potapenko, 2016) to investigate the interplay 

between media discourse, rhetorical devices, conceptual structure, and 

culture. More specifically, it attempts to explore how a sample of Arab and 

Western media use metaphors and metonymies, being both rhetorical 

strategies and cognitive phenomena, to frame AI within their respective 

cultures. 

To pursue this investigation, the present study grounds its analysis in 

CMT and two complementary frameworks. On the cognitive or conceptual 

level, Kövecses’ Extended Conceptual Metaphor Theory (therefore ECMT) 

(2020) addresses different critiques and expands on CMT in various aspects. 

One of these aspects is the elaborate conceptual structure analysis that 

introduces four key levels of schematicity: image schemas, domains, frames, 

and mental spaces. Specific to the present study is the adopted frame level as 

outlined in the Theoretical Framework section. On the rhetorical level, this 
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study utilises Charteris-Black’s (2004, 2005) Critical Metaphor Analysis 

(henceforth referred to as CMA). CMA integrates CMT with Critical 

Discourse Analysis (CDA) and brings into the discussion the ideological 

weight of metaphor. Through synergising ECMT and CMA, and subsequently 

blending the cognitive dimensions with rhetorical analysis, this study aims to 

address both the rhetorical (i.e., influencing and engaging the public) and 

conceptual effects (i.e., shaping understanding and structuring knowledge) of 

metaphors and metonymies in AI discourse. 

1.2 Problem Statement 
 

Due to its entanglement in both professional fields and aspects of daily 

life alike, AI has garnered public interest in its prevalent yet abstract and 

intricate nature. This opacity is compounded by the use of technical jargon 

within AI discourse, which alienates the lay public and restricts their capacity 

to engage meaningfully with its implications. As this technology continues to 

advance, the public understanding of its implications is significantly 

influenced by media narratives (Nguyen, 2024) that mediate between the 

experts of technology and laypeople (Kajava & Sawhney, 2023). Within this 

mediated space, the media's use of linguistic strategies, materialised in 

specialised technical terminology and rhetorical devices, shapes the cultural 

discourse and conceptualisation of modern-day AI. While some media 

channels adopt specialised terminology that creates barriers and hinders 

mediation to the layperson, the utility of metaphors and metonyms, as Wyatt 

(2021) asserts, renders them more comprehensible to the general public  as  

they   resonate   more   emotionally   and   function   more   dynamically 
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than technical jargon. This necessitates a specific exploration of how different 

cultures utilise metaphors and metonymies in their AI discourse. 

Acknowledging the exhaustive body of literature documenting the 

application of CMT and subsequent frameworks to examine media discourse 

in fields like politics, healthcare, environmental issues, and even technology 

(Chown & Nascimento, 2023; Eadon & Wood, 2024; Hellsten, 2002; Landau 

et al., 2018; Luokkanen & Huttunen, 2014; Musolff, 2016, 2023), the 

systematic academic application of these frameworks to current AI discourse 

remains underdeveloped, especially from a cross-cultural perspective. 

Addressing this gap, the present study addresses Arab and Western media 

representations of AI with a focus on how metaphors and metonymies vary 

across cultural contexts. This study therefore attempts to address two queries: 

how these technical notions are made more accessible to the public through 

the conceptual aspects of metaphors and metonymies, and what embedded 

cultural values and attitudes surrounding the discourse on AI in each 

respective culture can be unearthed from the critical analysis of said 

metaphors and metonymies. 

1.3 Objectives of the Study 
 

The primary aim of this study is to conduct a comparative analysis of 

how cognitive rhetoric is employed by Arab and Western media in their 

coverage of AI. To that end, the study pursues the following specific 

objectives: 

1. To identify and classify the metaphors and metonymies used by Arab 

and Western media to conceptualise and frame AI. 
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2. To analyse the frame-level conceptual structures that underlie the 

identified metaphors and metonymies in each cultural context. 

3. To apply critical metaphor and metonymy analysis in order to evaluate 

the ideological and socio-cultural implications of these 

conceptualisations. 

4. To investigate how metaphorical and metonymic expressions interact 

with other rhetorical devices, specifically contrast, repetition, and 

rhetorical questions, in shaping the AI discourse in each respective 

culture. 

1.4 Research Questions 
 

Aligned with its specific objectives, this study is guided by the 

following research questions: 

1. What are the conceptual metaphors and metonymies employed in the 

selected corpora of Arab and Western media to frame AI? 

2. What frame-level conceptual structures underlie the metaphorical and 

metonymic representations of AI in each cultural context? 

3. What ideological and socio-cultural insights can be derived through a 

critical metaphor and metonymy analysis of the identified expressions? 

4. How do metaphorical and metonymic expressions interact with other 

rhetorical devices in shaping the AI discourse in each respective 

culture? 
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1.5 Methodology 
 

This study implements a mixed-methods research design and 

incorporates both qualitative and quantitative corpus-assisted analyses. 

1.5.1 Methods of Data Collection 
 

The data for this study consist of two purposefully sampled corpora 

drawn from English-language Western media and Arabic-language Arab 

media. These collections include news articles published between 2021 and 

2025 that align with recent AI discourse. 

1.5.2 Methods of Data Analysis 
 

The analytical framework is primarily adopted from ECMT and 

Charteris-Black’s three levels of CMA (namely identification, interpretation, 

and explanation), with a preceding pre-metaphoric stage and one succeeding 

stage, all of which are part of the scholarly practices of Charteris-Black and 

other linguists (Charteris-Black, 2005; Hamilton, 2012; Imani, 2022). 

1.6 Significance of the Study 
 

Situated at the intersection of cognitive linguistics, rhetorical analysis, 

and media discourse studies, this study is significant in exploring how 

culturally resonant rhetorical devices mediate public understanding of abstract 

technologies. In doing so, it fosters interdisciplinary dialogues concerning 

language, cognition, and culture, and simultaneously offers novel insights into 

how cross-cultural meaning-making unfolds within mediated technological 

discourse. 
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On an academic level, the present study’s scholarly contributions are 

fourfold. First, it addresses a significant gap in linguistic research by offering 

a cross-cultural comparative analysis of metaphor and metonymy in AI media 

discourse, an area that remains largely under-theorised, especially from an 

ECMT-informed perspective. Second, it responds to the marginalisation of 

metonymy in much of the existing scholarship by reinstating it as a component 

of figurative framing in technological contexts. Third, the study moves 

beyond the traditional metaphor identification paradigm by investigating how 

metaphors and metonymies interact with other rhetorical devices, such as 

contrast and rhetorical questions. Finally, by integrating frame-level 

conceptual structures into CMA, a novel addition, to the best of the author’s 

knowledge, it attempts to contribute to the scholarly practice and 

understanding of how frames inform metaphorical variation. 

1.7 Structure of the Thesis 
 

This thesis is organised into five chapters: Chapter One, the 

Introduction, outlines the context and motivation of the study and presents the 

problem statement, objectives, research questions, and methodology. It also 

discusses the study’s significance and structure. Chapter Two states and 

elaborates on the theoretical foundations informing the study. It starts with 

cognitive rhetoric as the overarching approach and progresses through the 

core theories, CMT, ECMT, and CMA. It also synthesises prior scholarship 

on metaphor and metonymy in media, especially AI and technology media 

discourse. Chapter Three provides a detailed account of the methodology, 

including the research design, corpus selection, data collection, and the 

analytical procedure. It introduces a multi-stage framework  that  culminates 
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in a cross-linguistic and cross-cultural comparative analysis. Chapter Four 

presents the results of the analysis, identifies key metaphorical and metonymic 

expressions, examines their frame-level conceptual structures, their 

underlying ideologies and rhetorical interactions, and draws comparisons 

between Arab and Western contexts. Finally, the concluding chapter 

summarises the main findings, reflects on their theoretical and practical 

implications, and proposes recommendations for future research. 

1.8 Definition of Key Terms 
 

To ensure conceptual clarity and consistency throughout the thesis, this 

section outlines the key terms central to the study. As the focus of the present 

thesis, AI refers to digital systems that classify, predict, and make decisions 

through data-trained algorithms (Nguyen, 2024). Governing the framework of 

this study, cognitive rhetoric is an interdisciplinary approach that integrates 

cognitive linguistics with rhetorical analysis to explore how language both 

reflects and influences conceptualisation, persuasion, and meaning-making in 

discourse (Potapenko, 2016). In turn, discourse is understood in the critical 

linguistic sense as language-in-use that constructs and reflects social reality 

and often serves ideological functions within specific communicative and 

cultural contexts (Fairclough, 1995b; van Dijk, 1988). In this study, AI media 

discourse refers specifically to journalistic texts that frame AI for public 

audiences and act as intermediaries between technical experts and lay readers. 

Theory-wise, a conceptual metaphor is defined as a cognitive 

mapping between two domains, wherein a target domain is understood   

through a source  domain  as expressed in the structure TARGET IS 
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SOURCE (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). A metonym, in contrast, operates through 

conceptual contiguity or associative links within the same domain, wherein a 

salient vehicle element stands in for a more complex or broader target concept 

(Panther & Radden, 1999; Barcelona, 2011). This study also employs the 

concept of frames, particularly as developed in ECMT, to refer to culturally 

embedded, schematic knowledge structures that organise experience, guide 

metaphorical interpretation, and play a crucial role in cross-cultural 

metaphoric variation (Kövecses, 2020). 

1.9 Summary of the Introduction 
 

This chapter introduces the study’s focus, outlines the research 

problem, aims, and questions, and presents the cognitive rhetoric approach, 

which combines CMT, ECMT, and CMA. It also describes the 

methodological design, addresses the study’s significance, and explains its 

structure. By introducing metaphors and metonymies as both cognitive and 

rhetorical tools shaped by culture, the Introduction sets the stage for the 

theoretical exploration that follows in Chapter Two. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Chapter Two 

 
Theoretical Framework and Literature Review 
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Chapter Two 

Theoretical Framework and Literature Review 
The purpose of this chapter is twofold: the Theoretical Framework 

section outlines the theoretical foundations underpinning the present study 

with a focus on several notions pertinent to its scope. The second section 

summarises prior research on how these theoretical frameworks have been 

empirically applied in media discourse, particularly in framing AI and other 

technologies. 

2.1 Theoretical Framework 
 

Under the umbrella approach of cognitive rhetoric, the adopted 

theoretical framework integrates rhetorical and cognitive dimensions and 

establishes the basis for examining how metaphors, metonymies, and 

underlying frame-level conceptual structures. In doing so, it particularly 

employs two expansions on CMT, namely ECMT and CMA. 

2.1.1 The Cognitive Rhetoric Approach 
 

Cognitive rhetoric integrates cognitive linguistics and rhetorical 

analysis, which provides a comprehensive lens to examine the interplay of the 

rhetorical and conceptual aspects of metaphors and metonymies. Potapenko 

(2016) proposes two key perspectives on cognitive rhetoric: the ontological 

perspective, which considers the roles of communication participants, and the 

epistemological perspective, pertinent to research methodologies.  According  

to  Kwiatkowska ( 2012), the ontological perspective entails examining  the



15  

sender’s use of language to influence the receiver’s cognitive processes. 

Epistemologically, it entails applying cognitive principles to rhetorical 

analysis. According to Oakley (2005), epistemological cognitive rhetoric is 

the “study of correspondence between cognitive semantics, which seeks to 

understand how we generally conceptualise, imagine, and reason, and 

rhetorical theory, which seeks to understand how we conceptualise, imagine, 

and reason in particular situations” (p. 455). At the intersection of the 

ontological and epistemological perspectives, Potapenko treats cognitive 

rhetoric as “the theory and practice of persuading explained with the 

application of cognitive linguistic methodology” (2016, p. 13). He also lists 

several complementary theories under this umbrella approach, including, but 

not limited to: CMT (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), force dynamics (Talmy, 

1988), image schemas (Johnson, 1987), conceptual integration (Fauconnier & 

Turner, 2002), and cognitive grammar (Langacker, 1987). There is yet to be a 

scholarly consensus on the roots of cognitive rhetoric as an academic 

approach. However, Potapenko traces it back to Sperber (1975) and Turner 

(1991). 

Within the scope of the present research, cognitive rhetoric investigates 

how metaphors and metonymies, anchored in frame-level conceptual 

structures, are used in shaping AI media discourse. Considering their dual 

function as both cognitive phenomena and rhetorical devices, metaphors and 

metonymies prove central to cognitive rhetoric; their bridging between 

cognitive linguistics and rhetorical theory highlights the intersection of the 

human conceptualisation of abstract ideas and the rhetorical use of language. 

These metaphors and metonymies double as constructs  that influence 

thought processes (Saban, 2006), facilitate understanding (Lakoff, 1991)
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and are strategically employed to engage and influence audiences, evoke 

particular responses, and frame arguments persuasively (Ferreira et al., 2023; 

Kövecses, 2009a). To address their multifaceted use in discourse, the present 

study synergises two expansions on CMT: Kövecses’ ECMT and Charteris-

Black’s CMA. 

2.1.2 Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT) 
 

Metaphor is a figure of speech that has historically been regarded solely 

for its poetic and rhetorical effects. Only after the publication of Metaphors 

We Live By (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980) has metaphor emerged as a significant 

scholarly phenomenon in cognitive linguistics, repositioning from simple 

literary flourishes to a fundamental aspect of everyday language. It henceforth 

gained recognition as a pervasive conceptual tool that structures, restructures, 

and even creates reality (Turner, 1987), and more significantly, a 

representative of reasoning and thinking (de Guerrero & Villamil, 2002). The 

inception of CMT in 1980 has therefore brought to the forefront of linguistic 

analyses the role of metaphors in human cognition. 

In their seminal work, Lakoff and Johnson propound that metaphors 

facilitate understanding of abstract concepts (target domains) by likening 

them to more tangible, familiar experiences (source domains). They based this 

function of conceptual metaphors on their proposition that both people’s 

conceptual system and language are metaphorically built, which suggests that 

individuals often perceive worldly experiences, emotions, and objects in terms 

of other concepts (Imani, 2022). Lakoff and Turner (1989) build on this 

proposition and emphasise that metaphorical reasoning permeates “all kinds 

of thought: thought about emotion, about society, about human character,
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about language, and about the nature of life and death” (p. xi). They further 

emphasise that metaphors form cognitive frameworks that construct 

knowledge, shape worldviews, and guide subconscious thought processes. As 

a result, the concept of metaphorical thinking surfaced as a fundamental and 

inescapable aspect of human mental processing (Lakoff, 1991; Gibbs, 1994; 

Schmitt, 2005). Relevant to metaphorical thinking, the concept of 

metaphorical meaning-making refers to the process by which individuals 

understand the world, create, and derive meaning from experiences, concepts, 

or situations through the often-unconscious deployment of metaphors (Lakoff 

& Johnson, 1980). Pertinent to the present study, traditional CMT reveals how 

media discourse simplifies the abstract concept of AI for public use by linking 

it to familiar things, such as people, objects, or events. 

2.1.2.1 Development and Critique of CMT 
 

Researchers postulate that CMT occupies a somewhat paradoxical 

position within academia (Kövecses 2020). Despite its widespread 

recognition, significant contributions, and cross-disciplinary popularity, 

nearly all aspects of the theory have faced extensive critique over the past four 

decades (Geeraerts, 2010; Gibbs, 2006; Steen, 2007). These critiques have 

spurred theoretical refinements that led to more nuanced models, which in turn 

directed CMT to develop further and stand the test of time (Kövecses, 2015a). 

While many scholars have significantly contributed to its development, 

Zoltán Kövecses, a  prominent  scholar  in metaphor studies, has offered both 

critical perspectives  and  remedial  expansions   of  CMT  in  several   of   his   
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scholarly publications (2002, 2005, 2009a, 2009b, 2015a, 2015b, 2017a, 

2017b, 2020). Two of his notable critiques pertain to the limited attention to 

social factors and the universality of metaphors. 

Kövecses’ (2020) first critique addresses CMT’s limited focus on the 

social-pragmatic functions of metaphors within real-life discourse. This 

critique emphasises that CMT, in its traditional form, has primarily focused 

on cognitive mechanisms without fully examining how metaphors operate in 

social interactions. He remedied this oversight with a call to consider both the 

cognitive and social dimensions of metaphor, as real-world discourse shapes 

and is shaped by social contexts. 

The second critique, relevant to the present study, pertains to CMT’s 

emphasis on universal conceptual metaphors. Kövecses (2020) points out that 

while some metaphors, such as KNOWING IS SEEING, are widely applicable 

across diverse languages due to universal cognitive and biological 

experiences, this universality does not extend to all metaphors. As many 

conceptual metaphors are indeed cross-culturally prevalent, culturally specific 

and context-induced metaphors are a part of the conceptual system and shape 

how specific cultures view the world. This critique of traditional CMT’s heavy 

reliance on universal bodily metaphors acknowledges a degree of universality 

while simultaneously leaving room for culturally contingent metaphors. 

To address the aforementioned critiques and others, Kövecses has made 

significant advancements in CMT that culminated in his Extended Conceptual 

Metaphor Theory (2020), which attempts to remedy several long-standing
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debates and challenges in metaphor as discussed in the following section. 

2.1.3 Complementary Role of Extended CMT (ECMT) 
 

Whereas CMT provides the foundational insight into how metaphors 

structure human thought through domain mappings, ECMT responds to the 

necessity for a more sophisticated model that captures the dynamicity and 

variability of metaphor in actual discourse. Kövecses’ elaboration on 

deliberate or conscious metaphors, conceptual hierarchy, and contextual 

variation serves as a primary theoretical foundation for this thesis and makes 

essential contributions to both the theoretical and empirical refinement of 

metaphor research. 

2.1.3.1 Deliberate or Conscious Metaphors 
 

A remarkable advancement within ECMT is its integration of deliberate 

metaphor theory (Steen, 2008, 2011, 2013), which distinguishes between 

metaphors that are processed automatically and those intentionally designed 

to guide the audience's perspective. 

Defined by Steen (2008) as metaphors specifically designed to 

encourage conscious metaphorical thinking, deliberate metaphors, or 

conscious metaphors, were not a central focus of Lakoff and Johnson's 

foundational CMT. In emphasising how metaphors operate unconsciously, 

they largely bypassed the equally important explicit and intentional use of 

some metaphors. Building on deliberate metaphor as developed by Gerard 

Steen (2008, 2011, 2013) and others (Kövecses, 2020), ECMT acknowledges 

that  not all   metaphors  operate  below   consciousness.   There  are also some 
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conscious, deliberate metaphors which are distinct from traditional CMT's 

metaphorical thinking, as they intentionally guide the audience to adopt an 

unfamiliar, or 'alien', perspective on a target concept. This perspective 

subsequently enables individuals to conceptualise the target in a way that 

aligns with the metaphor's intended framing. Deliberate metaphors sometimes 

appear in overt, linguistically marked forms, such as similes, analogies, or 

quotation marks, that signal that a metaphor is being used, which invites 

reflection on the metaphorical mapping and its implications, rather than 

allowing them to blend seamlessly into thought. This makes deliberate 

metaphors particularly relevant in persuasive discourse, such as that found in 

media texts, where authors may consciously employ them to steer public 

opinion or frame an emerging phenomenon in an intended way (Steen, 2011; 

Kövecses, 2020). 

2.1.3.2 Conceptual Structure in ECMT 
 

Another central innovation in ECMT is its emphasis on the hierarchical 

organisation of metaphorical structure, which moves beyond the classical 

CMT source–target domain mapping. 

Kövecses (2017c) identifies the hierarchy problem of metaphors. This 

problem arises because, on the one hand, traditional CMT treats metaphors as 

static mappings between a source and a target domain, while, on the other 

hand, many other linguists have adopted various perspectives and used 

different terms to refer to the structures constituting conceptual metaphor. 

This resulted in a plethora of theorisation on the source-target mapping, 

including, but not limited to, image schemas (Johnson, 1987), frames 

(Kövecses, 2006; Lakoff, 1996), domains (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; 
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Langacker, 1987), and mental spaces (Fauconnier, 1994), with other terms in 

circulation. In attempts to harmonise these various perspectives on source-

target domain mapping, Kövecses introduces a four-level model of 

hierarchical schematicity, as presented in Figure 1 and explained below: 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1. 

Schematic Hierarchy of Conceptual Structures (from Kövecses, 2020, p. 52) 
 

1. Image Schemas: Foundational, pre-linguistic patterns derived from 

sensory-motor experiences (e.g., CONTAINMENT, BALANCE). 

2. Domains: Broader conceptual areas organising knowledge, shaped by 

experiential factors, especially bodily context. 

3. Frames: Culturally and socially constructed structures that organise 

knowledge and beliefs (and contain frame elements), also shaped by 

experience. 

4. Mental Spaces: Dynamic, context-sensitive constructs used for often 

real-time metaphorical reasoning. 

Furthermore, Kövecses (2020) argues that metaphors often function 

concurrently across these levels, which creates both general patterns, as in 

domains and image schemas, and specific instantiations, as in mental spaces. 
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He illustrated the hierarchical structure using the famous LIFE IS A 

JOURNEY metaphor as detailed in Table 1 below. 

Table 1. 

Schematic Hierarchy of the “Life is a Journey” Metaphor in ECMT 
 

Level Example from the "Life is a Journey" Metaphor 

 
Image Schema 

ACTION IS MOTION: Life involves movement and progress 
CONTROL IS PHYSICAL BALANCE: Staying stable in life means maintaining 
balance 

 
Domain Level 

LIFE IS TRAVEL: Life is understood as a form of movement across time and 
space. 

 
Frame Level 

LEADING A LIFE IS JOURNEYING: A person moves along a life path with 
goals, obstacles, and direction. 

 
 

 
Mental Space 
Level 

KEEPING ONE'S JOB IS KEEPING ONE'S BALANCE WHILE WALKING 
ALONG A TIGHTROPE: A specific scenario where employment stability is 
linked to physical balance. 
LOSING ONE’S JOB IS LOSING ONE’S BALANCE WHILE WALKING 
ALONG A TIGHTROPE: Losing a job is metaphorically falling off the tightrope. 

At the most schematic level, image schemas provide fundamental 

embodied experiences that structure thought. The ACTION IS MOTION schema 

maps movement onto abstract concepts such as progress in life, while the 

CONTROL IS PHYSICAL BALANCE schema conceptualises stability in life as 

maintaining equilibrium. At the second level, domains serve as broad 

conceptual categories that structure abstract concepts. As a domain-level 

metaphor, LIFE IS TRAVEL organises different ways of thinking about 

progress, time, and purpose. Within this domain, frames provide more specific 

structures, as seen in the Journey frame, where life is conceptualised as a goal-

oriented movement that involves several frame elements (henceforth FEs, 

singular FE), such as travellers, paths, obstacles, and destinations. At the last 

and most specific level,  mental  spaces  instantiate  metaphors  in  context-
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dependent ways. For example, Kövecses presents a scenario where 

employment stability is understood through the metaphor of walking on a 

tightrope: keeping one’s job is maintaining balance on a tightrope, while 

losing one’s job is falling off. The mental space represents a particular instance 

of this metaphor in discourse, but it activates the entire hierarchy of 

conceptual structures associated with it. This proposition about hierarchy 

addresses how conceptual structures become increasingly specialised as they 

move from broad schemas to specific ones. 

2.1.3.3 Conceptual Metaphors and Context 
 

In addition to schematic hierarchy, Kövecses (2015a, 2020) emphasises 

the importance of context in both the production and interpretation of 

metaphors. In contrast to traditional CMT that focuses on universal metaphors 

derived from bodily experiences (bodily context), he highlights the contextual 

variability of metaphorical meaning. In doing so, he identifies four types of 

context that influence metaphor use as illustrated in Figure 2. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2. 

 
Four Types of Context (from Kövecses, 2015b, p. 12) 
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1. Situational Context: Immediate physical or social circumstances 

surrounding communication. 

2. Discourse Context: The broader linguistic environment, including 

prior and concurrent utterances. 

3. Conceptual-cognitive Context: Individual cognitive states, such as 

goals, emotions, and knowledge structures. 

4. Bodily Context: Embodied experiences that influence metaphor 

comprehension. 

Through the integration of these four types of context into CMT, ECMT 

extends it to account for how metaphors adapt to specific communicative and 

cultural circumstances and aligns it with discourse analysis, which renders it 

a suitable theoretical lens for the present thesis. 

2.1.3.4 The Interplay Between Schematic Hierarchy and Context 
 

Another defining strength of ECMT lies in its capacity to integrate 

schematic hierarchy and contextual variation into a unified framework. Rather 

than treating metaphors as fixed mappings, ECMT views them as dynamically 

constructed, influenced by both hierarchical schematic structures (Figure 1) 

and multiple types of context (Figure 2). 

Kövecses (2020) highlights that the levels of schematicity interact 

dynamically  with  context  in  metaphorical  meaning-making  and cross-

cultural variation. He notes that, in traditional CMT, the body of a human 

being and its experiences (bodily context) are significantly involved in the 

process of metaphorical meaning-making, making the most schematic level   

of  image  schemas  significant  in  this  regard. This  is  because  the   image 
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schemas are predicated on our most fundamental interactions with the 

physical world and are indispensable to human understanding. However, in 

critiquing traditional CMT, Rakova (2002) points out that a theory based on 

image schemas, and in particular, on essential physical experiences that are 

shared across cultures, cannot simultaneously be a theory of cultural variation. 

ECMT therefore addresses the question of how and to what extent 

metaphorical conceptualisation is universal and can vary across cultures, 

which leads the discussion to the less schematic levels and the other types of 

context. 

The addition of different types of context remedies this shortcoming of 

standard CMT, as each level of schematicity interacts with specific contextual 

influences. For example, mental spaces are particularly sensitive to situational 

and discourse contexts, including the immediate physical environment, the 

social situation, and the discourse history. This allows speakers to adapt 

metaphorical expressions to immediate communicative aims. In turn, these 

mental spaces activate broader frames, which are shaped by cultural models, 

shared ideologies, and conceptual histories. These frames operate within 

broader domains and ultimately rest on deep image schemas rooted in 

embodied experience (bodily context). Thus, while the structure of metaphor 

follows a hierarchy, the actual metaphor selected and how it is understood is 

always contextually modulated (Kövecses, 2015b). 

This layered interaction also allows for feedback loops between levels. 

For instance, repeated metaphor use in specific contexts, such as framing AI 

in war-like terms, such as AI BATTLEFIELD, can gradually entrench certain 

frames within the public consciousness. At the same time, broader cultural
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values can predispose particular metaphorical framings as detailed in the 

following subsection. 

2.1.3.5 Conceptual Metaphors, Discourse, and Culture 
 

Within ECMT, metaphor is both a cognitive mechanism and a 

discursive and cultural practice. Kövecses (2020) argues that variation in 

metaphorical conceptualisation is not random but emerges from the culturally 

specific contexts in which communication occurs. In his pursuit of 

metaphorical variation in relation to culture, he situated culture within two of 

the four types of context: culture as a situational context and culture as a 

conceptual context. 

In addressing culture as situational context, defined by Kövecses 

(2017a) as the specific ideas, values, practices, and artefacts unique to a 

linguistic community, these cultural factors, ranging from dominant values 

and artistic works to media products and physical objects, supply 

metaphorical source domains that are salient and active in specific 

communicative instances. 

In addressing culture as a conceptual context, and more relevant to this 

study, Kövecses (2017b) proposes that culture can be understood as a 

conceptual system that is both a process and a product of cognitive operations. 

This conceptual system, central to cognitive linguistics, is dynamic and 

evolving. It consists of frames or cultural models that emerge from shared 

lived experiences within a community. Frames, as developed by Fillmore 

(1982), Lakoff (1987),  Langacker (1987), and others, represent structured 

knowledge that enables meaning-making. Said frames or  models  are    

experientially
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experientially motivated structures, rooted in direct or indirect experience 

(Johnson, 1987; Lakoff, 1987; Gibbs, 2006, as cited in Kövecses, 2017b). 

Cultural anthropology and linguistics further extend this idea by 

treating culture as a system of interconnected frames or cognitive models, also 

referred to as cultural models (Sharifian, 2015; Albufalasa & Vorobeva, 

2020). This leads the discussion to frames (i.e., the third conceptual level on 

the schematic hierarchy) that shape our understanding of the world and 

influence how individuals interpret and produce metaphors in discourse 

(Kövecses, 2015b). In this view, culture becomes both the source and the site 

of metaphorical meaning-making. Via studying metaphors at the specific level 

of frames, one may be able to gain deeper insights into how cultural nuances 

and contextual factors inform metaphorical meaning-making (Kövecses, 

2015b) and, subsequently, metaphorical variation in how Arab and Western 

media may represent AI. 

2.1.3.6 More on Frames 
 

At the heart of ECMT’s cultural and contextual sensitivity in relation 

to schematic hierarchy is the notion of frames. Frames are central to both 

conceptual and situational types of context, and by extension, culture. As 

representational structures, frames are shaped by shared cultural experiences 

and background knowledge, creating the possibility that different cultures 

may have varying frames, or FEs, for the same concept, which leads to 

different interpretations and uses. This situates frames as containers of 

meaning and dynamic schemas that guide both metaphor understanding and 

production. Since frames operate between domains and mental spaces,  they 
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offer a level of analysis that captures both cultural generality and contextual 

flexibility (Komatsubara, 2023; Table 1). These frames not only structure 

metaphor use but also determine which elements are highlighted and which 

are backgrounded; a process that shapes public perception, emotional 

response, and even policy discourse (Lakoff, 2004; Charteris-Black, 2004). 

As the analysis of the present study functions on the frame-level 

structure, it is deemed critical to trace back this term to its roots in scholarly 

practices and not have it confused with the notion of “frames” as postulated 

by other scholars, an issue which Sullivan (2023) gives a comprehensive 

account of. She postulates that framing as a theoretical concept has emerged 

independently across multiple disciplines (Entman, 1993), resulting in diverse 

interpretations and applications. Frames originated once within sociology to 

shape perspectives in communication and media studies (Goffman, 1974) and 

once within cognitive psychology to evolve into the frames used in linguistics 

(Fillmore, 1968). However, over time, subsequent research in both traditions 

has brought these perspectives closer together to the point that their distinct 

origins are frequently forgotten (Andor, 2010; Fillmore, 2008; Fillmore & 

Baker, 2009, as cited in Sullivan, 2023). 

A key factor in bridging these traditions has been the study of 

metaphorical frames, particularly in the influential work of Lakoff (1996). 

2004). His research has influenced both traditions, blurring the boundary 

between them; a theme further developed and explored by Kövecses (2020). 

In light of the plethora of scholarly definitions and applications, and to ensure  

theoretical  and  methodological  accuracy,  the  present  study exclusively
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adopts Kövecses’ definition of frames, and his prescribed methodology is 

used to identify metaphors’ frame levels and related FEs. 

Notwithstanding ECMT’s significant advancements in metaphor 

analysis, it still faces certain methodological limitations. The theory’s 

complex interaction between various types of contexts and levels of 

schematicity leaves gaps in systematically delineating how specific variables 

influence metaphorical production and understanding. Operationalising and 

distinguishing all these variables in metaphor often poses practical difficulties 

in empirical research. To address these methodological constraints, this study 

will selectively employ specific notions of ECMT, focusing on the frame level 

of schematic hierarchy, related FEs, their role in structuring culturally variable 

conceptual metaphors, and the significance of deliberate metaphors and 

human agency. 

2.1.4 Complementary Role of CMA 
 

Building on CMT’s positioning of metaphors as representatives of 

reasoning and thinking, language of a metaphoric nature has been recognised 

as a powerful tool for uncovering subconscious beliefs, implicit assumptions, 

and underlying attitudes that shape conscious opinions on various subjects 

(McGrath, 2006). Pertinent to the present study is the exploration of 

metaphorical language surrounding AI and its potential to reveal orientations, 

which necessitates the adoption of a specific theoretical and methodological 

framework that closely examines how metaphors interact with ideology. 
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Despite its utility, traditional CMT is rooted in cognitive semantics, 

which attributes the motivation for particular metaphorical mappings to 

experiential connections between domains, thereby overlooking the speaker’s 

intentional use of metaphor. This limitation has led scholars to incorporate 

perspectives from CDA, which emphasises that “metaphors are chosen by 

speakers to achieve particular communication goals within particular contexts 

rather than being predetermined by bodily experience” (Charteris-Black, 

2004, p. 247). Thus, CDA treats metaphors as products of both individual 

resources and broader social ones (Imperiale and Phipps, 2022). These 

individual resources consist of cognition, emotion, and linguistic knowledge, 

while the social ones encapsulate ideological, historical, social, and cultural 

knowledge (van Dijk, 2009; Charteris-Black, 2004). 

One influential framework for examining metaphors within CDA is 

Charteris-Black’s CMA (2004), in which he sought to refine CMT by 

highlighting the pragmatic aspects of metaphor in communication. In 

implementing his approach, the present thesis combines the cognitive focus 

of CMT and the cultural variation of ECMT with the ideological insights of 

CDA. 

2.1.4.1 Analytical Stages in CMA 
 

Drawing on Fairclough’s (1995a) three-dimensional model of 

discourse analysis, CMA involves three stages: Metaphor Identification, 

Metaphor Interpretation, and Metaphor Explanation (Charteris-Black, 2004; 

Sudajit-apa, 2017). For the present study, it serves as both a theoretical 

framework and a practical methodology with defined stages and procedures. 
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While the methodology is discussed in detail in Chapter Three, this section 

provides a comprehensive account of the notions informing the present 

study’s steps of data collection and analysis. 

The first stage, metaphor identification, involves detecting 

metaphorical expressions and organising them into higher-order conceptual 

structures. Drawing on CMT, metaphors are treated as target-source 

mappings. Once metaphorical expressions are identified, they are grouped 

into conceptual metaphors based on shared semantic mappings, which are in 

turn abstracted into broader conceptual keys in reference to unifying 

categories that thematically structure how a phenomenon is understood (e.g., 

the AI IS A HUMAN conceptual key includes STUDENT, TRAINEE, ASSISTANT, 

and other metaphors). Metaphorical expressions are also quantified as types 

(i.e., the distinct lexical realisations of a metaphor) and tokens (i.e., the total 

number of instances in which those realisations occur). Importantly, 

Charteris-Black introduces the concept of metaphor resonance (henceforth 

MR) as a diagnostic indicator of a metaphor’s productivity in discourse based 

on the metaphor’s lexical variety (types) and frequency (tokens). 

The second stage, being metaphor interpretation, examines how 

metaphors function within a specific discursive and rhetorical context. It 

focuses on understanding the rhetorical and cognitive impacts of metaphor by 

analysing four key aspects: tone, purpose, mapping, and topic framing. Tone 

refers to the evaluative colouring of a metaphor, such as optimistic, 

ambivalent, or cautionary. Purpose refers to the communicative or rhetorical 

aim of the metaphor, such as whether it functions to normalise technological 

adoption, provoke  concern, or  establish  authority. Mapping, a core  analytic 
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focus in Charteris-Black’s model involves identifying which salient elements 

of the source domain are mapped onto the target domain. Charteris-Black 

(2004) emphasises that metaphorical power lies not merely in the mapping 

itself, but in the selection of specific elements that are foregrounded; an 

insight that has informed this study’s integration of ECMT’s (2020) frames 

into the interpretive process. This therefore refines the mapping procedure by 

treating metaphors as embedded within culturally rich frames in which FEs 

structure the metaphor’s internal logic and attest to what aspects of the 

metaphor are foregrounded. Finally, topic framing involves examining how 

metaphorical choices shape the public understanding of particular issues, in 

this case, AI in relation to the public. 

The third stage, explanation, marks the explicitly critical phase of 

CMA, wherein metaphors are explained as ideologically motivated rhetorical 

tools. Three core elements are examined in this stage, namely sociocultural 

functions, power relations, and audience positioning. The sociocultural 

function is assessed through examining the metaphor’s role in naturalising 

policies, promoting certain beliefs and attitudes, or supporting particular 

technological imaginaries. Power relations are interrogated to reveal which 

actors or institutions gain epistemic authority or political legitimacy through 

metaphorical framing. Audience positioning is examined through the roles the 

metaphor ascribes to public participants, whether as empowered users, passive 

observers, or ethically responsible agents. Finally, the explanation step 

requires a degree of reflexivity: the analyst must recognise their own 

positionality and the interpretive frameworks they bring to the analysis 

(Charteris-Black, 2004). 
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Finally, expanding on Charteris-Black’s insights (2005), the added 

stage of metaphorical interaction examines how metaphors interact with other 

rhetorical elements, such as contrast, rhetorical questions, and repetition. The 

purpose of this stage is to evaluate whether such rhetorical strategies serve to 

reinforce and legitimise dominant metaphors or, conversely, to destabilise and 

challenge them. In doing so, it also sheds light on the extent to which the media 

demonstrates reflexive awareness of the metaphors it circulates. As Charteris-

Black (2005) emphasises, “metaphors… provide the frame of the argument, 

the persuasive effect … is produced by their interaction with contrast, 

rhetorical questions, and patterns of repetition and reiteration” (p. 167). This 

stage evaluates how metaphorical language combines with other rhetorical 

strategies in reinforcing or challenging specific interpretations. 

2.1.5 Evolution and Application of Critical Metonymy Analysis 
 

Pioneering researchers like van Dijk (2009) and Panther and Radden 

(1999) argue that, much like metaphors, metonymies carry cognitive weight 

through encapsulating social, political, or cultural connotations within brief 

yet impactful expressions. While metaphors have long been central to 

discourse studies, recent developments in metaphorical research have sparked 

more interest in metonymy (Zhang, 2014), with scholars increasingly 

acknowledging its distinct role in shaping discourse. Subsequently, a number 

of these scholars have emphasised the importance of integrating metonymy 

analysis within CDA frameworks (Barcelona, 2003; Zhang, 2014; Si, 2018), 

noting that it often works alongside metaphor to structure public 

understanding. 
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In their primary works on metonymy, Radden and Kövecses defined it as 

“a cognitive process in which one conceptual entity, the vehicle, provides 

mental access to another conceptual entity, the target, within the same 

idealised cognitive model” (Radden & Kövecses, 1999, p. 3). Initially 

featuring idealised cognitive models as the conceptual architecture 

underpinning metonymic expressions (Kövecses & Radden, 1998; Radden & 

Kövecses, 1999; Kövecses, 2002; Li & Fang, 2003), Kövecses later 

substituted the term with “frame” in his works to align it more closely with 

ECMT. He states that “in metonymy, an element in a [...] frame provides 

mental access to another element within the same [...] frame” (Kövecses 2020, 

p. 36), and while metaphors operate between two different source and target 

frames, in metonymy, “there is a correlation between two events or states 

within the same frame” (Kövecses, 2020, p. 40). This placement of metonyms 

as FEs within frames helps explain why metonymy tends to be culturally 

variable; it builds on shared socio-cognitive models (i.e., frames) that differ 

across languages and cultures. It also accounts for why metonyms are efficient 

and pervasive; they leverage these frames as pre-existing and culturally 

embedded knowledge structures to achieve conceptual compression and 

rhetorical economy. This makes the critical analysis of metonymy a useful 

addition to cross-cultural discourse analysis, as it can reveal culturally specific 

associations that differ across languages and contexts (Liu et al., 2024). 

Many CDA scholars argue that ideology can obscure or distort the 

objective world and therefore advocate for CDA to “remove the veil” of 

ideology to unearth underlying assumptions embedded in language 

(Fairclough, 1995a; Van Dijk, 2009). This is where the analysis of 
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metonymy proves important in CDA. The critical analysis of metonymy seeks 

to uncover how metonymic choices reflect and reinforce ideological positions. 

The use of metonymy, according to Zhang (2014), functions beyond simple 

word substitution to subtly guide readers toward interpreting events from a 

particular ideological viewpoint. This is done through foregrounding certain 

aspects (FEs) of an Idealised Cognitive Model (or a frame) and backgrounding 

others. In that sense, metonymy does not only reflect experiential and cultural 

knowledge but, much like metaphors, also participates in constructing social 

reality. 

This notion of selective FEs parallels Burke’s (1966) concept of the 

terministic screen in reference to how symbolic systems, including language, 

metaphors and metonymy, direct attention to certain aspects of reality while 

deflecting attention from others. Like a camera filter that highlights specific 

colours and suppresses others, linguistic signs create a selective lens through 

which individuals perceive and interpret the world (Liu, 2008). Terministic 

screens operate by foregrounding concepts that discourse producers deem 

salient, thereby shaping patterns of thought, feeling, and behaviour. As Ju 

(2010) notes, different linguistic choices produce different terministic screens, 

each of which reflects the ideological orientations of the writer (Zhang, 2014). 

Metonymy participates directly in this process. When discourse 

producers choose a metonymic expression, such as selecting Beijing to 

represent the Chinese government, they highlight one FEs of a bigger frame 

while downplaying or erasing other aspects (FEs). This selective emphasis 

constitutes a terministic screen because it directs the audience’s attention 
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toward one dimension (FE) of reality while concealing others (FEs). 

Metonymy therefore structures social perception by constructing a particular 

version of events that aligns with the discourse producer’s values. 

To encompass various types of metonymy, Kövecses and Radden have 

developed a comprehensive typology that classifies them into 46 distinct 

patterns, including part-whole, producer-product, object-user, cause-effect, 

and place-event relations, among others. These metonymic patterns are 

governed by the principle of frame-internal contiguity, where one FE activates 

the whole frame, or another FE that is functionally or experientially related 

(Kövecses & Radden, 1998; Radden & Kövecses, 1999). 

Recognising the conceptual and ideological aspects of metonymy, 

CMeA extends the insights of CMA by focusing on how metonymies, like 

metaphors, can reinforce or challenge ideological stances within discourse. 

While pioneering scholars like Lakoff (1991) have long addressed metonyms 

in discourse, the origins of a more theoretically and methodologically 

grounded CMeA lie within the foundational work of Charteris-Black (2004, 

2005). While Critical Metonymy Analysis (CMeA) is not a well-circulated 

and acknowledged methodology, the present thesis applies it as informed by 

both Charteris-Black’s CMA and Kövecses’ (Kövecses & Radden 1998; 

Radden & Kövecses 1999; Kövecses 2020) notions of metonymy and frames. 

Initially developed to analyse metaphors, CMA’s principles can be equally 

applicable to metonymy (Zhang, 2014). Building on this, CMeA applies the 

analytical stages of CMA to metonymic expressions and integrates Kövecses’ 

notions in exploring how metonymy employs certain FEs and foregrounds 

others within the same frame. 
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2.1.6 Summary and Justification of the Theoretical Framework 
 

Under the umbrella approach of cognitive rhetoric, the adopted 

theoretical framework synthesises CMT, ECMT, and CMA. The combination 

of these theories offers a multidimensional lens through which to analyse 

metaphors and metonymies as both cognitive phenomena and rhetorical 

devices and explore their conceptual, cultural, and ideological dimensions. 

Traditional CMT provides the foundational insight that metaphor 

allows individuals to understand abstract phenomena through more familiar 

experiential ones (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). However, the theory’s original 

emphasis on universality, its minimal attention to discursive context, and its 

static model of domain mapping render it insufficient for analysing the 

dynamic, culturally embedded, and ideologically charged nature of media 

discourse. ECMT addresses these limitations by introducing a hierarchical 

model of schematicity and foregrounding the role of context in metaphor 

production and interpretation (Kövecses, 2020). Of particular relevance to this 

study is its focus on frame-level conceptual structures, which is where 

conceptual metaphors become culturally situated and variable. 

However, while ECMT explains how metaphors are contextually 

shaped and culturally variable, it does not fully explain why they are selected 

and to what ideological ends. For this, the study turns to CMA to investigate 

the ideological and persuasive power of metaphor in discourse. Crucially, 

CMA overcomes several limitations: (1) while it integrates qualitative 

analyses, it also relies on corpus-based data rather than subjective intuition or 

introspection; (2) it integrates cognitive  approaches  to  metaphor  while still
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acknowledging its rhetorical impact; and (3) it serves as a valuable extension 

of CDA as it offers a more robust and interdisciplinary platform for analysing 

how metaphors function across both mental and social domains (Hu & Xu, 

2017). Therefore, CMA provides the critical dimension necessary to 

investigate not just how metaphors are structured and understood (as in CMT) 

and vary across cultures (as in ECMT), but why they are strategically 

employed in particular media contexts. 

Broader theoretical concerns further justify this triadic integration. As 

Chilton (2005) critiques, many CDA models have under-theorised the 

cognitive dimensions of discourse, which in turn limited their applicability to 

important linguistic phenomena such as metaphors in discourse. Through 

integrating cognitive linguistics, particularly ECMT and its attention to frame-

level structure, into CDA, this study attempts to respond to that gap and to the 

calls for a more cognitively enriched form of CDA. Additionally, as Gibbs 

(2008) notes, the study of metaphor is inherently interdisciplinary; it intersects 

with language, cognition, and society. This intersection makes a rigid 

commitment to one theoretical lens insufficient for the complex, cross-

cultural, and mediated phenomenon under investigation. 

In summary, this study adopts a multi-theoretical framework that 

facilitates a layered analysis of metaphor and metonymy in AI discourse. This 

framework enables the present thesis to investigate how AI is conceptualised 

and framed across Arab and Western media discourse and compare the 

similarities and differences shaped by and reflected in language. 
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2.2 Literature Review 
 

The Literature Review section examines prior studies that have 

empirically applied the theories outlined in the previous section. It documents 

how CMT, ECMT, and CMA have been used to explore metaphors and 

metonymies in media discourse and their cross-cultural variation, particularly 

in reference to emerging technologies like AI. It subsequently identifies key 

research gaps that the current study seeks to address. 

2.2.1 Conceptual Metaphors and Technology 
 

CMT has been a seminal framework for understanding how metaphors 

structure the way individuals conceptualise abstract or complex phenomena. 

Metaphors, as discussed in the Theoretical Framework section, explain topics 

in ways that influence public understanding. Beyond their explanatory roles, 

metaphors also serve constitutive ones, especially in science and technology. 

The use of metaphors to explain technology has been well-recognised 

by Ungerer and Schmid. In their book titled An Introduction to Cognitive 

Linguistics (2006), they address how metaphors in technology, particularly in 

fields like computer science, play dual roles: they can be explanatory by 

aiding understanding or constitutive by shaping conceptual models (Ungerer 

& Schmid, 2006). They highlight how concepts such as COMPUTER WORK IS 

OFFICE WORK exemplify the explanatory function, where concepts like 

desktop, folders, and trash cans provide intuitive, user-friendly interfaces for 

lay users, which contrast with technical terminology like "CLS" or "MD". 
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These metaphors offer intuitive conceptual access to abstract technical 

operations by mapping them onto everyday experiences, which renders them 

as cognitive scaffolds that enable non-expert users to interact with complex 

systems. Similarly, computer metaphors such as BUG or VIRUS draw on 

biomedical schemas to make technological malfunctions more relatable by 

mapping familiar concepts (illness, infection) onto abstract technological 

issues. 

However, as Kuhn (1993) posits in his analysis of scientific paradigms, 

metaphors also become constitutive of how entire fields conceptualise their 

subject matter. He supplements with NUCLEUS AND ELECTRONS ARE PING-

PONG BALLS as an example, asserting that it not only explains atomic 

structure, but also frames the ontology of matter in ways that guide scientific 

inquiry. This example demonstrates how, in technological contexts, 

metaphors are not just tools for accessibility but also integral to shaping both 

user understanding and professional conceptualisation. In metaphorical 

words, metaphors do not merely describe reality; they help construct it. 

In the broad context of technology and its advancements and the 

specific context of AI, an initially explanatory metaphor known as the 

computational metaphor emerges as a significant example; technological 

innovations and complexities have long been understood in metaphorical 

comparison to the human body and its functions. The mass media theorist 

Marshall McLuhan, as early as 1964, explored the impact of technological 

innovation on humanity and conceptualised said innovation in biomedical 

terms, postulating that “The new media and technologies by which we 
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amplify and extend ourselves constitute huge collective surgery carried out on 

the social body with complete disregard for antiseptics” (McLuhan, 1964, p. 

64). For decades, metaphors have likened minds and machines. Technological 

discourses have conceptualised the human brain in relation to the pivotal 

technologies of their eras, ranging from hydraulics to telegraphs and 

computers (European Parliamentary Research Service [EPRS], 2021). 

Carbonell et al. (2016) describe the connections between computational 

metaphors for the brain and vice versa and state that, while the human brain 

has long been understood in comparison to machines, these metaphors are also 

reversed to conceptualise technologies via the lens of human cognition and 

functions. This makes The Computational Metaphor, THE BRAIN IS A 

COMPUTER IS A BRAIN, the most significant metaphor in neuroscience and AI 

(Baria & Cross, 2021). 

Contrary to popular belief and in spite of recent rapid growth and 

recognition, AI technology is not a recent discovery but rather dates back to 

the 1950s (McCarthy et al., 1955) and has been a part of media discourse for 

decades. Discussions regarding AI frequently employ metaphors, and the term 

'AI' in itself is based on a metaphor for human intelligence (EPRS, 2021). The 

exploration of metaphors and AI has therefore been taking place for a 

significant period of time and is nearing its centennial. In an early work of 

Gozzi (1994), for example, he used a dataset of articles in the press at the 

earliest stages of development in the field of AI, from 1966 to 1970, and found 

that common AI metaphors, falling in the same canon of all revolutionary 

technologies, were ‘brains’ with subsequent metaphorical extensions to the 

description of thought as a computational process. The employment of this 

computational metaphor has persisted into modern day and has been used, 



42  

         documented, and criticised by scholars, educators, and legislators of AI. 

2.2.2 Framing and Representation of AI in Media Discourse 
 

Although the present study focuses on metaphor and metonymy, it is 

situated within a broader body of scholarship on how AI is represented and 

communicated through media discourse. As emerging technologies continue 

to change public life, the media functions as both a translator of expert 

knowledge and a constructor of meaning. This is particularly salient for AI, 

whose opacity and abstraction require discursive framing that renders it 

intelligible and relatable. These framing choices, whether metaphorical or not, 

have a recognisable impact on public sentiment and ethical debates (Nguyen 

& Hekman, 2024). 

In one of the recent investigations of modern-day AI discourse, the 

research of Bones et al. (2021) examines how historical context, gender, and, 

most critically, language influence said AI discourse. The authors employ a 

feminist epistemological approach, which recognises the impact of social and 

cultural factors on knowledge production, to analyse how AI terminology and 

its evolution over time can either inform or misinform public understanding. 

Methodologically, they implement a triangulation of historical analysis, 

corpus linguistics, and textual exegesis to analyse a sample of texts sourced 

from the British National Corpus and the TIME Magazine Corpus. Of 

particular relevance to the present study, their findings reveal that the language 

used to describe AI often perpetuates misleading perceptions of omnipotence 

and transparency, attributable to the various common metaphors and 

terminology  that  anthropomorphise  machines, such as “brain”, “memory”, 
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and “learning”. The authors argue that such use of these metaphors and terms 

imbues machines with human-like qualities and contend that this 

anthropomorphic framing tends to obscure the actual limitations and 

intricacies of AI systems. Finally, they suggest reframing key concepts, and 

supplement with the example of replacing the term “data” with “capta”, 

which may help highlight data’s interpretive and human-dependent 

nature and subsequently promote a more accurate AI depiction. 

Following suit, Nguyen and Hekman (2024) examined how media 

discourses shape public understanding of AI with the specific objective of 

identifying dominant news frames and their association with specific data 

risks. They deployed a corpus-based dataset of 3,098 articles from four 

newspapers: The New York Times, The Guardian, Wired, and Gizmodo, and 

grounded their research in media framing and agenda-setting theories. 

Temporally, the findings indicate that AI coverage shifted from niche to 

mainstream, with an increasing critical perspective over time. Their 

exploration reveals 14 dominant frames subcategorised into four overarching 

meta-frames. Governing these four meta-frames, they further identify two 

overarching framing patterns: an optimistic progress framing pattern that 

emphasises AI’s benefits and potential for innovation and societal 

advancement, and a cautious risk one that evokes concerns about job 

displacement, privacy, and ethical implications. The study concludes that 

these two polarised framing patterns create a dichotomous narrative around 

AI, where media representations oscillate between AI as a transformative 

force and AI as a significant source of societal risk, which influences how 

audiences perceive AI's broader implications. Along with calls for reframing 
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efforts, the authors finally advocate for further qualitative research to deepen 

the understanding of AI discourse across different cultural contexts. 

2.2.3 Critical Metaphor Analysis and AI Media Discourse 
 

In recognition of both the conceptual and rhetorical effects of 

metaphors and metonymies and the crucial role of media in shaping and 

guiding public perception as a mediator, it has been argued that understanding 

the metaphors and metonymies media outlets deploy in a certain subject can 

suffice for understanding the entirety of said discourse (Komatsubara, 2023). 

Komatsubara asserts that metaphors and metonymies allow access to the 

conceptual frameworks and rhetorical strategies that govern media 

representations and encapsulate the whole discourse without needing to 

examine every individual element. After having separately addressed 

technological metaphors and AI media discourse, the following empirical 

studies highlight the intersection of AI, CMT, and media discourse. 

In a recent scholarly effort addressing popular media discourse, and in 

light of the rapid growth and introduction of various AI tools, Nguyen (2024) 

explores how AI and its recent developments are framed through conceptual 

metaphors in The Guardian newspaper. His study's corpus comprises 33 

articles published between 2022 and 2024, which were purposively sampled 

through targeted AI-related keyword searches, such as "Artificial 

Intelligence", "ChatGPT", and "machine learning". Similar to the present 

study, his analysis was theoretically informed by both CMT and some 

concepts from ECMT. In the findings, he identifies three primary AI 

metaphors, namely AI IS A HUMAN BEING, AI IS AN ANIMAL, and AI IS A 



45  

NATURAL FORCE, with the most prevalent one being the HUMAN metaphor 

(88%, approximately). Additional metaphors for AI development, as per 

Nguyen's analysis, include AI DEVELOPMENT IS WAR, AI DEVELOPMENT IS 

A RACE, AI DEVELOPMENT IS A CONVERSATION, AI DEVELOPMENT IS A 

DANCE, and AI DEVELOPMENT IS A GAME. Collectively, these metaphors are 

realised through an approximation of 150 linguistic expressions that function 

to simplify AI's intricacies and portray its development as both dynamic and 

relatable. Nguyen discusses how these metaphors influence the ways in which 

AI’s potential, risks, and applications are conceptualised and mediated to the 

public, while also revealing broader critical and ideological attitudes 

embedded in media narratives. He finally recommends that media 

professionals and educators intentionally utilise certain metaphors to improve 

public comprehension of AI and its ramifications, and he suggests further 

research into how they influence AI perceptions and policymaking. 

In addition to these studies addressing popular media, other scholars 

have addressed AI discourse produced by governments and AI legislators. For 

example, the research of Ye and Li explores the European Union AI Act (EU 

AIA). Their theoretical framework is grounded in both CMA and CMT and 

informed by some concepts from Kövecses’ ECMT. Implementing corpus 

linguistics as their methodology, the sampled corpus comprises 89,787 tokens 

from the EU AIA documents analysed through Wmatrix software for semantic 

domain identification and Metaphor Identification Procedures (MIP). The key 

findings highlight the prominence of metaphors like AI IS A JOURNEY, which 

connotes purposive progression, and AI IS WAR, which emphasises risks and 

challenges. The authors argue that these metaphors highlight societal 

aspirations and fears while simultaneously reflecting the policy’s framing  
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of AI as requiring careful regulation and governance. The study finally 

emphasises the critical role of metaphor in shaping public and legal discourses 

surrounding AI development and regulation (Ye & Li, 2024). 

In a similar vein, Kajava and Sawhney (2023) also explore how legal 

AI discourses impact societal perceptions, particularly within the European 

Union. They draw from the theories of CMT and CMA and deploy Natural 

Language Processing (NLP) tools, namely spaCy, for dependency parsing and 

manual annotation methods like MIP, to examine how metaphors and 

personification-with-metonymy instances shape narratives about AI's 

autonomy and agency. They sampled a corpus of 20 reports (1300 pages, 

approximately) published between 2020 and 2021 and prepared by AI Watch, 

the European Commission’s knowledge service on AI. They identify active 

verbs that attribute agency to AI and several metaphors, such as AI IS A FORCE 

and AI UPTAKE IS A RACE. Their findings about how these metaphors are 

realised reveal that terms like "trustworthy", "biassed", or "transforming 

society" attribute human-like qualities to AI, which often obscures human 

decision-making and agency in directing these systems. The authors assert that 

their study highlights the socio-technical implications of such discourses and 

reveals their influence on public perception, policy framing, and future visions 

of AI development. They finally call for more critical and accurate discourses 

to focus on AI’s tangible effects on society. 

Also addressing legal AI discourse, but from the legislators’ 

perspective, the European Parliamentary Research Service issued an official 

document that critiques the current use of AI-related metaphors, such as 
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“AI” and AI IS A GLOBAL RACE for their potential to mislead public 

understanding and policy development. It argues that metaphors like AI IS A 

GLOBAL RACE frame development as a zero-sum game with a singular "finish 

line," which portrays nations as competitors vying for dominance. This 

framing implicitly prioritises speed and competition over collaboration, which 

subsequently discourages global cooperation and shared benefits. The 

document further critiques militarised metaphors like AI ARMS RACE, 

which shift the focus toward the inevitability of weaponised AI and encourage 

militarised investments, often at the expense of broader societal priorities. In 

addition, sensationalised depictions like the humanoid "terminator" metaphor 

persist in media and policy discourse, which often minimise valid concerns 

by framing them as irrational fears of dystopian science fiction. These 

dominant metaphors, the document argues, not only misrepresent AI’s current 

capabilities but also shape policy and public opinion in ways that may limit 

innovative and inclusive approaches to AI governance. To address the 

limitations posited by the use of such problematic metaphors, the document 

advocates reconsidering and adopting alternative ones that emphasise 

cooperation, shared progress, and ethical responsibility. By moving beyond 

competitive and militarised framings, it suggests that policymakers and media 

can encourage a more balanced discourse that reflects the diverse applications 

and implications of AI. This approach could enable a more thorough 

understanding of it, foster global cooperation, and ensure that its development 

serves collective societal interests rather than narrow geopolitical agendas 

(2021). 

Similarly, Matteo Stocchetti (2023) adopts a political-scientific 

perspective to analyse the implications of AI metaphors and their role in 
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shaping societal understanding. In doing so, he critiques the prevalent 

metaphorical association of "Artificial Intelligence" with human cognition, 

and argues that it distorts fundamental distinctions between human writing 

and production and AI textual functions. These metaphors prioritise 

instrumental rationality, and therefore they risk obliterating subjectivity and 

suppressing human concerns, Stocchetti argues. He further warns that this 

narrative leads to the downplaying of human competencies essential for 

adapting to existential challenges. He finally proposes new metaphors that 

avoid both oversimplifying and commodifying the concept of intelligence. He 

also emphasises the need to preserve the transformative and intersubjective 

dimensions of human textual practices through avoiding certain AI-related 

metaphors. This critique of Stocchetti aligns with concerns about the 

ideological impact of AI narratives and urges educators and policymakers to 

foster AI awareness in a rapidly digitalised world. 

Further to the legislative and political-scientific critiques of AI 

metaphors, Baria and Cross (2021) add a neuroscientific dimension that 

critically explores the Computational Metaphor in neuroscience and AI, and 

focuses on the bidirectional use of THE BRAIN IS A COMPUTER IS A BRAIN 

to simplify complex ideas. Using CMT, the authors contend that, while this 

metaphor serves as a valuable heuristic for elucidating intricate cognitive 

processes and advancing scientific inquiry, its uncritical proliferation within 

technological discourse may engender misguided trajectories in development 

and perpetuate harmful societal norms. They warn about the metaphor's 

potential to reinforce existing social hierarchies and biases, particularly in 

relation to issues of race, gender, and ability. Furthermore, Baria and Cross 

call for introspection among neuroscientists and technologists and urge them 
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to critically assess the ramifications of the Computational Metaphor. While 

aiding comprehension, this metaphor also fosters undue trust in AI 

technologies and leads to ethical concerns such as the overestimation of AI's 

capabilities and the exacerbation of systemic biases in areas like predictive 

policing. Finally, the authors emphasise the need to revise these metaphors 

and propose alternatives, such as AI IS A TOOL, to realign public understanding 

with AI's functional realities and mitigate its societal risks. 

As extensions of the THE COMPUTER IS A BRAIN part of The 

Computational Metaphor, the various nouns and verbs surrounding the 

processes of AI are also commonly anthropomorphised. Rehak (2021) 

compares the anthropomorphic AI-related terms, such as ‘recognition’, 

‘learning’, ‘deciding’, ‘remembering’, and ‘understanding’, among others, to 

the more abstract language typically used in mathematics. He further draws 

parallels between Artificial Neural Networks (ANNs) and human cognitive 

processes to explain how these analogies depict AI as agentive and 

autonomous. In doing so, he posits that the use of these anthropomorphisms 

by journalists and experts alike often perpetuates misconceptions about AI's 

nature and capabilities. This is especially prominent with the prevalence of 

magic-related AI metaphors, in circulation for decades, which portray AI as a 

force not accessible or comprehensible to people but rather superior to them 

and border on posthumanist narratives. To counter this, Rehak advocates for 

a paradigm shift in the language employed in journalism and policymaking 

and emphasises the necessity for precision in their terminology. He finally 

proposes criteria for terminology selection that align closely with technical 

realities and avoid misleading connotations, such as paraphrasing 

“remembering” into “implicitly stored in configuration”. 
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2.2.4 Critical Deployment of Metaphors 
 

Much like scholars and AI policymakers, AI educators have long 

recognised the impact of metaphor choice in framing AI and shaping 

perception. Such awareness has moved the study of AI metaphors from mere 

documentation of how it is made more accessible, to the critical analysis of 

how metaphors shape and reflect attitudes towards AI, and to the legal and 

scholarly efforts of deploying and prescribing certain metaphors to help foster 

informed citizenry aligned with specific AI-relevant goals and aspirations. 

Liu et al. (2024) assert that CMA enables individuals and institutions 

to challenge existing metaphors and propose an alternative way of 

conceptualising the target domain in question. This is manifested in the 

numerous times scholars, AI experts, authorities, and educators have 

challenged the term “Artificial Intelligence” as problematic, reasoning that 

much of the technology is neither artificial nor intelligent (Crawford, 2021) 

and that it is implemented in ways that complicate ethical debates (Campolo 

& Crawford, 2020). Whereas other examples are present in the 

recommendations of Rehak (2021), Stocchetti (2023), and Baria and Cross 

(2021), some scholars dedicated entire publications to prescribing new AI 

metaphors and subsequent terms. 

Extending the study and debate on AI metaphors into pedagogy, Roe et 

al. (2024) explore the role of metaphors in developing critical AI literacy 

(CAIL). With a specific focus on how metaphors shape public understanding 

and attitudes, their paper examines metaphors' dual role: as heuristic devices 

that aid comprehension and as ideological instruments that reinforce specific
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AI narratives or power dynamics, particularly in contexts where 

understanding AI's ethical and societal implications is vital. They propose a 

methodological approach for integrating metaphor analysis into AI literacy 

curricula and emphasise the importance of equipping learners with tools to 

critically engage with dominant AI metaphors. The authors employ CMT to 

prescribe and evaluate four key metaphors, namely AI AS A FUNHOUSE 

MIRROR, AI AS AN ECHO CHAMBER, AI AS A BLACK BOX, and AI AS A MAP. 

Each of these metaphors is selected for its pedagogical potential and 

alignment with UNESCO’s AI competency framework (UNESCO, n.d.). For 

instance, the authors believe that utilising the FUNHOUSE MIRROR metaphor 

can illustrate how AI systems distort reality, which in turn encourages learners 

to explore biases in algorithmic outputs. They similarly promote the AI IS A 

BLACK BOX metaphor to address the opacity of AI processes and potentially 

foster discussions on transparency and explainability. The four metaphors 

prescribed by the authors are accompanied by tailored learning activities to 

promote critical thinking and link technical concepts to societal implications. 

The study of Roe et al. demonstrates the explanatory power of metaphors and 

their ability to engage learners and, most importantly, provides an innovative 

framework for teaching CAIL through the strategic deployment of prescribed 

metaphors, which renders the study a valuable contribution to both AI literacy 

and critical discourse studies. 

Also addressing the pedagogical implications of AI metaphors from a 

CAIL perspective, Anderson (2023) employs CMT to examine current 

discussions on ChatGPT. By analysing a corpus of  various  sources  ranging  

from  recent scholarly and news discourse, prompts and outputs from 
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ChatGPT, and the author's own writing process, her research specifically 

explores how the use of particular metaphors, such as TOOL, 

COLLABORATOR, and various medical analogies, contributes to the collective 

framing of ChatGPT and other AI models. To highlight the limitations of these 

metaphors, she critiques the oversimplification inherent in the TOOL 

metaphor, arguing that it overlooks the complexities of ChatGPT’s interaction 

with human-generated content. She equally raises ethical concerns 

surrounding the COLLABORATOR metaphor, arguing that it minimises the 

issues of authorship and accountability. To counter this, her study prescribes 

alternative metaphors that can potentially highlight the dependence of AI 

systems on human data and the ethical considerations involved in their use. 

Anderson finally advocates for the integration of CAIL in educational settings 

and encourages students to be critical in their engagement with AI outputs in 

order to understand biases, limitations, and ethical concerns. Overall, 

Anderson’s study highlights how the metaphors associated with AI systems 

influence educational practices in particular and public perception and 

policymaking in general. 

Similar research by Gupta et al. (2024) explores how metaphors used 

to describe AI in general and Large Language Models (LLMs) in particular 

influence public discourse and educational practices of CAIL. Employing 

CMT and a collaborative autoethnographic methodology, the authors analyse 

various AI metaphors compiled from peer-reviewed scholarship, social 

media, workshops, and popular discourse. These metaphors were situated 

along two dimensions: an anthropomorphic continuum (human–animal/plant–

nonhuman) and Selber’s multiliteracies framework (functional, critical, 

rhetorical). Their  findings  show  that human metaphors  (e.g., ASSISTANT, 
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 STUDENT, LIFE-SAVER) often frame AI as advantageous and familiar, and 

animal/plant metaphors (e.g., STOCHASTIC PARROT, OCTOPUS, VENUS 

FLYTRAP) highlight mimicry, deception, or entrapment. In contrast, 

nonhuman/inanimate metaphors (e.g., CALCULATOR FOR WORDS, BLURRY 

JPEG, COLONISING LOUDSPEAKER) emphasise technical qualities and AI 

flaws and limitations. In addition, and through seven guided questions, the 

study identifies and reflects on three overarching themes: first, 

anthropomorphic metaphors raise ontological debates about whether LLMs 

are sentient or merely mimic intelligence; second, metaphors carry moral and 

ethical weight and can henceforth either obscure harms through functional 

framings or surface dangers such as bias, exploitation, and colonial 

reproduction of knowledge; and third, metaphor reflection can itself be a 

pedagogical tool that enables playful yet critical classroom engagement with 

AI and fosters blends of functional, critical, and rhetorical literacies. These 

reflections are discussed collectively to argue that metaphors influence beliefs 

about AI’s sentience and agency and that awareness of and reflection on these 

metaphors enhances CAIL by fostering skepticism of simplistic narratives 

about AI’s capabilities. This study’s contributions are particularly relevant for 

educators aiming to incorporate CAIL into their curricula, but it also illustrates 

how metaphors impact both cognition and behaviour. 

2.2.5 Metonymy and Critical Metonymy Analysis (CMeA) 
 

Metonymy’s meaning economy renders it an effective tool in discourse 

to help the public grasp large-scale issues. While the literature cited in this 

subsection does not officially address CMeA as its methodology, it still applies
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CDA in investigating metonyms employed by media outlets. Due to a 

perceived gap in the exploration of metonyms surrounding AI discourse, the 

following studies address various other discourses and issues. 

The interdisciplinary study of Catalano and Waugh (2013) delves into 

a critical analysis of the US crime reporting. More specifically, they attempt 

to explore how metonymy functions within media discourse to shape societal 

perceptions of two juxtaposing groups: Latino migrants and Wall Street 

CEOs. To that end, the authors employ a multimodal framework that 

integrates CDA, cognitive linguistics, and visual analysis to examine over 25 

online newspaper articles published between 2004 and 2011. Their findings 

demonstrate that the metonymic strategies in their sampled texts are 

systematically used to construct positive representations of CEOs and 

negative portrayals of Latinos, which subsequently reinforce hegemonic 

ideologies. They illustrate with the example of media's use of some 

metonymic representations such as "profession for person" (e.g., referring to 

CEOs by their job titles), "institution for person", or "simplified event for 

complex sub-events". These metonymies, they argue, tend to downplay 

individual culpability and, in turn, portray CEOs as representatives of 

respectable institutions, thereby casting them in a positive light and diffusing 

blame. Conversely, the media employ negative metonymies such as "defining 

property for category/person", "non-human for human", and "part for whole" 

to depict Latinos in crime reports. These include dehumanising references and 

broad generalisations that reinforce stereotypes, create a "they versus us" 

dichotomy, and foster negative perceptions. This research critically 

underscores the ideological potency of metonymy as a subtle discursive 

device that may embed social inequalities. 
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In a similar vein, McLachlan’s research (2021) examines how 

metonymy is employed on Australian high school webpages to promote 

certain educational discourses. His research offers a synthesis of CDA and 

cognitive linguistics as he applies a multimodal CDA framework to show how 

both visual and textual signs, such as school crests, smiling students, and 

references to excellence, function metonymically to index broader constructs 

(i.e., frames), such as discipline, marketability, and performativity. He posits 

that these metonymic signs operate as rhetorical shortcuts that frame schools 

as competitive and self-branding entities. Importantly, McLachlan’s research 

situates metonymy as an ideologically loaded tool and emphasises the need to 

integrate it into CDA. Both his and Catalano and Waugh’s (2013) integration 

of metonymy within CDA foregrounds how it, similar to metaphor, can reveal 

and reinforce certain ideologies or attitudes through mediation and 

communication. 

2.2.6 Cross-Cultural Studies on Metaphors and Metonymies in Media 
 

Many scholars have documented cross-cultural variation in conceptual 

metaphors. However, cross-cultural and cross-linguistic studies on how 

metaphors and metonymies are realised in the context of AI remain scarce. In 

light of this gap, the research cited in this subsection also focuses on media 

discourses unrelated to AI and technology. 

In their comparative study of metaphor in Spanish and English financial 

reporting, Charteris-Black and Ennis (2001) examined how metaphors shape 

public perception in economic discourse across cultural contexts. Their study 

investigates metaphors that convey financial stability, risk, and performance, 

highlighting how language choices reflect underlying cultural attitudes toward 
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finance in each language. Through a corpus-based analysis, they revealed that 

English financial reporting frequently uses metaphors of health and warfare, 

such as "recovery" or "battling inflation", to evoke a sense of resilience and 

conflict. In contrast, Spanish reporting often employs journey-based 

metaphors, which emphasise progress and continuity. Their findings 

underscore the role of metaphor in framing economic events within culturally 

specific cognitive frameworks, which influences readers' interpretations of 

financial realities. Relevant to the present study, this cross-linguistic 

comparison demonstrates that metaphor not only aids comprehension but also 

subtly conveys cultural ideologies. 

Following suit, Liu et al. (2024) extend Charteris-Black’s (2004, 2018) 

CMA framework by proposing a more specialised method suited for 

comparing different corpora and diachronic discourse contexts. They argue 

that while existing CMA approaches have successfully illuminated 

metaphorical ideology in political and media discourse, they often neglect the 

temporal and cross-linguistic variability of metaphor usage. To address this 

gap, the authors offer a step-by-step analytical model that integrates both 

metaphor correspondence types and attitudinal intensity tracking over time. 

This novel model is empirically illustrated through two case studies of Global 

Times’ Chinese-English COVID-19 news coverage in 2020. The first 

investigates metaphor  circulation across  languages,  while  the  second  

applies time-stamped analysis to track patterns of intensified or weakened 

metaphorical stance over 30 “COVID-19 weeks”. Their work significantly 

advances CMA by operationalising its application in multilingual and 

longitudinal contexts. This provides a replicable methodological blueprint for 

analysing  cross-cultural  media  discourse, which is particularly valuable for 
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researchers working at the intersection of corpus linguistics, metaphor 

theory, and critical discourse studies. 

2.2.7 Summary 
 

Notwithstanding the considerable scholarship on metaphors and the 

growing one on metonymies in media discourse, particularly within Western 

contexts, several gaps, to the best of the author’s knowledge, persist in the 

academic inquiry and literature. First, while CMT and CMA have been 

instrumental in dissecting Western media narratives, their application to non-

Western contexts remains limited; in particular, the Arabic media context, and 

the application of CMA to Arabic AI media discourse specifically is even 

more scarce. Second, although cross-cultural studies on metaphor have 

expanded, research examining Arabic–Western variation from an ECMT- and 

CMA-informed perspective is rare. Third, the integration of frame-level 

conceptual structures into metaphor analysis, as advocated by Kövecses 

(2017, 2020), continues to be limited, especially in empirical cross-cultural 

analyses. Fourth, while metonymy plays a crucial role in media discourse, 

there remains a notable lack of studies applying CMeA to AI discourse in both 

Western and Arabic contexts, despite its importance in shaping how 

technology and agency are conceptualised. Accordingly, the present study’s 

focus on dissecting metaphors and metonymies in Arab and Western AI media 

discourses through the integration of frame-level structures and an ECMT-

, CMA-, and CMeA-informed approach aims to address these gaps and 

contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of how cultural models 

shape public perceptions of AI. 
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Chapter Three 

Methodology 
This study utilises a mixed-methods research design; the qualitative 

being a manual lexical approach and the quantitative being a corpus-based 

one, both of which are informed by CMT, ECMT, and CMA. 

3.1 Research Design 
 

The research design follows a structured multi-stage approach to 

systematically examine AI-related metaphors and metonymies. The 

methodology is divided into five stages, adapted to integrate Charteris-

Black’s (2004) CMA framework with Kövecses’ ECMT. Each 

methodological stage is tailored to capture cultural and linguistic differences 

in AI representation that culminate in a comparative analysis of Arab and 

Western media use of cognitive rhetoric. 

3.2 Methods of Data Collection 
 

The data for this study comprise two purposefully constructed comparative 

corpora of media articles. To compile approximately 100,000 words in each 

language, a total of 140 articles were collected: 90 from Arabic language 

sources and 50 from English language sources. This distribution is justified 

by differences in article length, as English articles were often nearly twice as 

long as their Arabic counterparts. 
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3.2.1 Corpus Composition 
 

As illustrated in Table 2, the English corpus includes 50 articles sourced 

from three prominent Western media outlets, and published between 2021 and 

2025. These articles address a range of topics on AI. The Arabic corpus 

comprises 90 articles, similarly drawn from widely circulated Arabic outlets 

and also published between 2021 and 2025. Each article was recorded with 

accompanying metadata, including its headline, publication date, and media 

outlet (Appendix A, Appendix B). 

Table 2. 

Corpus Composition: Languages, Word Count, Outlets, and Timeframe 
 

Language Size Media Outlets Publication Year 

English 103,653 words 
(50 articles) 

The Guardian, The New York Times, and 
The Washington Post 

2021-2025 

Arabic 103,217 words 
(90 articles) 

Al Jazeera, Al Arabiya, and Al-Hurra 2021-2025 

3.2.1.1 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 
 

The purposive text selection followed carefully defined inclusion and 

exclusion criteria. To ensure linguistic authenticity and rhetorical integrity, 

all articles had to be originally written and published in either Arabic or 

English and not translated. In terms of geographic representativeness, the 

sampled articles are from newspapers based in and widely circulated within 

both Arab and Western regions, respectively. Thematically, articles were 

required to engage directly with the topic of AI and its implications, rather 

than merely mentioning it in passing. Only content intended for a general 

readership was included. Academic and specialist publications were 



61  

henceforth excluded. In line with the study’s objectives, these criteria 

ensured both discursively rich and culturally grounded corpora. 

3.3 Methods of Data Analysis 
 

The analysis followed a structured, multi-stage process adapted from 

Charteris-Black’s CMA, supplemented with insights from Kövecses’ ECMT, 

particularly his emphasis on the frame level of conceptual hierarchy, context, 

and culture (Figure 3). Charteris-Black identifies three core stages in 

metaphor analysis: identification, interpretation, and explanation (2004). 

These stages were here expanded to accommodate both metaphor and 

metonymy and integrate frame-level analysis. The practical application of 

CMA in the present study was informed by Imani’s (2022) comprehensive 

step-by-step guide and summary of Charteris-Black’s methodology. As 

illustrated in Figure 3, the first stage of analysis addressed both the first 

question and objective of the study. The second, third, and fourth stages 

addressed the second, third, and fourth questions and objectives, respectively. 
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Figure 3. 

Integrated ECMT and CMA Model for the Present Study 

Stage 0: Contextual Analysis 
 

This pre-analytical stage establishes the context in which AI metaphors 

are used. Drawing on recent cross-cultural adaptations of CMA (Imani, 2022; 

Liu et al., 2024), this stage aims to address important points that would guide 

the following steps, such as who produced the text and when. 

Stage 1: Identification of Metaphors and Metonymies 

According to Charterise-Black (2004), metaphor identification 

undergoes two main phases: the first requires a close reading of a sample of 

texts to identify candidate metaphors. Words commonly used with a 

metaphorical sense are then classified and quantitatively measured in the 

corpus in the second phase (Hu & Xu, 2017). In line with this prescribed 

approach, this study broke down the identification stage into two phases. The  

first  phase  is  a q ualitative  bottom-up  one  in  extracting  and categorising 
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metaphors. The second phase is a quantitative top-down one to validate 

findings, quantify patterns, and detect broader trends as follows: 

Stage 1.1: Bottom-Up Identification of Metaphors and Metonymies 

This stage employed an inductive, manual, and qualitative bottom-up 

approach to extract metaphorical and metonymic expressions without 

imposing pre-existing categories. The expressions were collected directly 

from the corpus through close reading. MIP, as developed by the Pragglejaz 

Group (2007), instructs the researcher to (1) read the text carefully to gain a 

general understanding of the discourse, (2) identify lexical units within the 

text, (3) determine the contextual meaning of each lexical unit based on its 

use in the text, (4) check for a more basic meaning that is concrete or 

historically primary, (5) compare the contextual and basic meanings to assess 

whether they contrast but are related, and (6) mark as metaphorical if the 

meanings contrast but maintain a connection. Similarly, the applied 

Metonymy Identification Procedure (MeIP), is put forth to (1) understand the 

context, (2) identify lexical units that may function metonymically, (3) 

determine literal and contextual meanings of each unit, (4) check for 

contiguity (e.g., part-whole, cause-effect, etc.) as per Kövecses’ typology), 

and (5) mark as metonymic if the relationship involves contiguity rather than 

similarity. 
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Stage 1.2: Top-Down Identification of Metaphors and Metonymies 

Contrary to the inductive one, the deductive approach involves starting 

with candidate conceptual metaphors to quantify and locate instances of these 

specific metaphors. This stage validates and extends the findings of the 

manual extraction through deploying several online resources that address 

semantic relations and FEs (e.g., collocates, synonyms, etc.), especially 

FrameNet (n.d.), WordNet (Princeton University, 2010), Oxford English 

Dictionary (Oxford University Press, n.d.), and Almaany (n.d.) in both 

metaphor identification and the following stage of interpretation. For 

example, it used Excel Sheets word searches to find all instances of education-

related words and FEs as found in the online resources to attempt to capture 

all AI IS A STUDENT instances. The instances were then manually reviewed to 

confirm the metaphorical use. All identified metaphorical expressions were 

then grouped into conceptual metaphors and conceptual keys. Conceptual 

metaphors were quantified into types and tokens. Using Microsoft Excel, 

Charteris-Black’s (2004) formula for calculating Metaphor Resonance (MR) 

as a diagnostic indicator of a metaphor’s productivity in discourse 

(Resonance= ∑(Types)×∑(Tokens)), was lastly employed. MR scores were 

converted into percentages for a clear indication of the productivity  of  the  

metaphors  in  question  in  the  AI discourse. Log-likelihood (LL) tests 

are used to measure whether differences in conceptual-key frequency between 

both corpora are statistically significant. Two LL analyses are conducted: one 

using raw token frequencies for each conceptual-key category and another 

using MR to capture deeper conceptual prominence. Both are run as one-

tailed  tests to determine which corpus showed  higher  proportional use.
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Full results are presented in the Findings and Discussion and Appendix E. 

Stage 2: Interpretation 

In answering the second question, metaphor interpretation involves 

establishing the relation between metaphors and the cognitive and pragmatic 

factors that determine their use. Focusing on the cognitive factors, this further 

step incorporates Kövecses’ (2020) elaboration of frames as the third level in 

the schematic hierarchy. Kövecses proposes the lexical approach for 

investigating the frame-level structure. In essence, the lexical approach takes 

advantage of various lexical resources (idioms, collocations, synonyms, etc.), 

which are available in dictionaries and online databases. The metaphorical 

expressions in this study were analysed using the manual lexical approach and 

the online resources used to identify metaphors. Context played a crucial role 

in identifying and interpreting metaphors and metonyms (Appendix F). 

Stage 3: Explanation 

In answering the third question, the third stage was built on the findings 

from the previous stages and utilised Imani’s (2022) guide to answer the 

following questions: How is the audience positioned in relation to the 

metaphor? What socio-cultural function does the metaphor perform? And how 

does the analyst's own position affect interpretation? It also addresses the level 

of agency the metaphors attribute to AI. In addressing agency, the metaphors’ 

conceptual keys are placed on a subject-object continuum, with the human 

conceptual key being the most agentive. In addition  to  the  difference  in
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conceptual-key distribution, this step of analysis critically examines the metaphors 

exclusive to one of the sampled corpora. 

Stage 4: Rhetorical Interaction 
 

In answering the last question, this stage examined how metaphors 

interact with other rhetorical devices, such as contrast and rhetorical 

questions, in a way that either enhances their interpretive and persuasive 

impact or attempts to destabilise them. It randomly samples 10 articles from 

each corpus and presents examples of this rhetorical interplay. 

3.4 Rationale for Methodological Choices 
 

The present study adopts a mixed-methods design, which aligns with 

the research objectives and the multifaceted nature of the linguistic 

phenomena under investigation. Opting for a purely qualitative approach 

might capture the contextual subtleties of metaphors and metonymies but risk 

anecdotalism, whereas a solely quantitative method might document broader 

patterns but fail to address these contextual subtleties. 

In more detail, the study's inductive, bottom-up analysis ensures 

sensitivity to the culturally specific nature of metaphorical language, 

consequently allowing figurative expressions to surface organically from the 

data. Supplementing with the top-down analysis complements this by 

validating findings across the corpus. Additionally, the frame-level analysis 

provides grounds for a better understanding of how metaphor and metonymy 

are structured within culturally embedded knowledge systems (i.e., frames). 

Overall, this layered approach enables a cross-cultural analysis of AI 
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discourse that is empirically grounded, theoretically informed, 

methodologically transparent, and most importantly, replicable. 

3.5 Ethical Considerations 
 

The present study draws exclusively on publicly available media texts, 

which minimises ethical risk. Ethical integrity is maintained by ensuring that 

all sources are properly cited. Reflexivity is also acknowledged, with attention 

to how factors such as the researcher’s mother tongue, culture, and interpretive 

stance may inevitably affect observations. 

3.6 Summary 
 

This chapter outlines the mixed-methods research design. Grounded in 

CMT, CMA, and ECMT, the methodology unfolds across sequential stages: 

contextual analysis, identification, interpretation, explanation, and rhetorical 

interaction. The data corpus comprises 140 purposefully selected articles (90 

Arabic and 50 English), amounting to more than 100,000 words in each 

language. Rigorous inclusion criteria ensure linguistic authenticity, cultural 

representativeness, and thematic relevance. 
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Chapter Four 

Findings and Discussion 

Organised around the four guiding research questions, this chapter 

presents a comprehensive analysis of the metaphorical and metonymic 

representations of AI in the sampled corpora. It begins by identifying and 

categorising the dominant conceptual metaphors and metonymies used to 

frame AI, followed by an examination of the frame-level conceptual structures 

that underlie these mappings. It subsequently explores the ideological and 

socio-cultural assumptions ingrained in these figurative representations and 

finally investigates the interaction between metaphorical/metonymic 

expressions and other rhetorical devices. This chapter is deliberately 

cumulative in structure, as each section builds upon the previous one, moving 

from lexical and conceptual analysis toward discursive, ideological, and 

rhetorical interpretation. 

 
4.1 Metaphors and Metonymies in Arab and Western Media 

 
This section answers the first research question: What conceptual 

metaphors and metonymies are employed in the selected corpora of Arab and 

Western media to frame AI? In doing so, it provides a quantitative overview 

of the metaphors identified across both corpora. The results are presented in 

rank order based on the calculated MR (types × tokens) of both overarching 

conceptual keys and subsequent conceptual metaphors, which reflects the 

relative salience and conceptual productivity of each metaphor within media 

discourse. The metonymic expressions are similarly tabulated, with frequency 
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counts for each metonym. The categorisation in this section remains at the 

descriptive and lexical level, focusing on metaphor and metonymy types and 

tokens rather than frame-level or ideological interpretations, which are 

addressed in subsequent sections. 

4.1.1 English Media: Dominant Metaphors and Metonymies 
 

The analysis of the English media corpus yielded a total of 29 

metaphors realised in 3251 metaphorical tokens across 177 types, and grouped 

into four major conceptual key categories in resonance rank order: Human 

Metaphors, Organic and Environmental Metaphors, Economic/Object 

Metaphors, and Social/Event Metaphors (Table 3). 

Table 3. 

English Corpus: Conceptual Key Categories of AI Metaphors by Resonance 
 

No. conceptual 
key 

Metaphors Types Tokens MR % 

1 The Human 
Metaphor 

AI is a student/trainee, AI is a traveller, AI is a 
creator, AI is an assistant, AI is a friend/ therapist, 
AI is an oracle, AI is a mimic/ impersonator, AI is a 

68 1324 9687 45.60 
% 

  witch, AI is a competitor/replacement, AI is a     
  dreamer/ hallucinator, AI is a thief     

2 Organic and 
Environmen 
tal 

AI is a natural evolution/ superbeing, AI is a 
virus/disease, AI is a mind, AI is a living organism, 
AI is a natural force, AI is an animal/beast 

36 835 4655 21.90 
% 

 Metaphors      
4 Economic 

and Object 
Metaphors 

AI is a building, AI is a tool, AI is a weapon/ 
double-edged sword, AI is a vehicle, AI is a 
resource, AI is a black box, AI is a product, AI is a 

45 834 4460 20.98 
% 

  toy, AI is a mirror     

3 Social / 
Event 
Metaphors 

AI is a competitive game/war, AI is an apocalypse, 
AI is a race/ arms race 

28 258 2448 11.52 
% 

Cumulative total 177 3251 21250 100% 



71  

Illustrated in Table 4, the most dominant conceptual key category was 

Human Metaphors, with the highest cumulative resonance (9,687), 

comprising 68 metaphor types and 1,324 tokens, and accounting for 45.60% 

of the total. 

Table 4. 

English Corpus: Human Metaphors by Resonance 
 

No. Metaphor Main Lexical Expressions Types Tokens MR % 

1 The Human Metaphor 68 1324 9687 45.60
% 

1a AI is a 
student/trainee 

train (147), answer (99), learn (91), test (72), pass (26), 
success (22), fail (13), score (13), evaluate (2) 

9 485 4365 20.54
% 

1b AI is a traveller come (80), go (77), path (27), step (18), direction (6), 
cross (4), moving (4), stride (2), threshold (1), slow 
and steady (1), 

10 220 2200 10.35
% 

1c AI is a creator Create (98), generate (76), write (33), compose (13), 
come up with (6) 

5 226 1130 5.32% 

1d AI is an 
assistant 

Help (123), assist (30),[virtual/ digital] assistant (25), 
serve (9), aid (2) 

5 189 945 4.44% 

1e AI is a friend/ 
therapist 

therapist (20), consult (12), friend (8), heal (7), 
companion (5), sympathise (5), empathy (2), warm (2), 
like (2), shrink (2), confide (1) 

11 66 726 3.42% 

1f AI is an oracle Predict (12), public [belief/ faith] (7), oracle (6), 
evangelist (4), all-knowing (2), holy grail (2), miracle 
(2), [sum/ all human knowledge] (2) 

8 37 296 1.39% 

1g AI is a mimic/ 
impersonator 

Mimic (14), imitate (5), [act] humanlike (4), 
impersonate (4), echo (3), ape (1), 

6 31 186 0.87% 

1h AI is a witch Magic (7), witch (6), conjure (4), summon (1), from 
thin air (1), Séance (1), incarnation (1) 

7 21 147 0.69% 

1i AI as a 
competitor/ 
replacement 

Replace (16) surpass (1), take over (1) 3 18 54 0.25% 

1j AI is a dreamer/ 
hallucinator 

dream (15), Hallucinate(ion) (12) 2 27 54 0.25% 

1k AI is a thief Theft (2), steal (2) 2 4 8 0.04% 
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This conceptual key includes personifications of AI as students, 

creators, assistants, oracles, therapists, and other human roles. Within this 

category, the AI IS A STUDENT/TRAINEE was the most resonant metaphor, 

with 485 tokens (20.54% of the total corpus), followed by AI IS A TRAVELLER 

(220 tokens, 10.35%) and AI IS A CREATOR (226 tokens, 5.32%). 

Table 5 demonstrates the second most prominent conceptual key 

category (Organic and Environmental Metaphors), with 730 tokens across 33 

types, accounting for 21.90% of all expressions. 

Table 5. 

English Corpus: Organic and Environmental Metaphors by Resonance 
 

No. Metaphor Main Lexical Expressions Types Tokens MR % 

2 Organic and Environmental Metaphors 36 835 4655 21.90% 

2a AI is a natural 
evolution/ 
superbeing 

Develop (126), evolve (7), evolution (7), 
species (6), Superintelligence (16), 
superhuman (4), artificial general 
intelligence (19) 

7 185 1295 6.09% 

2b AI is a mind Neural network (22), understand (88) 
think (359), remember (13), recognise (8), 

5 490 2450 11.53% 

2c AI is a 
virus/disease 

Immune (1), proliferate (4), spread (13), 
inoculate (1), prevent (3), infect (2) 

6 24 144 0.68% 

2d AI is a living 
organism 

Grow (43), feed (24), ingest (9), diet (5), 
spit out (1) 

5 82 410 1.93% 

2e AI is a natural 
force 

wave (13), storm (6), flood (4), tsunami 
(3), erupt (2), tide (3), gush (1) 

7 32 224 1.05% 

2f AI is an 
animal/beast 

victim (6), harness (5), killing (4), unleash 
(3), saddle (2), runaway (2) 

6 22 132 0.62% 
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This conceptual key included metaphors such as AI IS A MIND (490 

tokens, 11.53%), AI IS A NATURAL EVOLUTION (185 tokens, 6.09%), and AI 

IS A LIVING ORGANISM (82 tokens, 1.93%), among others. These metaphors 

often render AI in biological or ecological terms whose interpretation is 

addressed in subsequent sections. 

Table 6. 

English Corpus: Economic and Object Metaphors by Resonance 
 

No. Metaphor Main Lexical Expressions Types Tokens MR % 

4 Economic and Object Metaphors 45 834 4460 20.98% 

4a AI is a building build (101), base (54), support (20), structure 
(20), construct (10), foundation (10), teeter (1) 

7 216 1512 7.11% 

4b AI is a tool use (207), tool (54), in the hands (5) 3 266 798 3.75% 

4c AI is a weapon/ 
double-edged 
sword 

[good/ bad] (33), harmful (31), useful (21), 
edge (3), benefit/drawback (1), “Bringing 
wonder and danger” (1), hone (1), handy in a 
battle (1) 

8 92 736 3.46% 

4d AI is a vehicle fuel (23), Drive (16), accelerate (11), guardrail 
(7), steer (6), turbocharge (4), navigate (4), 
crash (3) 

8 74 592 2.79% 

4e AI is a resource Access (38), resource (14), trove (10), 
dissipate (1), waste (1) 

5 64 320 1.51% 

4f AI is a black 
box 

[unknown ways of data processing] (18), 
inside (15), outside (13), transparency (7), 
[peer-through] (2) 

5 55 275 1.29% 

4g AI is a product Product (10), maker (10), sell (9), consumer 
(5) 

4 34 136 0.64% 

4h AI is a toy play (12), Toy (9), entertain (4) 3 25 75 0.35% 

4i AI is a mirror Mirror (3), reflect (5) 2 8 16 0.08% 
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Economic and Object Metaphors, as seen in Table 6, constituted the 

third major category, with 834 tokens across 45 metaphor types, accounting 

for 20.98% of the total. Notable mappings within this conceptual key include 

AI IS A BUILDING (216 tokens, 7.11%), AI IS A TOOL (266 tokens, 3.75%), and 

AI IS A WEAPON/DOUBLE-EDGED SWORD (92 tokens, 3.46%). 

Table 7. 

English Corpus: Social and Event Metaphor by Resonance 
 

No
. 

Metaphor Main Lexical Expressions Types Tokens MR % 

3 Social / Event Metaphors 28 258 2448 11.52% 

3a AI is a 
competitive 
game/war 

Win (32), game (31), lose (20), rival (15), 
player (13), deploy (11), champion (5), 
battleground (1), playground (1), battle (1) 

10 130 1300 6.12% 

3b AI is an 
apocalypse 

sci-fi-like (13), [end/destroy/etc.] humanity 
(11), “luddite” resistance (11), dystopia (7), 
apocalypse (4), doom (4), catastrophe (4), 
killer robots (4), murder (2), 
terminator-like (2), vampirical (1) 

11 63 693 3.26% 

3c AI is a race/ 
arms race 

race (29), speed (15), pace (11), Arms race 
(4), catch up (2), halt (2), fall behind (2) 

7 65 455 2.14% 

Table 7 highlights the least frequent conceptual key: Social and Event 

Metaphors, comprising 258 tokens over 28 types (11.52%). This included 

metaphors of AI IS A COMPETITIVE GAME OR WAR (130 tokens, 6.12%), AI IS 

AN APOCALYPSE (63 tokens, 3.26%), and  AI IS A RACE /ARMS RACE  (65 

tokens, 2.14%). 
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Table 8. 

English Corpus: Distribution of Metonymic Expressions by Percentage 
 

Metonym Pattern Total Count Percentage (%) 

The Systems Whole-for-part 
Instrument-for-agent 

283 37.24% 

The Technology Category- for- member 235 30.92% 

The Robots Prototype- for- category 92 12.11% 

The machine Instrument- for-agent 
Part-for-whole 
Concrete-for-abstract 

61 8.03% 

The Model product-for-process 
Product-for-producer 

41 5.39% 

The Algorithms part-for-whole 39 5.13% 

The Automation process-for-agent 9 1.18% 
Cumulative total 760 100% 

In addition to metaphorical mappings, several metonymic patterns were 

also observed across the English corpus (Table 8). The total metonymy count 

in the corpus was 760, dominated by a narrow band of highly recurrent terms. 

The most frequent was “the system(s)”, which accounted for 283 instances 

(37.24%), followed by “the technology” (235 instances, 30.92%). Other 

metonyms included “the robots” (12.11%) and “the machine” (8.03%). The 

least frequent metonym, “the automation”, comprised under 2% of the total. 

4.1.2 Arabic Media: Dominant Metaphors and Metonymies 
 

As summarised in Table 9, the Arabic media corpus yielded a total of 

26 metaphors, realised in 3,151 metaphorical tokens across 136 metaphor 

types. These were categorised into five overarching conceptual keys: 

Economic and Object Metaphors, Human Metaphors, Social and Event 
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Metaphors, Organic and Environmental Metaphors, and, unique to the 

Arabic corpus, Spatial and Temporal Metaphors. 

Table 9. 

Arabic Corpus: Conceptual Keys of AI Metaphors by Resonance 
 

N 
o. 

conceptual 
key 

Metaphors Types Tokens MR (%) 

5 Economic 
and Object 
Metaphors 

AI is a Tool ( ةادأ ), AI [data] is a Precious 
Resource/ asset ( نیمث دروم  ), AI is a Product 
( جتنم ), AI is a Building ( ىنبم / ساسأ ), AI is a 
Weapon/ double-edged sword ( نیدح وذ  حلاس  ), AI 
is a black box ( دوسأ قودنص  ) 

30 1201 6240 33.83% 

1 The Human 
Metaphors 

AI is a Student/ trainee ( بردتملا بلاطلا /  ), AI is a 
Child/offspring ( نبلاا ), AI is an Employee/ 
assistant( فظوملا ), AI is a Competitor/ 
replacement ( سفانملا ), AI is a Clone/ hybrid 
( نیجھلاو خسنتسملا  ), AI is a Superhero/ superbeing 
( قراخ لطب  ), AI is a Driver/ traveller ( قئاسلا ), AI is 
a Hallucinator ( سولھملا ) 

47 928 5829 31.60% 

3 Social and 
Event 
Metaphors 

AI is a [general] Threat ( دیدھت ), AI is a military 
invasion( يركسع وزغ  ), AI is a 
Race/Journey/( ةلحرلاو قابسلا  , AI is a Competitive 
Game ( ةیسفانتلا ةبعللا  ), AI is a Revolution ( ةروث ) 

27 568 3344 18.13% 

2 Organic and 
Environment 
al Metaphors 

AI is a Mind ( لقع ), AI is a living organism( نئاك  
يح ), AI is a part of the ecosystem ( يئیبلا ماظنلا  ), 

AI is a Natural Force ( ةعیبطلا نم  ةوق  ) 

22 312 2314 12.54% 

4 Spatial and 
Temporal 
Metaphors 

AI is a physical space ( ةحاسملا ), AI is an 
Era/Physical Time ( رصع ), AI is a World ( ملاع ) 

10 142 719 3.90% 

 Cumulative 
Total 

 136 3151 18,446 100% 

The data presented in Table 9 indicate that the most dominant 

conceptual key category was Economic and Object Metaphors, comprising 

1,201 metaphorical tokens distributed across 30 distinct types, thereby 

accounting for 33.83% of the total metaphorical expressions identified in the 

corpus. A more detailed distribution of these metaphors that includes types, 

tokens, and glosses is provided in Tables 10–14. 
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Table 10. 

Arabic Corpus: Economic and Object Metaphors by Resonance 
 

No 
. 

Metaphor lexical units Gloss types tokens MR (%) 

5. Economic and Object Metaphors  30 1201 6240 33.83 
% 

5a AI is a Tool ةدافتسا ،(١٨٨) ةادأ ،(٤٩٧)مادختسا 
 (١١ ةلیسو ،(١٣) للاغتسا ،((٣٨)

use, tool, benefit, 
exploitation, means 

5 747 3735 20.2 
5% 

5b AI [data] is a 
Precious 
Resource/ Asset 

 ،(٢٦) ىلع ةرطیسلا ،(٧٠) رامثتسا
 طفنلا ،(١٢) ردصم ،(٢٣) دراوم
 (١ زنك ، (٣) دئاوع ،(٥) دیدجلا(

investment, control over, 
resources, source, new 
oil, returns, treasure 

7 140 980 5.31 
% 

5c AI is a Product (٤) ةعلس ،(٢٥) جاتنإ (١٥) جتنم، 
 میمصت ،(٢٢) ةعانص ،(١٠) قیوست

٣٠)) 

product, production, 
commodity, marketing, 
industry, design 

6 106 636 3.45 
% 

5d AI is a Building ساسأ ،(١٧) ىلع مئاق ،(٥٠) ءانب 
 رجح ،(٢) ضیوقت ،(١٢)

 (١ساسلأا(

building, based on, 
foundation, cornerstone 

5 82 410 2.22 
% 

5e AI is a Weapon/ 
double-edged 
sword 

 حلاس ،(٣٨) رارضأ ،(٥٠) دئاوف
 (٢ حلاس (١١),نیدح وذ(

benefits, harms, 
double-edged weapon, 
weapon 

4 101 404 2.19 
% 

5f AI is a black 
box 

 ]ةیللآا مھف ةبوعص[ (١٦) ةیفافشلا
 (٢ دوسأ قودنص((٧)

transparency, [difficulty 
understanding], black 
box 

3 25 75 0.41 
% 

Within the most dominant category, AI IS A TOOL emerged as the most 

resonant metaphor, with 747 tokens and 5 distinct lexical types, representing 

over a fifth (20.25%) of the entire corpus. This was followed by AI IS A 

RESOURCE OR ASSET (140 tokens), AI IS A PRODUCT (106 tokens), and less 

frequent metaphors such as AI IS A BUILDING, AI IS A WEAPON, and AI IS A 

BLACK BOX. 
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Table 11. 

Arabic Corpus: Human Metaphors by resonance 
 

No. Metaphor lexical units Gloss types tokens MR % 

1. The Human Metaphors  47 928 5829 31.6% 

1a AI is a 
Student/ 
trainee 

 ةحیحص ،(61) ةباجإ ،(89) بیردت
 ةئطاخ ،(8)لشف،(12) حاجن ،(20)

 (7 ملعتی ،((8)

training, answer, 
correct, success, failure, 
wrong, learns 

7 205 1435 7.78 
% 

1b AI is a 
Child/offspri 
ng 

 ،(28) ينبت ،(30) لیج ،(40) ئشان
 فلس ،(10) لفط ،(10) نبا ،(11) بأ

 (1 ؤربت ،(1)رب ،(2) جضن ،((6)

emerging, generation, 
adoption, father, son, 
child, predecessor, 
maturity, filial piety, 
disowning 

10 139 1390 7.54 
% 

1c AI is an 
Employee/ 
assistant 

 فیظوت ،(56) ةدعاسم ،(61) لمعی
 (11 مدخی ،(11) دعاس ،((33)

works, assistance, 
employment, helped, 
serves 

5 172 860 4.66 
% 

1d AI is a 
Competitor/ 
replacement 

 لحم لحی ،(37)لدبتسی ،(56) سفانی
 ،(6) ىلع قوفتی ،(7) قبسی ،(13)

 (2 يراجی(

competes, replaces, 
substitutes, surpasses, 
outperforms, matches 

6 121 726 3.94 
% 

1e AI is a 
Clone/ hybrid 

 ،(28) خسن ،(49) دیلقت ،(51) ةاكاحم
 (5 ناسنلإاب ةھیبش ،(8) نیجھ(

simulation, imitation, 
copying, hybrid, 
human-like 

5 141 705 3.82 
% 

1f AI is a 
Superhero/ 
superbeing 

 ،(25) قراخ ،(46) ءاكذلا قئاف
 ،(11) ]ةقئاف ،ةقراخ ،ةلھذم[ تایناكمإ

 (2 نامربوس ،(2) ةیرشبلا ذقنی(

superintelligent, 
extraordinary, [amazing, 
super, superior] 
capabilities, saves 
humanity, Superman 

5 86 430 2.33 
% 

1g AI is a 
Driver/ 
traveller/ 

 ،(4) قیرط ،(6) راسم ،(9) ةدایق
 ،(3) عراست ،(3) ،(4) لوصو ،دیعب

 (2 براقت(

driving, path, road, far, 
arrival, acceleration, 
convergence 

7 31 217 1.18 
% 

1h AI is a 
Hallucinator 

 hallucinates, delirium 2 33 66 0.36 (5 فرخ ،(28) سولھ(
% 

Human Metaphors constitute the second largest category, comprising 

928 tokens distributed across 47 types, thereby accounting for 31.60% of the 

total data. A closer examination of Table 11 reveals that AI IS A 

STUDENT/TRAINEE is the most salient metaphor, with 205 tokens, followed 
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closely by AI IS A CHILD/OFFSPRING (139 tokens) and AI IS AN 

EMPLOYEE/ASSISTANT (172 tokens). 

Table 12. 
 

Arabic Corpus: Social and Event Metaphors by Resonance 
 

No. Metaphor lexical units Gloss types tokens MR % 

3. Social and Event Metaphors  27 568 3344 18.13% 

3a AI is a 
[general] 
Threat 

 دیدھت،(٧٣) رطخ ،(٨٠) فواخم
 ةنمآ ،(١٨) نم ةملاسلا ،(٥٦)

 (٨ نم ةیامح ،(١٠) نم(

fears, danger, threat, 
safety from, secure 
from, protection from 

6 245 1470 7.97% 

3b AI is a 
military 
invasion 

 ،(١٠) رمد ،(٤٦) ىلع رطیس
 ةكرعم ،(٧) ةمواقم ،(٨) وزغی

 ،(٣) ملاستسا ،(٣) ركسعم ،(٤)
 (١) داتع ،(١) ةحبذم (٢) عمق

 (١ لتق ،(١) موجھ(

took control, 
destroyed, invades, 
resistance, battle, 
camp, surrender, 
suppression, 
massacre, equipment, 
attack, killing 

12 87 1044 5.66% 

3c AI is a 
Race/Journey 

 قابس ،(٢٨) ةوطخ ،(٣٩) قیرط
 (٥ زوف ،(٥) قحل ،((٢٥)،

path, step, race, 
caught up, victory 

5 102 510 2.77% 

3d AI is a 
Competitive 
Game 

 سفانت ،(٣٢) بعلا ،(٣٨) بعل
٢٣))، 

game, player, 
competition 

3 93 279 1.51% 

3e AI is a 
Revolution 

 revolution 1 41 41 0.22% (٤١ ةروث(

The third-ranking category was Social and Event Metaphors (Table 12), 

with 568 tokens across 27 types, accounting for 18.13% of the total. The most 

prominent subtype was AI IS A THREAT, contributing 245 tokens and 

representing nearly 8% of the total metaphor data. Other significant subtypes 

included AI IS A MILITARY INVASION (87 tokens) and AI IS A RACE/JOURNEY 

(102 tokens). 
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Table 13. 

Arabic Corpus: Organic and Environmental Metaphors by Resonance 
 

No. Metaphor lexical units Glosses types tokens MR % 

2. Organic and Environmental Metaphors  22 312 2314 12.54% 

2a AI is a 
Mind 

 (٥٢), مھف (٧٢), ىلع فرعتی
 ركفی (٢٤), لقع (٥٢), غامد

 (١٢), ةیبصع ةكبش (١٥),
 (١ زكری (٨), كردی(

recognises, 
understanding, brain, 
mind, thinks, neural 
network, perceives 

8 236 1888 10.24% 

2b AI is a 
living 
organism 

 (١٧), ةیذغت (٢٥), ومن
 يعیبط روطت (٧), كلاھتسا

 تاتابنلا ةیبرت (٣), ةیھش (٣),
١)) 

growth, nourishment, 
consumption, natural 
evolution, appetite, 
cultivation of plants 

6 56 336 1.82% 

2c AI is (a 
part of) 
Ecosystem 

 ماظن ةاكاحم (٥), شیاعتلا
 (١), ةیلفاكت ةقلاع (٣), ةعیبطلا
 ةلسلس (١), يئیب ماظن (١), ةئیب

 (١ ةیئاذغ(

coexistence, mimicry 
of nature’s system, 
symbiotic relationship, 
environment, 
ecosystem, food chain 

6 12 72 0.39% 

2d AI is a 
Natural 
Force 

 tsunami, wave 2 8 18 0.09% (٤ ةجوم ،(٥) يمانوست(،

Organic and Environmental Metaphors (Table 13) were less prominent 

in the Arabic corpus, with 312 tokens across 22 types, representing 12.54% 

of the total. The dominant expression in this group was AI IS A MIND, which 

accounted for 236 tokens, followed by AI IS A LIVING ORGANISM (56 tokens), 

and rarer constructions such as AI IS AN ECOSYSTEM and AI IS A NATURAL 

FORCE. 
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Table 14. 

Arabic Corpus: Spatial and Temporal Metaphors by Resonance 
 

No. Metaphor lexical units Glosses types tokens MR % 

4. Spatial and Temporal Metaphors  10 142 719 3.9% 

4a AI is a physical 
space 

 ،(٤٣) ءزج ،(٤٤) جامدنا
 ،(٤) دادتما ،(٥)زجاوح،

 (٣ دودحلا ،(٤) لخادت(

integration, part, 
barriers, extension, 
overlap, boundaries 

6 103 618 3.35 
% 

4b AI is an Era/ 
Time 

 ،(٢) نامز ،(٢٧) رصع
 (٢ تقو(

era, time, moment 3 31 93 0.50 
% 

4c AI is a World )٨ يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ملاع) AI world 1 8 8 0.04 
% 

Finally, Spatial and Temporal Metaphors (Table 14) represent the least 

frequent category, comprising 142 tokens and 10 types (3.90%). This group 

includes AI IS A SPACE (103 tokens), AI IS AN ERA/TIME (31 tokens), and AI 

IS A WORLD (8 tokens). It is important to note that, while the sampled English 

corpus revealed no instances of spatial and temporal AI metaphors in English, 

such expressions do indeed exist outside of the sampled data, as per online 

Google searches (Google, n.d.). The lack of said metaphors in the sampled 

English corpus might be an indicative of their scarcity rather than their 

inexistence. 
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Table 15. 

Arabic Corpus: Metonymic Expressions by Percentage 
 

Metonym gloss Pattern Total Count % 
 technology Category-for-Member 257 29.57% ایجولونكتلا

 robot Prototype-for-Category 207 23.82% توبورلا
 / technique ةینقتلا

technology 
Category-for-Member 196 22.55% 

 algorithms Part-for-Whole 52 5.98% تایمزراوخلا
 model Product-for-Process جذومنلا

Product-for-Producer 
49 5.64% 

 machine Instrument- for-agent ةللآا
Part-for-whole 
Concrete-for-abstract 

42 4.83% 

 automation Process-for-Agent 28 3.22% ةتمتلأا
 system Whole-for-part 24 2.76% ماظنلا

 software Product-for-function 14 1.61% تایجمربلا

Cumulative Total 869 100% 

In parallel with metaphor, the Arabic corpus also revealed 9 metonyms, 

realised in 869 instances, and dominated by a concentrated set of three 

metonyms. The most frequent was “ ایجولونكتلا ” (technology) with 257 

occurrences (29.57%), followed by “ توبورلا ” (robot) at 207 (23.82%) and 

“ ةینقتلا ” (also technology) at 196 instances (22.55%). These three, collectively, 

accounted for over 75% of all metonymic expressions. Less frequent 

metonyms include “ تایمزراوخلا ” (algorithms), “ جذومنلا ” (model), “ ةللآا ” 

(machine), and “ تایجمربلا ” (software), each representing under 6% of the 

metonymic distribution (Table 15). 

4.1.3 Comparative Observations 
 

A comparison of the English and Arabic corpora reveals a combination 

of both shared and language-specific metaphors, as well as key differences in 

metaphorical distribution. 
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Table 16. 

Statistical Significance of Conceptual key differences by token count and MR 
 

Conceptual 
Key 

Tokens 
(Eng / Ar) 

MR (Eng / 
Ar) 

MR % (Eng / 
Ar) 

Token-Based 
LL 

MR-Based LL More in 

Human 1324 / 928 9687 / 5829 45.60 / 31.60 LL ≈ 58.17, p 
< 0.0001 

LL ≈ 500.79, 
p < 0.0001 

English 

Organic & 
Environmental 

835 / 312 4655 / 2314 21.90 / 12.54 LL ≈ 231.45, 
p < 0.0001 

LL ≈ 506.61, 
p < 0.0001 

English 

Economic & 
Object 

834 / 1201 4460 / 6240 20.98 / 33.83 LL ≈ 78.51, p 
< 0.0001 

LL ≈ 603.18, 
p < 0.0001 

Arabic 

Social & 
Event 

258 / 568 2448 / 3344 11.52 / 18.13 LL ≈ 129.13, 
p < 0.0001 

LL ≈ 295.07, 
p < 0.0001 

Arabic 

Spatial & 
Temporal 

0 / 142 0 / 719 0.00 / 3.90 LL ≈ 201.32, 
p < 0.0001 

LL ≈ 1102.17, 
p < 0.0001 

Arabic 

In addressing the statistical distribution of conceptual keys and their 

differences, and to assess whether the distributional differences observed 

across the two corpora were statistically meaningful, two complementary sets 

of log-likelihood (LL) tests were conducted: one based on raw metaphor 

tokens and another based on metaphor resonance (MR). The token-based LL 

tests showed significant cross-corpus contrasts in all five conceptual-key 

categories. Human and Organic/Environmental metaphors were significantly 

more frequent in the English corpus (LL ≈ 58.17 and 231.45, respectively, p 

< 0.0001), whereas Economic/Object, Social/Event, and Spatial/Temporal 

metaphors occurred significantly more frequently in the Arabic corpus (LL ≈ 

78.51, 129.13, and 201.32, respectively, p < 0.0001). The MR-based LL tests 

reinforced these findings as they yielded substantially larger LL values due to 

the higher conceptual weight encoded in MR (e.g., LL ≈ 500.79 for Human, 

506.61 for Organic, 603.18 for Economic/Object, 295.07 for Social/Event
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and 1102.17 for Spatial/Temporal; all p < 0.0001). The combined results confirm 

that the contrasts identified in metaphor frequency and resonance are not random but 

statistically robust, indicating clear preferences in how English and Arabic media 

conceptualise AI across these metaphorical keys (Table 16). 

Table 17. 

Cross-Linguistic Comparison of Conceptual Metaphor Keys 
 

conceptual 
key 

English Conceptual Metaphors Arabic Conceptual Metaphors 

The Human 
Metaphors 

AI is a student/trainee, AI is a traveller, 
AI is a creator, AI is an assistant, AI is 
a friend/ therapist, AI is an oracle, AI is 
a mimic/ impersonator, AI is a witch, 
AI is a competitor/ replacement, AI is a 
dreamer/ hallucinator, AI is a thief 

AI is a student/ trainee ( بردتملا بلاطلا /  ), AI is a 
child/offspring ( نبلاا ), AI is an employee/ 
assistant( فظوملا ), AI is a competitor/ replacement 

is AI ),نیجھلاو خسنتسملا( hybrid clone/ a is AI ),سفانملا( 
a superhero/ superbeing ( قراخ لطب  ), AI is a driver 
( قئاسلا ), AI is a hallucinator ( سولھملا ) 

Organic and 
Environmenta 
l Metaphors 

AI is a natural evolution/ superbeing, 
AI is a virus/disease, AI is a mind, AI is 
a living organism, AI is a natural force, 
AI is an animal/beast 

AI is a mind ( لقع ), AI is a living organism( يح نئاك  ), 
AI is (a part of ) the ecosystem ( يئیبلا ماظنلا  ), AI is a 
natural force ( ةعیبطلا نم  ةوق  ) 

Social and 
Event 
Metaphors 

AI is a competitive game/war, AI is an 
apocalypse, AI is a race/ arms race 

AI is a [general] threat ( دیدھت ), AI is a military 
invasion( يركسع وزغ  ), AI is a race/journey/( قابسلا  

ةلحرلاو , AI is a competitive game ( ةیسفانتلا ةبعللا  ), AI is 
a revolution ( ةروث ) 

Spatial and 
Temporal 
Metaphors 

None AI is a physical space ( ةحاسملا ), AI is an Era/Physical 
Time ( رصع ), AI is a World ( ملاع ) 

Economic and 
Object 
Metaphors 

AI is a building, AI is a tool, AI is a 
weapon/ double-edged sword, AI is a 
vehicle, AI is a resource, AI is a black 
box, AI is a product, AI is a toy, AI is a 
mirror 

AI is a Tool ( ةادأ ), AI [data] is a precious resource/ 
asset ( نیمث دروم  ), AI is a product ( جتنم ), AI is a 
building ( ىنبم / ساسأ ), AI is a weapon/ double-edged 
sword ( نیدح وذ  حلاس  ), AI is a black box ( دوسأ قودنص  ) 

In addressing metaphorical expressions, several metaphors were found 

in both datasets, while many others were only detected in one corpus. On the 

one hand, the shared metaphors include AI IS A STUDENT/TRAINEE, which 

appeared 485 times in the English corpus and 205 times in the Arabic 
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corpus; AI IS A COMPETITOR/ REPLACEMENT, appearing 18 times in English 

and 121 times in Arabic; and AI IS A MIND, recorded in 402 English tokens 

and 236 Arabic tokens among several others, as highlighted in Table 17. 

Notwithstanding differences in resonance, these conceptual metaphors 

represent points of overlap in both media contexts. 

On the other hand, several metaphors were exclusive to one of the two 

sampled corpora; in the English corpus, these include AI IS A 

FRIEND/THERAPIST (66 tokens), AI IS AN ORACLE (37 tokens), AI IS A 

WITCH (21 tokens), AI IS A THIEF (4 tokens), AI IS A MIRROR (8 tokens), AI IS 

A TOY (25 tokens), AI IS A CREATOR (226 tokens), AND AI IS A VIRUS 

among others, which were not attested in the Arabic corpus in any form. In 

the Arabic corpus, these unique metaphors include AI IS A CHILD/OFFSPRING 

(139 tokens), AI IS A REVOLUTION (41 tokens), and all Spatial and Temporal 

metaphors, among others; none of which had any equivalent in the English 

dataset. 

Table 18. 

Cross-Linguistic Comparison of Metonyms 
 

Metonym Percentage (%) Metonym Percentage (%) 
The Systems 37.24% 29.57 ایجولونكتلا% 
The Technology 30.92% 23.82 توبورلا% 
The Robots 12.11% 22.55 ةینقتلا% 
The machine 8.03% 5.98 تایمزراوخلا% 
The Model 5.39% 5.64 جذومنلا% 
The Algorithms 5.13% 4.83 ةللآا% 
The Automation 1.18% 3.22 ةتمتلأا% 

 %2.76 ماظنلا
 %1.61 تایجمربلا

Cumulative total 100% Cumulative Total 100% 
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In terms of metonymy, Table 18 illustrates how both corpora were 

dominated by a small set of highly frequent metonyms. In the English texts, 

the most common were “the system” (37.24%), “the technology” (30.92%), 

and “the robots” (12.11%). In Arabic, the top metonymic terms were 

” ”ایجولونكتلا,(% and (22.55“ (29.57%), ”توبورلا“ (23.82“ ةینقتلا %), loosely 

translating to “robot”, “technology” and also “technology”. Combined, 

"technology" and "technique" amount to 52.12% of the total metonymic 

instances, making both “robot” and “technology” common metonyms in 

Arabic and English. Similarly, the top three terms in each corpus accounted 

for over 75% of all metonymic references. Lower-frequency metonyms in 

both corpora referred to algorithms, models, and machines. Having 

acknowledged all similarities, it is crucial to note that the most frequent 

English metonym 'the system(s)' was recorded at only 2.76% in the Arabic 

corpus. LL statistical significance tests were also applied to metonyms. It 

revealed that, except for automation and algorithm, differences in the 

frequency of other metonyms in both corpora are statistically significant 

(Appendix E). 

 
4.2 Frame-Level Conceptual Structures 

 
This section answers the second research question: What frame-level 

conceptual structures underlie the metaphorical and metonymic 

representations of AI in each cultural context? Drawing on Kövecses’ ECMT 

(2020), the analysis investigates how metaphorical and metonymic 

expressions in both corpora activate culturally grounded frames as the third 

level of schematicity. As discussed in Chapter Two, frames are structured 

mental models that involve frame elements (FEs). The analysis is organised 
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by conceptual key in Metaphor Resonance (MR) order and presents tables 

that contain source and target frames and FEs. 

4.2.1 English Media Frames 
 

Starting with the most dominant conceptual key, the Human Metaphors 

(Table 19), reflect a consistent tendency to map AI onto roles embedded in 

both interpersonal and occupational schemas. The most structurally elaborate 

and most dominant English metaphor is the STUDENT/TRAINEE frame, where 

roles such as student, teacher, test, and curriculum are aligned with machine 

learning functions. TRAVELLER metaphors extend this developmental 

mapping with goal-oriented directional structures (e.g., destination → 

Artificial General Intelligence “AGI”, path → progress). In this, AI is 

journeying on a developmental path towards achieving AGI, which, to nations 

competing for AI dominance, is the pinnacle of AI development. The 

ASSISTANT and FRIEND/THERAPIST metaphors preserve human centrality 

while framing AI as a subordinate executor or companion. Frames such as 

empathic care, interpersonal support, and human service introduce relational 

mappings that rely on human interaction schemas. Less frequent metaphors 

like WITCH, HALLUCINATOR, and THIEF introduce elements of opacity, 

distortion, or appropriation. 
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Table 19. 

English Frame-Level Mapping of the Human Metaphor 
 

No Metaphor Source 
Frame(s) 

Target Frame(s) FEs 
(Source to target) 

1 The Human Metaphor 

1a AI is a 
student/ 
trainee 

-Human 
Learning, 
-Pass/Success 

-AI learning and 
improvement 
-System 
evaluation 

(Student → AI) 
(Teacher → Developer) 
(Lesson→ Dataset/training input) 
(training → New input processing) 
(Test → developers’ benchmark) 
(Pass/fail→ meeting set criteria) 
(Improvement/ upping a grade → fine-tuning) 

1b AI is a 
traveller 

Journey AI development 
path 

(Traveller → AI) 
(Destination → AGI/Superintelligence) 
(Path → Development stages) 
(Obstacle → Risks/Failures) 

1c AI is a 
creator 

Human 
Creativity 

AI creative 
outputs 

(Artist → AI) 
(Creativity → Novel output) 
(Art → Music, writing, design) 

1d AI is an 
assistant 

-Human 
Service 
-Assistance 

-AI resource 
-AI task 
delegation 

(Human assistant → AI system) 
(Task → Data processing, content creation) 
(Productivity → Automation of labour) 

1e AI is a 
friend/ 
therapist 

Interpersonal 
Support / 
Empathic 
Care 

AI supportive and 
emotional 
responses 

(Friend → AI) 
(Listener → System input processor) 
(Comforter → Feedback generator) 
(Trust → User openness) 
(Support → AI Emotional alignment, lack of moral 
judgment, confidentiality) 

1f AI is an 
oracle 

Human 
Omniscience 

AI knowledge 
and predictive 
capabilities 

(Oracle → AI) 
(Questioner → User) 
(Prediction → Data-driven output) 

1g AI is a 
mimic/ 
impersonato 
r 

Imitation and 
Replication 

AI simulating 
human 
behaviours 

(Mimic → AI system) 
(Human → Behavioural template) 
(Imitation → Output reproduction) 
(Authenticity → Deceptive realism) 
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No. Metaphor Source 
Frame(s) 

Target Frame(s) FEs 
(Source to target) 

1h AI is a 
witch 

Witchcraft AI 
Incomprehensible 
Technological 
Force 

(Witch → AI) 
(Conjuring spells → generating content) 
(Magical powers → unexplained AI capabilities) 
(Mystery → lack of transparency in AI processes) 

1i AI is a 
competitor/ 
replacement 

-Competitive 
interaction 

-Human-AI 
relationship 

(Competitor → AI) 
(Arena → Job market) 
(Superiority → Performance advantage) 
(Threat → Job loss) 
(performance → evaluation) 

1j AI is a 
dreamer/ 
hallucinator 

-Mental 
Health 
-Human 
cognition 
-perception 

-AI glitches 
-inaccuracies 
/misinformation 
-output 

(Dreamer/ hallucinator→ AI) 
(Dreams → Output) 
(Reality → Verification process) 
(Mental instability → Model unreliability) 
(consequences →misinformation, reliability 
concerns). 
(Hallucinations → errors/misleading outputs) 

1k AI is a thief Theft AI as an 
intellectual 
property threat 

(Thief → AI) 
(victims→ artists and authors) 
(intellectual property → Target) 
(Theft → Unlawful generation) 

The second category of the Organic and Environmental Metaphors 

(Table 20) exhibits strong structural alignment with cognitive, biological, and 

ecological schemas. THE AI IS A MIND metaphor is particularly prominent, 

with FEs that map human cognition (thinking, memory, decision) onto AI’s 

computational processes. The LIVING ORGANISM and VIRUS/DISEASE 

metaphors operate through ingestion, growth, or infection schemas, with 

consistent mappings between food/data and organism/AI. NATURAL FORCE 

metaphors, such as water and storm, rely on spread and impact as core 

elements, while simultaneously, in addition to the ANIMAL/BEAST metaphor, 

they invoke the need to control, autonomy, and containment, or the lack 

thereof. 
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Table 20. 

English Frame-Level Mapping of Organic and Environmental Metaphors 
 

No. Metaphor Source Frame(s) Target Frame(s) FEs 
(Source to target) 

2 Organic and Environmental Metaphors 

2a AI is a mind Cognition AI cognitive 
capabilities 

(Mind → AI system) 
(Thinking → Data inference) 
(Decision → Output) 
(Memory → Data storage) 
(Consciousness → Autonomy) 

2b AI is an 
evolution/ 
superbeing 

Evolution and 
Superhuman 
Capability 

AI exceeding 
human capacity 

(Species → AI) 
(Superbeing → AGI) 
(Evolution → Tech development) 
(Extinction → Human obsolescence) 

2c AI is a living 
organism 

Organic growth, 
Ingestion 

AI evolution and 
development 

Organism → AI system) 
(Food → Data) 
(feeding → training models) 
(Growth → Learning and model expansion) 
(Appetite → Computational demand) 

2d AI is a 
natural force 

Natural Forces AI’s strong and 
wide-ranging 
effects 

(Force of nature → AI surge) 
(Wave, gush, sea→ levels of technological 
spread) 
(Flood → Disruption) 
(Eruption → Rapid innovation) 
(Physical Impact → Societal transformation) 

2e AI is a 
virus/disease 

Contagion, 
Danger, 
Immunity 

AI spread and its 
negative impact 

(Virus → AI) 
(Host → Society) 
(Transmission → Adoption/Deployment) 
(Disruption → Collapse) 

2f AI is an 
animal/beast 

Beast (power) 
Beast taming 

AI power 
Controlling AI 
power 

(Wild animal → AI) 
(Taming → Regulation) 
(Roaming → Unchecked deployment) 
(Attack → risk of losing control) 
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The third English category is the Economic and Object metaphors as 

presented in Table 21. 

Table 21. 

English Frame-Level Mapping of Economic and Object Metaphors 
 

No. Metaphor Source 
Frame(s) 

Target Frame(s) FEs 
(Source to target) 

4 Economic and Object Metaphors 

4a AI is a 
building 

-Building (as a 
Process), 
-Physical 
Support, 
-Function 

AI system 
development and 
stability, AI 
functions 

(Building → AI system) 
(Builders→ developers) 
(Foundation → Core algorithms/data) 
(Structure → Design and functionality) 
(Foundation → Dataset/algorithm base) 

4b AI is a tool -Mechanism 
-Utility 

AI 
application/use 

(Tool → AI) 
(User → Human operator) 
(Utility → Task execution) 
(Control → User-driven operation) 

4c AI is a 
weapon/ 
double- 
edged sword 

Ambivalent 
Tool 

AI dual impact 
(positive/ 
negative) 

(Sword → AI system) 
(User → Human) 
(Edge 1 → Benefit) 
(Edge 2 → Harm) 

4d AI is a 
vehicle 

Progression, 
Direction 

Control and 
progression of AI 

(Vehicle → AI) 
(Driver → Human/society) 
(Path → Development plan) 
(Destination → Future outcomes) 
(Speed → Acceleration of change) 

4e AI is a 
resource 

Economic AI as economic 
value 

(Asset → AI/data) 
(Investor → Stakeholder) 
(Return → Profit/performance) 
(Control → Ownership) 
(Scarcity → Competitive advantage) 

4f AI is a black 
box 

Opacity AI transparency 
issues 

(Black box → AI system) 
(User → Outsider) 
(Inside→ Data given) 
(Outside→ Decision made) 
(Process → Hidden logic) 
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No. Metaphor Source 
Frame(s) 

Target Frame(s) FEs 
(Source to target) 

4g AI is a 
product 

Commercial 
commodities 

AI systems (Product → AI system) 
(Seller → Tech Companies) 
(Consumer → User) 
(Market → Tech industry) 
(Features → Capabilities) 
(Value → Utility, profitability) 

4h AI is a toy Entertainment AI 
experimentation 
and amusement 

(User→ player) 
(AI → toy) 
(Function →amusement or testing) 
(Outcome →enjoyment, curiosity) 

4i AI is a 
mirror 

Reflection AI reflecting 
society's norms 
and data 

(Mirror → AI system) 
(Reflection → Societal patterns) 
(User → Source data provider) 
(Image → Amplified output) 

The reifying Economic and Object metaphors consistently frame AI as 

a constructed or owned entity. For reference, the BUILDING and TOOL 

metaphors organise elements around construction, use, and functional control. 

The WEAPON metaphor adds a binary evaluative element (edge 1 and 2). The 

VEHICLE metaphor includes directional control and acceleration, whereas the 

RESOURCE and PRODUCT metaphors draw from economic value. The BLACK 

BOX metaphor foregrounds opacity by removing access to inner workings, 

while the TOY metaphor minimises seriousness through a play schema. The 

MIRROR metaphor forms a feedback structure with user input and AI-

generated output forming a reflection loop. However, it is also critical in the 

sense that it unearths human biases as part of its training data. In aggregate, 

these metaphors’ mappings are rooted in human benefit and utility (Table 21). 
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Table 22. 

English Frame-Level Mapping of Social and Event Metaphors 
 

No. Metaphor Source 
Frame(s) 

Target Frame(s) FEs 
(Source to target) 

3 Social and Event Metaphors 

3a AI is a 
competitive 
game/war 

Competing in 
sports games/ 
War 

Competing for 
dominance in AI 

(Player → Nations, AI companies/ models) 
(Game → Market competition) 
(Strategy → Model design) 
(Win/Loss → Success/failure) 
(battleground → AI market) 

3b AI is a race Competing in 
a race 

AI progression and 
leadership 

(Racer → Nation/company) 
(Track → AI Innovation) 
(Finish Line → AGI, global dominance) 

3b AI is an 
(arms) race 

Military 
Competition 

Geopolitical pursuit 
of AGI supremacy 

(Weapon → AI system) 
(Arms race → Geopolitical competition) 

3c AI is an 
apocalypse 

Doom 
Sci-fi dystopia 

AI potential 
catastrophe 

(Apocalypse → AI robots taking over) 
( Humanity → Victim) 
(Catastrophe → Technological dominance) 

Last in resonance, Table 22 highlights how metaphors of the Social and 

Event category are structured around competition, conflict, and escalation. 

The GAME/WAR and RACE metaphors share overlapping frames with shared 

participants (players or racers) and outcomes (finish line, falling behind). The 

ARMS RACE metaphor introduces a militarised component while retaining 

core elements of strategic competition. The apocalypse metaphor diverges by 

placing AI as a catastrophic agent. Overall, this category is framed by high-

stakes dynamics with clearly defined participants and endpoints. 
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Table 23. 

Metonymic Types in the English Corpus 
 

Metonym Pattern Explanation 

The 
Systems 

Whole-for-part 
Instrument-for-agent 

Refers to collective or specific AI agents by naming the overall 
structure that encompasses them. Sometimes anthropomorphised to 
imply agency in outcomes ("the system rejected the request"). 

The 
Technology 

Category- for- 
member 

A general term that stands in for specific AI applications, tools, or 
systems, highlighting how a broad category activates particular 
instantiations. 

The Robots Prototype- for- 
category 

Uses the most familiar and tangible prototype of AI to refer to the 
entire spectrum of AI technologies, including non-embodied forms. 

The 
Machine 

Instrument- for-agent 
Part-for-whole 
Concrete-for-abstract 

The physical artefact stands for the entire AI system. These patterns 
can be all applicable and used to highlight its mechanical and 
non-human qualities. 

The Model product-for-process 
Product-for-producer 

Refers to the final output of AI training (the model) while 
conceptually invoking the entire process of data tuning, system 
development, and especially developers. 

The 
Algorithms 

part-for-whole Highlights a single core component of AI systems, algorithms, while 
using it to stand in for the broader decision-making processes and 
system behaviours. 

The 
Automation 

process-for-agent Refers to the process of automation as though it were an agent or 
actor making decisions or performing tasks, thus assigning agency to 
the system itself. 

Table 23 presents six key metonymic expressions identified in the 

English corpus and their metonymic patterns. The metonymic patterns follow 

a context-sensitive interpretation of media discourse. While alternative  

classifications  (e.g.,  instrument-for-agent  or abstraction-for-concrete) 

may also apply, the patterns chosen here are those that most clearly reflect the 

surface realisation evident in the corpus. 

As discussed in the Theoretical Framework section, these metonyms 

function as FEs within the overarching AI frame. The use of one metonym 

over another strategically foregrounds particular aspects (employed FE) of AI 

while simultaneously backgrounding others. All these metonyms, being FEs,
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help paint a bigger picture of AI as a frame, while simultaneously overlapping 

with and evoking other frames. 

For example, “the systems,” through a whole-for-part or instrument-

for-agent pattern, foregrounds the system as a complete entity and downplays 

its individual components. “The technology,” uses a a category-for-member 

mapping to highlight the technical aspect of it through the use of the broader 

field of technology in a way that places AI on equal footing with all other 

technologies already integrated into our daily lives. “The robots” relies on a 

prototype-for-category pattern which makes the familiar, embodied exemplar 

the main point of reference. The machine uses concrete-for-abstract and other 

patterns to also embody AI, which is a common tendency in line with 

metaphors that serve to explain abstract notions through concrete ones. In “the 

model,” product-for-process or product-for-producer mappings bring the 

finished output into focus while the developmental processes are 

backgrounded. “The algorithms,” following a part-for-whole pattern, 

emphasises one internal element as a representative of the entire system. 

Finally, “the automation,” using a process-for-agent pattern, presents the 

process itself as the key conceptual unit through which the system is 

referenced. 

4.2.2 Arabic Media Frames 
 

The frames and FEs of the metaphors detected in the Arabic corpus are 

detailed in Tables 24-28 below, ordered by most to least frequent conceptual 

key. 
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Table 24. 

Arabic Frame-Level Mapping of Economic and Object Metaphors 
 

No. Metaphor Source Frame Target Frame FEs (source to target) 

5. Economic and Object Metaphors 

5a AI is a Tool -Mechanism 
-Utility 

AI 
application/use 

(Tool → AI) 
(User → Human operator) 
(Utility → Task execution) 
(Control → User-driven operation) 

5b AI is a 
Precious 
Resource/ 
Asset 

-Economic 
Resource 
-Natural 
Extraction 

-AI 
data/information 
as exploitable 
wealth 

(Resource → AI data) 
(Extraction → Data processing/mining) 
(Scarcity → Rare datasets) 
(Wealth → Information value) 
(Market dominance → Tech leadership) 

5c AI is a 
Product 

Commercial 
commodities 

AI systems (Product → AI system) 
(Seller → Tech Companies) 
(Consumer → User) 
(Market → Tech industry) 
(Features → Capabilities) 
(Value → Utility, profitability) 

5d AI is a 
Building 

-Building (as 
a Process), 
-Physical 
Support, 
-Function 

AI system 
development 
and stability, AI 
functions 

(Building → AI system) 
(Builders→ developers) 
(Foundation → Core algorithms/data) 
(Structure → Design and functionality) 
(Foundation → Dataset/algorithm base) 

5e AI is a 
Weapon/ 
double-edged 
sword 

Ambivalent 
Tool 

AI dual impact 
(positive/ 
negative) 

(Weapon → AI system) 
(User → Human) 
(Edge 1 → Benefit) 
(Edge 2 → Harm ) 

5f AI is a black 
box 

Opacity/ 
mystery 

AI system 
opacity and lack 
of transparency/ 
understanding 

(Black box → AI system) 
(User → Disempowered actor) 
(Contents → Unobservable processes) 
(Control → Illusion of governance) 

The most circulated Arabic metaphors (Economic and Object, Table 

24) draw on construction, utility, commercialisation, and risk-benefit frames. 

The TOOL metaphor includes mappings such as (user → human) and (function 

→ task execution).  The RESOURCE metaphor maps AI data onto economic 
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assets, including (resource → data) and (wealth → information value). The 

PRODUCT metaphor links AI systems to market goods through mappings. The 

BUILDING metaphor draws on architectural structure, while the WEAPON 

metaphor employs a dual-utility frame through mapping (weapon → AI) and 

(edge → benefit or harm). Finally, the BLACK BOX metaphor frames AI as 

an opaque system, with mappings such as (contents → unknown process) and 

(user → observer). Collectively, these frames treat AI as a constructed, 

controlled, or traded object with measurable outputs. 

Second in resonance, the Arabic corpus includes a diverse set of 

human-centred metaphors (the Human Metaphors conceptual key) that draw 

from frames of education, parenting, employment, competition, and others, as 

detailed in Table 25. 

Table 25. 

Arabic Frame-Level Mapping of the Human Metaphors 
 

No. Metaphor Source Frame Target Frame FEs (source to target) 

1. The Human Metaphors 

1a AI is a 
Student/ 
Trainee 

-Human 
Learning 
-Training 

-AI model 
refinement 

(Student → AI model) 
(training → New input processing) 
(Lesson → Dataset/training input) 
(correct answer→ accurate output) 
(Pass/fail→ accurate output) 
(Improvement → Fine-tuning) 

1b AI is a 
Child/ 
offspring 

-Child rearing 
-Growing 
-Familial-ties 

-AI creation 
-Development 
-AI-human 
relations 

(Parent → Developer) 
(Child → AI system) 
(Nurturing → Training) 
(Maturity → Model performance) 
(Parenting Anxiety → Ethical and Societal 
fears). 
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No. Metaphor Source Frame Target Frame FEs (source to target) 

1c AI is an 
Employee/ 
assistant 

-Human 
service 
- Job 
-Assistance 

-AI resource 
-AI task 
delegation 

(Employee/ human assistant → AI system) 
(Employer → Human user) 
(Task → Data processing, content creation) 
(Performance Evaluation → Accuracy and 
output quality) 
(Productivity → Automation of labour) 

1d AI is a 
Competitor 
/ 
replacemen 
t 

-Competitive 
interaction 

-Human-AI 
relationship 

(Competitor → AI) 
(Arena → Job market) 
(Superiority → Performance advantage) 
(Threat → Job loss) 
(performance → evaluation) 

1e AI is a 
Clone/ 
hybrid 

-Genetic 
engineering 
-Biological 
hybridisation 

-AI imitation of 
humans 
-AI/ Human as 
inseparable 

(Original organism → Human) 
(Clone → AI system) 
(Hybridisation → Integration of human and 
machine) 
(Human agency → Algorithmic replication) 

1f AI is a 
Superhero/ 
superbeing 

-superhuman 
abilities 

-Extraordinary 
AI capabilities 
(speed, accuracy, 
etc.) 

(Hero → AI) 
(Superpower → High processing capability) 
(Awe → Public reception) 
(Heroic Deed → assisting with complex tasks) 

1g AI is a 
Driver 

-control 
-journey 
-destination 

-AI controls and 
navigates 
humans’ lives 
- 

(Driver → AI) 
(Passenger → user) 
(Vehicle → Software system) 
(Road → Development pathway/ users’ lives) 
(crossroad/ steering→ making decisions) 
(Obstacle → Technical/regulatory challenge) 

1h AI is a 
Hallucinato 
r 

-Mental 
Health 
-Human 
cognition 

-AI glitches 
-inaccuracies/mi 
sinformation 

(hallucinations→errors/misleading outputs), 
(hallucinator →AI), 
(Mental instability → Model unreliability) 
(consequences →misinformation, reliability 
concerns). 

The most frequently deployed frame in this category is that of education 

and training, in which the AI system is conceptualised as a STUDENT/TRAINEE 

undergoing testing and refinement. Roles such as teacher, lesson, and test are 

consistently mapped onto developers, datasets, and performance benchmarks,
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 respectively. A structurally similar but culturally distinct mapping is 

observed in the CHILD/OFFSPRING metaphor, where AI is positioned as a 

maturing entity under the guidance of a human parent-developer. 

Other metaphors in this category include the EMPLOYEE/ASSISTANT, 

which aligns with human resource schemas and includes mappings between 

(employer → user) and (task → automation). The 

COMPETITOR/REPLACEMENT metaphor draws from economic rivalry 

structures, with mappings from (competitor → AI) and (arena → labour 

market). The CLONE/HYBRID metaphor invokes biological replication and 

integration, which aligns AI with the imitation of human cognitive models and 

behaviour. This metaphor has several layers as it builds on other spatial and 

temporal metaphors. The DRIVER metaphor uses control and navigation 

schemas to structure AI as an agent that can guide or navigate people’s lives. 

Finally, the AI IS A HALLUCINATOR borrows from pathological schema to 

illustrate the glitches or flaws of these systems (Table 25). 

The third conceptual key in resonance in the Arabic corpus is the Social 

and Event metaphors. All metaphors in this category follow different schemas 

of human/AI interaction as detailed in Table 26. 
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Table 26. 
 

Arabic Frame-Level Mapping of Social and Event Metaphors 
 

No 
. 

Metaphor Source 
Frame 

Target Frame FEs (source to target) 

3. Social and Event Metaphors 

3a AI is a 
[general] 
Threat 

Risk/danger AI 
implications 

(Threat → AI system) 
(Target → Privacy, jobs, humanity) 
(Consequences → Displacement, control loss) 
(Defensive response → Regulation, protective actions) 

3b AI is a 
Military 
Invasion 

Warfare AI as an 
enemy force or 
hostile 
takeover 

(Invader → AI system) 
(Battlefield → Economic or job sectors) 
(Human → Defending entity) 
(Invasion → Market or control penetration) 

3c AI is a 
Race/ 
Journey 

Competitive 
Sport / 
Global 
Rivalry 

Global AI 
development 
race 

(Runners → Countries/Corporations) 
(Track/Course → Technological development timeline) 
(Finish Line → AGI, global dominance) 
(Speed → Rate of innovation) 

3c Journey / 
Pilgrimage 

Arab national 
AI 
development 

(Traveller → Arab government, society) 
(Road/ path→ Strategic plans, policy implementation) 
(Detours/Barriers → Challenges, limitations, 
dependencies) 
(Destination →AGI- Technological independence) 

3d AI is a 
Competitiv 
e Game 

Competing 
in sports 
games 

Competing for 
dominance in 
AI 

(Player → Nations, AI companies/ models) 
(Game → Market competition) 
(Strategy → Model design) 
(Win/Loss → Success/failure) 

3e AI is a 
Revolution 

Political/ 
social 
upheaval 

AI societal 
impact 

(Revolution → transformative change, disruption, new 
order) 
(State → Job market) 
(Resistance → Resisting Change and rigid Regulation) 

The Social and Event metaphors (Table 26) are derived from threat, 

conflict, competition, and transformation frames. The danger/risk frame maps 

danger-related roles onto AI, such as (threat → AI) and (consequence → job 

loss or privacy invasion). The warfare frame in the MILITARY INVASION
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metaphor includes roles like (invader → AI) and (battlefield → societal 

domains) to depict AI as an opposing force, juxtaposed by the similar 

REVOLUTION metaphor, which depicts it as a positive emerging one. 

The fourth category (Organic and Environmental Metaphors) includes 

four metaphors that map different ecological FEs onto AI (Table 27). 

Table 27. 

Arabic Frame-Level Mapping of Organic and Environmental Metaphors 
 

No. Metaphor Source Frame Target Frame FEs (source to target) 

2. Organic and Environmental Metaphors 

2a AI is a Mind Human cognition AI’s cognitive 
capabilities 

(Mind → AI system) 
(Thinking → Data inference) 
(Decision → Output) 
(Memory → Data storage) 
(Consciousness → Autonomy) 

2d AI is a living 
organism 

Organic growth 
and ingestion 

AI evolution 
and 
development 

(Organism → AI system) 
(Food → Data) 
(feeding → training models) 
(Appetite → Computational demand) 
(Growth → Learning and model expansion) 
(farming→ data acquisition) 

2e AI is a part of 
the Ecosystem 

Ecological/ 
biological 
cohabitation 

AI/ Human 
interaction 

(Ecosystem → AI environment) 
(Species → AI and human actors) 
(Symbiosis → interdependence) 

2f AI is a Natural 
Force 

Natural Forces AI strong and 
wide-ranging 
effects 

(Natural Force→ AI surge) 
(Eruption → Sudden proliferation) 
(Impact zone → Employment and ethics) 
(Victims → Displaced humans) 

The Organic and environmental metaphors in the Arabic corpus reflect 

biological and ecological framings of AI. The MIND metaphor maps cognitive 

processes such as thinking, memory, and consciousness onto AI systems. The 

LIVING ORGANISM metaphor maps food onto data and growth  onto  model 
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expansion. The ECOSYSTEM metaphor incorporates interdependence and 

adaptability, with mappings between symbiosis and cooperative integration. 

These metaphors are similarly grounded in concepts of dynamic systems, 

adaptation, and environmental causality. 

The fifth and last in resonance is the Spatial and Temporal Metaphors 

(Table 28). Unique to Arabic, these low-resonance metaphors are culturally 

rich and contain layers of mappings. 

Table 28. 

Arabic Frame-Level Mapping of Spatial and Temporal Metaphors 
 

No. Metaphor Source Frame Target Frame FEs (source to target) 

4. Spatial and Temporal Metaphors 

4a AI is a 
physical space 

Physical 
boundaries 

AI (Physical Space → AI) 
(Boundaries → digital borders limited 
capabilities) 

AI is a 
physical space 
[merging into 
human or life 
as another 
physical 
space] 

Physical space 
Space merge 

AI as an 
integrated part 
of human 
identity/self 

(Space1 → Humans and Humans experience) 
(Space2 → AI) 
(Boundaries → Physical and digital borders) 
(Integration → Merging into daily life) 
(Extension → Cognitive and physical 
augmentation) 
(Virtual-Real Blend → Seamless interaction) 
(Inseparability → Embeddedness in everyday 
life) 
(redefined space→ Human-technological fusion) 

4b AI is an 
Era/Time 

Pivotal 
Historical 
Periods 

Societal 
transformation 
s via AI 

(Era → AI period) 
(Transformation → Labour and industry change) 
(Golden age → Idealised future) 
(Historical parallel → Tech progression, 
implications for cultural shifts) 

4c AI is a World Spatial/ 
Geographical 

AI 
development 
ecosystem 

(World → AI domain) 
(Inhabitants → Users, agents, companies) 
(Boundaries → Technical access points) 
(Landscape → Infrastructure) 
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The Spatial and Temporal metaphors conceptualise AI as a SPACE, AN 

ERA, or a WORLD. These metaphors activate cultural frames that position AI 

as a civilisation-level shift and present it as a physical or temporal domain. In 

the physical space frame, AI is conceptualised as a bounded or integrated 

space, with mappings such as (space → AI) and (boundary → capability 

limit). An extension of this metaphor frames AI as an extension of the human 

self or environment. The ERA/TIME metaphor maps historical structuring onto 

AI, with (era → AI period) and (transformation → socio-technical change). 

The WORLD metaphor positions AI as a bounded ecosystem through mapping 

(world → AI environment), and (inhabitants → developers, and users). 

Alongside metaphors, the nine metonyms detected in the Arabic corpus 

(Table 29) function as FEs of AI as a standalone frame, while they 

simultaneously partake in other frames (e.g., “robots” are FEs of science 

fiction). The patterns of these metonyms are illustrated in Table 29 based on 

Radden and Kövecses’ metonymic distribution. 

Table 29. 

Metonymic Frames in the Arabic Corpus 
 

Metonym Metonymy patterns Explanation 

 ایجولونكتلا
technology 

Category-for-Member A broad technological category used to refer to specific AI tools or 
systems deployed in practice. 

 توبورلا
robot 

Prototype-for-Category A familiar, embodied prototype representing the broader and often 
non-embodied domain of artificial intelligence. 

 ةینقتلا
technology 

Category-for-Member General reference to applied technological practices used to signify 
specific AI applications or capabilities. 

 تایمزراوخلا
algorithms 

Part-for-Whole A core component of AI systems metonymically representing the 
overall computational logic or operation. 
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Metonym Metonymy patterns Explanation 
 ةللآا

the 
machine 

Instrument- for-agent 
Part-for-whole 
Concrete-for-abstract 

The physical artefact stands for the entire AI system. These 
patterns can be all applicable and used to highlight its mechanical 
and non-human qualities. 

 جذومنلا
the model 

Product-for-Process 
Product-for-Producer 

The final AI model stands in for the entire process of data training, 
algorithmic learning, and refinement. 

 ةتمتلأا
automation 

Process-for-Agent The automation process is framed as an autonomous actor 
performing tasks, displacing human agency. 

 ماظنلا
the system 

Whole-for-part The term refers to an overarching system while activating its 
constituent technologies and architectures. 

 تایجمربلا
softwares 

Product-for-function Software is used as a container term representing the specific 
functionalities and modules it carries. 

As shown in Table 29, the Arabic corpus exhibits a set of metonymic 

expressions. For example, ایجولونكتلا  (technology) and ةینقتلا  (technology) both 

function as category-for-member metonyms. Both metonyms invoke the 

broader technological field while referring to specific AI systems or 

applications, thus highlighting AI as part of the general field of technological 

advancement. This makes the broad category the salient entry point into the 

frame while individual tools or components remain backgrounded. 

Similarly, توبورلا  (the robot) exemplifies a prototype-for-category 

pattern. It relies on the most familiar and embodied prototype associated with 

AI to stand in for the entire domain, including software-based or non-

embodied systems. Similarly, the machine uses concrete-for-abstract and 

other patterns to also embody AI. Other expressions emphasise internal 

elements of AI architecture. تایمزراوخلا  (the algorithms) follows a part-

for-whole mapping, as it uses one component of AI systems to refer to the full 

computational structure. This pattern brings into focus the role of algorithmic 

logic while keeping surrounding infrastructures implicit. جذومنلا  (the model)
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exemplifies product-for-process and product-for-producer mappings. The 

trained model stands in for the entire AI system as well as for the developers 

who construct it. 

A different pattern appears in ةتمتلأا  (automation), which uses a process-

for-agent mapping. The process of automation is treated as if it were the entity 

performing actions, with its enabling systems or operators left unexpressed. 

This pattern positions the process itself as the conceptual actor in the frame. 

The term ماظنلا  (the system) follows a whole-for-part mapping, using the 

overarching system to implicitly activate its constituent modules and 

technological layers. This makes the system the salient conceptual unit while 

its subcomponents remain unstated. Finally, تایجمربلا  (software) reflects a 

product-for-function pattern. The software product stands in for the 

functionalities it provides, as it emphasises operational capabilities rather than 

internal code or structure. 

4.2.3 Comparative Observations 
 

A comparative analysis of the frame-level structures across the English 

and Arabic corpora reveals both areas of overlap and distinctions in FEs, 

distribution, and emphasis. In answering the first research question, several 

metaphors were part of both English and Arabic AI discourses. However, an 

in-depth analysis of these cross-linguistic metaphors and how they are realised 

through different FEs illuminates nuanced differences and suggests that while 

metaphors can be common between different cultures or languages, the same 

metaphor in two different languages or cultures can still carry some different 

meanings or connotations due to differences in FEs. 
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Addressing similarities across both corpora, many of the common 

metaphors employ similar FEs. For example, the AI IS A STUDENT/TRAINEE 

metaphor consistently draws on an educational frame that involves roles such 

as teacher, lesson, and evaluation. Both corpora also employ frames based on 

assistance, and competition, which indicates structural parallels in mapping 

human occupational roles onto AI. 

The metaphors unique to one corpus would, by extension, employ 

unique frames. The CHILD/OFFSPRING and SUPERHERO metaphors in Arabic 

introduce family and heroic frames that are absent in the English data. 

Conversely, English includes metaphorical frames such as interpersonal 

support which were not observed in Arabic texts. 

In Organic and Environmental Metaphors, both corpora include 

cognition, organic growth, and ingestion. However, the Arabic corpus 

uniquely adds the ecological/biological cohabitation frame. Within Social and 

Event Metaphors, shared frames include competition (GAME, RACE, ARMS 

RACE), which reflects both similar and unique FE. The English frames tend to 

focus more on market rivalry and sci-fi dystopia, whereas Arabic frames 

reflect cultural particularities in their use of the military invasions and 

revolutions, potentially shaped by the historical experiences of most Arab 

countries with foreign occupation. 

While shared metaphors employ shared frames and unique metaphors 

employ unique frames, some metaphors appear in both corpora, but with 

distinctions in FEs. Although it is challenging to account for all variations in 

FEs, the AI IS A BLACK BOX metaphor (Table 30) effectively demonstrates 
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how subtle divergences may influence the overall tone and the assumed 

function of a given metaphor. 

Table 30. 

A Comparison of the Black Box Metaphor FEs 
 

Language Metaphor Source 
Frame 

Target Frame Example 
Expressions 

FEs (source to target) 

English AI is a 
black box 

Opacity AI 
transparency 
issues 

AI is a black box, AI 
decisions are 
opaque, AI lacks 
transparency 

(Black box → AI system) 
(User → Outsider) 
(Inside→ Data given) 
(Outside→ Decision made) 
(Process → Hidden logic) 

Arabic AI is a 
black box 

Opacity/ 
mystery 

AI 
transparency 
issues 

 ىلإ يدؤت.. بویعلا لك
 مادعنا يھو ـةدحاو ةجیتن

 قیدانصب ھبشأ ،ةیفافشلا
 ریصم كرت ،ءادوس

 قودنصلا" دی يف ةیرشبلا
 تایمزراوخلل "دوسلأا

(Black box → AI system) 
(User → Disempowered 
actor) 
(Contents → Unobservable 
processes) 
(Control → Illusion of 
governance) 

The AI IS A BLACK BOX metaphor appears prominently in both corpora, 

yet it is slightly elaborated through different FEs that reflect different 

orientations toward the question of AI opacity. While both corpora invoke the 

metaphor to critique AI transparency, in the English discourse, the metaphor 

centres on the technical inscrutability of AI models, which foregrounds a 

desire to dissect and decode their internal mechanisms. Lexical realisations 

from the media corpus, such as “AI decisions are opaque” and “AI lacks 

transparency”, emerge within a frame where users are outsiders attempting to 

understand the concealed input–output logic of algorithmic processes. By 

contrast, the Arabic instantiation of the same metaphor adds an effective layer 

of mystery. Illustrating with examples from the media, phrases like  ("leaving 

humanity’s  fate in  the  hands  of the  algorithmic   black   box"),  originally  
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 (" تایمزاوخلل دوسلأا قودنصلا دی يف ةیرشبلا ریصم كرت ") intensify the metaphor’s 

emotional resonance and frame the user as a powerless subject in the face of 

concealed algorithmic agency. 

Overall, the frame-level structures across the two corpora exhibit both 

similarities in the overlapping frames with their source-to-target FE mappings 

and differences in the presence, elaboration, and distribution of certain frames 

and FEs, particularly those that include social and historical 

conceptualisations. 

Finally, both corpora use a range of similar metonymic patterns to refer 

to AI in compressed form, though with different frequencies. To illustrate with 

examples, the English corpus relies more on whole-for-part (system), 

category-for-member (technology), and prototype-for-category (robots). The 

Arabic corpus shows a parallel tendency, with category-for-member 

dominating in ایجولونكتلا  (technology) and ةینقتلا  (technology), followed by 

prototype-for-category in توبورلا  (robot). 

Both corpora also share metonyms such as ةتمتلأا  (automation) and ماظنلا  

(system), which appear in similar process-for-agent and whole-for-part 

patterns respectively. While the Arabic corpus uniquely includes (software), 

that does not negate its use in the English language. However, it might hint 

that it is used much less frequently, and did not occur in the sampled data. 
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4.3 Ideological and Socio-Cultural Insights 
 

This section addresses the third and most significant research question: 

What ideological and socio-cultural insights can be derived through a critical 

metaphor and metonymy analysis of the identified expressions? The following 

section offers an interpretive reading of the metaphorical patterns in both 

corpora. Following Charteris-Black’s (2004) model, it identifies the socio-

cultural functions, power dynamics, audience positioning, and reflexivity 

associated with the metaphors and metonymies thus far addressed. 

Whereas the previous two sections unfold by introducing numbers, 

patterns, and subsequently supplement with examples, the critical stage of 

explanation in this section diverges in proceeding from specific notions and 

examples to identifying potential patterns that ideologically govern each 

corpus. The reasoning behind this inductive presentation is the premise that 

the contextual nuances and specificities must be carefully attended to before 

drawing overarching conclusions on attitudes and ideologies. 

4.3.1 Agency and Audience Positioning 
 

The question of agency is a recurring one in both CDA and its niche 

CMA. It refers to the capacity of an entity, usually a person, but also 

technologies like AI, as in the present study, to act, make decisions, and exert 

power. In CMA, agency is a discursively constructed phenomenon that is often 

negotiated through source-target mappings that ascribe autonomy or passivity 

to AI. In the sampled data, the level of agency attributed to AI oscillates
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Between mere object-position instruments and quasi-human subjects. 

Table 31. 

Conceptual Key Percentages in both Corpora 
 

conceptual key English Corpus Arabic Corpus 
Resonance (%) Resonance (%) 

The Human Metaphor 9,687 45.60% 5,829 31.61% 

Organic and Environmental 
Metaphors 

4,655 21.90% 2,304 12.50% 

Social / Event Metaphors 2,448 11.52% 3,344 18.14% 

Spatial and Temporal Metaphors 0 0% 719 3.90% 

Economic and Object 
Metaphors 

4,460 20.98% 6,240 33.85% 

Cumulative total 21,250 100% 18,436 100% 

Agency can be better understood if the conceptual keys are viewed as a 

subject-object continuum. On the first end of the spectrum, Human Metaphors 

would assign the highest level of agency to AI (anthropomorphism), followed 

by Organic and Environmental metaphors, which often invoke living systems, 

growth, or natural processes, which in turn suggest partial autonomy. Social 

and Event metaphors typically involve action and relationality, which implies 

a level of agency. In contrast, Spatial and Temporal metaphors tend toward 

physicality and positionality. On the other end of the spectrum, Economic and 

Object metaphors most clearly strip AI of intentionality and position it as a 

passive instrument (reification). While the English corpus is more invested in 

Human Metaphors (45.60%) and Organic/Environmental Metaphors 

(21.90%), the Arabic corpus favours Economic/Object Metaphors (33.85%). 

These cross-corpus differences are proven statistically significant based on a 

series of log-likelihood (LL) tests conducted to examine each conceptual-key
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using both raw token counts and MR (Appendix E). In addition, within the 

same Arabic corpus, a chi-square test was conducted to confirm the statistical 

significance between the Human and Economic and Object conceptual keys. 

While the test proved statistical significance (p < 0.001), the Cramér’s V’s 

effect size was a small one (0.034) (Appendix E). 

Building on this, cross-corpus differences in conceptual keys may 

suggest that English-language discourse is more inclined to construct AI as an 

agentive, quasi-human presence, while Arabic discourse depicts it 

predominantly as a functional instrument (Table 31), followed by a substantial 

representation of Human metaphors. 

From a CDA perspective, agency is never neutral; it is constructed, 

delegated, or withheld according to broader cultural, political, and ethical 

motives. A deeper dive into what particular metaphors constitute each key 

may hint at more nuanced differences. For instance, in the English discourse, 

Agency appears problematised, as AI is portrayed as dangerously agentive in 

in the AI IS A WITCH, AI IS A SUPERBEING and AI IS AN ORACLE metaphors, 

which suggest epistemic supremacy, and in the AI IS A THIEF, AI IS A 

VIRUS/DISEASE, and AI IS A BEAST, all exclusive to English, which evoke loss 

of human control. Furthermore, the metaphor AI IS A FRIEND/THERAPIST, 

while seemingly benign, may hint at schemas of human-machine intimacy and 

emotional outsourcing. In the Arabic discourse, on the other hand, agency can 

be seen as somewhat more domesticated in which AI is portrayed as an agent 

that requires guidance or discipline as in AI AS A CHILD, and AI AS AN 

EMPLOYEE, or one with limited capabilities  as  in  AI IS A CLONE/HYBRID
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which maintain human superiority (Table 17). 

Positioning of the audience refers to the ways in which metaphors guide 

readers into specific subject positions or ideological roles. It is examined 

through the roles the metaphor ascribes to public participants, whether as 

empowered users, passive observers, or ethically responsible agents. In 

dissecting FEs, the audience appears to be a recurrent element in direct 

interaction with other metaphorical FEs in both corpora. The FEs of the AI IS 

A STUDENT/TRAINEE metaphor (Table 32), for example, showcase a 

difference in positioning the audience, which in turn affects both power 

dynamics and sociocultural functions. 

Table 32. 

A Comparison of the Student/Trainee Metaphor FEs 
 

Corpus Metaphor FEs (source to target) 

English AI is a 
student/ 
trainee 

(Student → AI model) 
(Teacher → Developer- user) 
(Lesson→ Dataset/training input) 
(training → New input processing) 

(Test → developers’ benchmark) 
(Pass/fail→ meeting set criteria) 
(Improvement/ upping a grade → 
fine-tuning) 

Arabic AI is a 
student/ 
trainee 

(Student → AI model) 
(training → New input processing) 
(Lesson → Dataset/training input) 

(correct answer→ accurate output) 
(Pass/fail→ accurate output) 
(Improvement → Fine-tuning) 

In the English discourse, this metaphor is more developer-oriented, 

where AI is a system subject to evaluation, testing, and progressive 

refinement. This may emphasise the West’s role as the primary site of AI 

production and pedagogical control. FEs such as (test → developers’ 

benchmark) and (pass/fail→ meeting developers’ criteria)  underline this 
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construction. In contrast, the Arabic corpus deploys an end-user instantiation 

of the same metaphor. Here, the emphasis is on end-users’ satisfaction with 

AI outputs rather than system refinement. The metaphor thus functions 

rhetorically to position the West as the educator and designer, in which the 

audience partakes in the teaching process, and the Arab world as user and 

consumer. 

Another exemplary metaphor is AI IS A RACE, inclusive to both corpora, 

but slightly differing to include AI IS A RACE/ARMS RACE in English and AI 

IS A RACE/JOURNEY in Arabic (Appendix F). The Arabic media uses the RACE 

metaphor in reference to the West and other countries attempting to achieve 

dominance over AI tools and the global market, while presumably consciously 

and cautiously excluding Arabs from this race. Arabs are conversely cast as 

FEs of the AI IS A JOURNEY part of the metaphor, which implies steadiness, 

rationality, and national progression and benefit (Table 7, Table 26). Arms 

race (English) also juxtaposes with military invasion (Arabic) in highlighting 

the historical aspect of metaphorical production; a metaphor produced by a 

culture that conquered, and the other was occupied. 

4.3.2 Power Relations 
 

Another core element of CDA, and subsequently CMA and CMeA, is 

power relations and dynamics. This is evident in the ways AI metaphors and 

metonymies may configure who holds authority and who gets to define 

technological futures. Power relations are therefore interrogated to reveal 

which actors gain authority or political legitimacy through metaphorical and 

metonymic framing. The English examples discussed thus far hint at 
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anxieties over human-machine power dynamics through constructing AI as an 

actor that may exceed or escape human authority. Adding to this, other 

metaphors such as the AI [SPREAD] IS AN APOCALYPSE, the AI IS A NATURAL 

EVOLUTION, and other English metaphors suggest technopessimism invoked 

by AI’s potential to gain more epistemic power and supremacy. This is further 

juxtaposed with other English metaphors such as AI IS A MIRROR and AI IS A 

TOY that limit, even ridicule AI’s potential. Arabic metaphors, on the other 

hand, while simultaneously oscillating between optimism and pessimism, 

appear to be more ambivalent in tone, and seem to avoid situating AI within 

the extremes of the hyperagentic WITCH-ORACLE, or oversimplified TOY 

analogies exclusive to the English corpus, which may point toward the 

simultaneous desire to control AI and the fear of its uncontrollability. 

Besides the human-machine dynamics, the developer-machine and 

developer-human (as beneficiary) dynamics are also central to the critical 

study of AI discourse. Metonymy best explores these dynamics; terms like 

"the  model",  "the  system", and "the algorithm" function as category-

for-process or producer-for-product metonymies that seem to abstract human 

labour and accountability. Often used to substitute for companies, developers, 

and investors, said metonymic choices obscure their role, which creates a 

rhetorical fiction in which AI appears to act independently of its human 

creators. In doing so, these metonyms may mask the role of these agents 

behind a veil of neutral machinery and anthropomorphise technology as 

autonomous, inevitable, and ungovernable. All identified English and Arabic 

metonyms have been used as (personification-with-metonymy) devices, 

which is therefore reflected in the prominence of the Human metaphors.  The
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The “system”, ranking first in English and second-to-last in Arabic (Table 18, 

Appendix E), is of particular importance, due to its entanglement with other 

frames of surveillance, Orwellian dystopia, and the broader Western sci-fi 

literature. 

The Arabic corpus interestingly uses the robot metonym substantially 

more than its English counterpart (Table 18, Appendix F), which provokes 

humanoid and embodiment associations. Robots are recurrent FEs in sci-fi in 

which they are often depicted to coexist with human beings, in harmony at 

times, and in war at others. Additionally, the widespread Arabic use of 

ایجولونكتلا  and ةینقتلا  (technology) situates AI within broader national discourses 

of technological transformation and economic growth, which are prominent 

themes as suggested by the prominence of Object metaphors. The frequent 

use of these metonyms also gestures towards situating AI within the wider set 

of everyday technologies that are already integrated into daily life. This may 

serve to normalise AI and downplay or background potential controversy 

often associated with AI. Contrariwise, less frequently used terms such as 

ةتمتلأا  (automation) tend to evoke stronger associations with labour 

displacement, system-level transformation, and loss of human control. Thus, 

choosing “technology” over more charged terms contributes to a more neutral 

and less contested representation of AI in Arabic media. 

In comparing both corpora, the emergence of the Arabic temporal and 

spatial conceptual key is of particular importance. One of the most 

conceptually layered metaphorical structures in the corpus is AI IS A 

PHYSICAL SPACE, a metaphor that emerges from and builds upon earlier 
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metaphorical constructions of the human as physical space, or container in 

some instances (Maalej, 2007). 

Crucially, this metaphor interacts with and is deepened by a parallel 

metaphor in which the human body is framed as space or terrain. The 

examples “ انداسجلأ دادتما  ” [an extension of our bodies] and “ انیعو ىلإ  للستی  ” [it 

infiltrates our consciousness] conceptualise the self as a porous landscape. 

This results in a conceptual blend: HUMAN AS PHYSICAL SPACE and AI AS 

PHYSICAL SPACE metaphors create a fused space in which both entities 

inhabit and constitute one another, as materialised in the subsequent Arabic 

AI IS A CLONE/HYBRID metaphor. AI is thereafter rendered as co-extensive 

with bodily and cognitive domains, articulated in expressions such as “ ءاكذلا  

ةیمویلا انلیصافت  نكسی  يعانطصلاا  ” [AI dwells in our daily details]. This blending 

process leads to an emergent metaphorical construct where AI is not an 

external artefact but the very space of human motion and embodiment: “ ءاكذلا  

the become has [AI ”انداسجلأ ادادتماو ،اھیف كرحتن يتلا ةحاسملا وھ حبصأ يعانطصلاا 

space in which we move, and an extension of our bodies]. 
 

The final stage of this metaphorical trajectory is the emergence of the 

AI IS A HYBRID/CLONE metaphor, wherein AI is conceptualised as a human-

machine fusion. In this schema, metaphors such as “ يمقرلا نیجھلا  ” [the digital 

hybrid] and “ يناسنلإا يعولل  يكذ  دادتما  ” [an intelligent extension of human 

consciousness] shift the framing from spatial immersion to ontological 

merging. The source domain of the biological clone or hybrid organism maps 

onto a target conceptualisation of shared cognitive and bodily agency, where 

AI does not merely mimic or support human action, but becomes 

indistinguishable from the self. What begins as a metaphor of  containment 
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or proximity evolves into one of identity fusion and existential entanglement 

(Figure 4). A prime example from the corpus is “ ءاكذلا ةثلاثلا  كدیو  يناثلا   

كلقع  .. يعانطصلاا ” [ AI is your second brain and third hand]. 

Thus, the AI AS PHYSICAL SPACE metaphor, far from being a static 

spatial image, reflects a dynamic, multi-level process of metaphorical 

blending. Other similar metaphors of merging and fusion in Arabic are often 

positive. A prominent example of which is يف ةصاخلا  تاردقلا  يوذ  لافطلأا  جمد  ماعلا   

يمیلعتلا ءاضفلا   referring to the “integration/merging” of special-needs kids in the 

public educational sphere. The same metaphorical fusion is illustrated in the 

AI IS [A PART OF] AN ECOSYSTEM metaphor, similarly exclusive to Arabic, 

that builds on the THE HUMAN IS A LIVING ORGANISM AND THE AI IS A 

LIVING ORGANISM fusion, resulting in a space where both coexist in 

symbiosis. Both of these metaphors reflect a balanced AI-human power 

dynamic. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4. 

A Visual Representation of AI AS A CLONE/HYBRID Metaphor 
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4.3.3 Sociocultural Functions 
 

All previous steps of analysis culminate in assessing the sociocultural 

functions, in reference to the ways detected metaphors and metonymies serve 

a role within their respective culture, such as naturalising policies, promoting 

certain agendas, or supporting particular technological imaginaries. In other 

words, sociocultural functions explain why a certain metaphor appears in a 

given cultural context, what role it plays in discourse, and how it resonates 

with shared experiences, beliefs, and identities. 

The starting point of this analysis is where metaphors primarily 

originate from: The English language and the West, particularly the United 

States and the United Kingdom, home to both the most widely adopted AI 

tools and the most circulated newspapers as sampled in this study, are the 

primary generators of both the technology and its attendant metaphorical 

repertoire, according to the earlier research of Gozzi (1994) and others. In this 

light, the Arab region can be conceptualised as both a secondary adopter of AI 

technologies and a secondary producer of AI metaphors. The region is faced 

with the task of adapting imported analogies to local cultural, political, and 

moral contexts. The process of metaphor circulation (Liu et al., 2024) from 

English to Arabic thus becomes a crucial site for identifying the sociocultural 

functions at play: which metaphors travel intact, which are selectively 

modified, and which are omitted altogether. The alterations to FEs, whether 

by addition, deletion, or recontextualisation, can offer evidence of how 

English technological discourse is modified through region-specific priorities. 

Equally important are the metaphors exclusive to the Arabic corpus, as these 

reflect conceptualisations that arise from within the sociocultural milieu
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rather than from technological centres of production (The West). While the 

majority of metaphors occur in both corpora, it is the divergences, especially 

in frame-level instantiations and in culturally unique metaphorical constructs, 

that provide the most telling insights into how AI is culturally domesticated 

across contexts. These sociocultural functions are discussed thereafter in light 

of all previously stated findings. 

The English and Arabic corpora exhibit overlapping metaphorical 

structures, ones that potentially first emerged in English and were borrowed 

into Arabic. These common metaphors, such as AI IS A BLACK BOX, 

BUILDING, TOOL, and MIND, among others, appear to be more explanatory or 

constitutive in nature, an issue that calls for a separate academic inquiry. It is 

the other metaphors, exclusive to either language, that may be more 

ideologically charged, which informs the focus on said exclusive metaphors 

in the present study, especially in the critical analysis of sociocultural 

functions. 

Building on all analysed metaphors and metonymies, the English 

metaphors seem to oscillate between control and loss of agency. In this corpus, 

dominant metaphorical framings construct AI through binaries of utility 

versus threat and mastery versus mystery, resulting in the English discourse 

to frequently alternate between technophilia and technophobia. For example, 

the prevalence of human-centred metaphors, wherein Western developers and 

users are represented as FEs with agency and control, such as AI IS A 

STUDENT/TRAINEE, ASSISTANT, aligns AI with ideals of productivity and 

optimisation. These metaphors imply human control and gradual refinement. 

Contrariwise, uniquely English metaphors like AI IS A WITCH, THIEF, and 
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APOCALYPSE introduce suspicion, opacity, and danger. These metaphors 

function by externalising accountability and positioning AI as an autonomous 

or even malicious actor, which may help nurture discourses of anxieties that 

portray AI as a threat to transparency and control. The ORACLE and 

THERAPIST metaphors, while ostensibly positive, also gesture towards 

framing AI as emotionally intelligent or spiritually wise. In doing so, they 

tackle issues that border human-AI intimacy, dependency, and datafication of 

care. This polarity can be attributed to the possibility that AI is more of a 

public opinion case in the West. As the home of AI experimentation, people 

are more in contact with and subject to its effects. Henceforth, AI could be 

more polarising and polarised, and people adopt either an optimistic or a 

pessimistic sentiment. Another reason is the media’s responsible role in 

emphasising both AI’s benefits and drawbacks to inform the public highly 

susceptible to AI aftermath. 

The analysis hints that AI in the Arab region, on the other hand, is more 

of a product and a national tool for progression. The Arabic corpus 

foregrounds a distinct set of themes that are comparatively more neutral and 

institutional in orientation. As prevailed by the Economic and Object 

Metaphors, it gestures towards a developmentalist mindset in which AI is 

constructed as a utility or a product. The use of these metaphors may nurture 

discourses of digital transformation and future visions, in which AI becomes 

a vehicle for modernisation. 

To illustrate with examples, the uniquely Arabic metaphor AI IS A 

REVOLUTION is primarily positive in nature, and juxtaposes with the AI IS AN 

APCALYPSE English counterpart. The  Arabic  human  metaphors,  second  in  
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rank order, such as AI IS A CHILD/OFFSPRING and EMPLOYEE, support 

hierarchical relationships between humans and machines, wherein AI is 

positioned as a subordinate and a dependent. The SUPERHERO metaphor, 

uniquely present in Arabic, juxtaposes with the English counterpart by 

providing a more benign, more comical, and friendlier version of AI IS A 

SUPERBEING/ NATURAL EVOLUTION metaphor. Finally, Arabic spatial and 

temporal metaphors (e.g., ERA, WORLD) spatialise AI as a new physical 

domain, one that must be domesticated or integrated into existing socio-

political realities, which suggests long-term societal restructuring rather than 

individual utility. 

 
4.4 Rhetorical Interaction 

 
This section addresses the fourth and final research question: How do 

metaphorical and metonymic expressions interact with other rhetorical 

devices in shaping AI discourse in each respective culture? To explore this, 

10 randomly selected texts from both corpora were examined for patterns of 

rhetorical interplay. Examples from each corpus are presented and discussed 

in the following section to illustrate how metaphors and metonymies are 

usually deployed with other rhetorical devices that either reinforce or 

challenge them. While all sampled articles included a variety of rhetorical 

interplay, the focus of the present thesis is to analyse the specific rhetorical 

devices of contrast, repetition, and rhetorical questions, as observed in the 

practice of Charteris-Black (2011) and Hamilton (2012). Other niches of 

contrast, such as irony and antithesis, are also analysed and presented in Table 

33 and Table 34. Both tables present 11 examples to illustrate a sample of the 

observed rhetorical interplay in all articles. 
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4.4.1 English Media: Rhetorical Interaction 
 

Table 33 displays a sample of the analysed rhetorical strategies. It 

showcases how English metaphors and metonymies interact with other 

rhetorical strategies. 

Table 33. 

English Corpus: Rhetorical Interactions with Metaphors and Metonymies 
 

Rhetorical 
Strategy 

Quote Relevant 
Metaphor/Metonym 

Irony 
(contrast) 

“The stupidity of AI” “Artificial 
Intelligence” 

Irony 
(contrast) 

“It’s hard to think of anything more utterly stupid than artificial 
intelligence.” 

“Artificial 
Intelligence” 

Rhetorical 
Questions 
and 
Repetition 

“How AI can bring productivity and prosperity, without putting people 
under more intense stress and pressure? How can it help us identify and 
deliver new opportunities, without exacerbating growing divides cross the 
country?” 

AI is a double-edged 
sword 

Contrast “Of course, bad people will use A.I. to do harm, but most people are 
pretty decent and will use A.I. to learn more” 

AI is a double-edged 
sword/ AI is a tool 

Rhetorical 
Question 

“Do we think the benefits outweigh the drawbacks?” AI is a double-edged 
sword 

Contrast- 
Historical 
Analogy- 

Archived clip of John F. Kennedy: For space science, like nuclear science 
and all technology, has no conscience of its own. [...] sea of peace or a 
new terrifying theater of war.” 

AI is a double-edged 
sword / AI is an arms 
race/ AI is a human/ 
the technology 

Contrast - 
Antithesis 

“Side of artists… or on the side of deep fakes” AI is a creator / AI is a 
competitor 

Contrast Michael Ignatieff: “What we do is not processing. [...] It is a distinctively, 
incorrigibly human activity [...]” 

AI is a mind/ 
algorithms 

Metaphor 
(contrast) 

“The brain is its own universe.” AI is a mind 

Contrast [Angus Fletcher]: Some differences between human thinking and A.I. 
“thinking.” 

AI is a mind 

Contrast “It is the product of an incredibly complex, mathematical ordering of the 
world, as opposed to the historical, emotional way in which humans order 
their thinking.” 

AI is a mind 
Algorithms 

Rhetorical 
Question 

Somebody’s getting paid… so why not the guy who wrote Yesterday? AI is a creator / AI is a 
competitor 
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Irony emerges as a striking device in the English corpus, particularly in 

sarcastic critiques of the term “Artificial Intelligence”. Such ironic 

expressions destabilise the term by exposing the dissonance between its 

exalted label and its perceived underperformance. 

Contrast and antithesis are particularly salient in discussions that 

oppose “artists” to “deepfakes” (AI IS A CREATOR / AI IS A COMPETITOR) or 

“human thinking” to “AI thinking” (AI IS A MIND). The contrast in general has 

been used to juxtapose AI to humans in challenging the HUMAN metaphors. 

They emphasise the human consciousness, sentiment, and complex mental 

processing that cannot be mathematically duplicated by AI. This invites the 

reader to choose sides and position the metaphor as a site of ethical decision-

making. Contrast in different forms, including irony and antithesis, mainly 

serves a dual purpose: to challenge the dominant anthropomorphism of AI and 

to highlight the good-bad dichotomy surrounding this discourse. 

Rhetorical questions frequently interact with metaphors such as AI IS A 

DOUBLE-EDGED SWORD, which further foregrounds the polarising nature of 

the English discourse and invites audiences into a deliberative stance. 

Rhetorical questions are often employed in a repetitive structure that amplifies 

tension between AI’s promises of prosperity and its risks of inequality, which 

reinforces the metaphor’s ambivalent tone. 

John F. Kennedy’s historical analogy that is embedded with forms of 

contrast further extends metaphorical frames by situating AI within legacies 

of transformative but contested technologies. Invocations of nuclear science 

and space exploration map AI onto trajectories of progress and peril.  These 
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analogies strengthen metaphors and metonyms, such as AI IS A DOUBLE-

EDGED SWORD, AI IS AN ARMS RACE and the technology, caution against both 

naïve optimism and neglect of ethical governance. It also challenges the 

metaphor AI IS A HUMAN in implying that it has no consciousness of its own. 

In aggregate, these interactions illustrate that English media discourse 

does entangle metaphors and metonymies with other rhetorical devices. 

Crucially, these strategies reveal awareness of the metaphors in circulation: 

while some uses reinforce common metaphors, others destabilise and 

challenge them. The most reinforced metaphor in the sampled articles is AI IS 

A DOUBLE-EDGED SWORD, while the most challenged is AI IS A MIND. 

4.4.2 Arabic Media: Rhetorical Interaction 
 

Table 34 displays how the detected metaphors in the Arabic corpus 

interact with other rhetorical strategies. 

Table 34. 

Arabic Corpus: Rhetorical Interactions with Metaphors and Metonymies 
 

Rhetorical 
Strategy 

Quote Relevant Metaphor/ 
Metonym 

Contrast رطاخملا نم فیفختلاو صرفلا مانتغا 
“Seizing opportunities and mitigating risks” 

AI is a double-edged 
sword 

Rhetorical 
Question 

 ؟لبون زئاوج ىلع رشبلا ءاملعلا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا سفانی لھ
“Does AI compete with human scientists for Nobel Prizes?” 

AI is a competitor 

Contrast … humans replace cannot “It رشبلا فطاعت مدقی لا ھنلأ ... رشبلا لدبتسی نأ نكمی لا 
because it does not provide human empathy” 

AI is a competitor/ the 
robot 

Rhetorical 
Question 

 ؟يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا يف قثت لھ
“Do you trust AI?” 

AI is a black box / AI is a 
hallucinator 

Contrast ةینقتلا تاباسحلا لباقم يرشبلا عادبلإا / دیقعتلا لباقم ةطاسبلا 
“Simplicity versus complexity / human creativity versus technical 
calculations” 

AI is a tool/ AI is a 
human 
Algorithms 
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Rhetorical 
Strategy 

Quote Relevant Metaphor/ 
Metonym 

Contrast اًیجولویزیف نودودحم رشبلا امنیب ...ناسنلإا قبسی يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا 
“AI surpasses humans… while humans are physiologically limited” 

AI is a superhuman / AI 
is a competitor 

Rhetorical 
Question 

 ؟لوؤسملا نم
“Who is responsible?” 

AI is an object versus AI 
is a human (agency 
displacement) 
Personification-with-met 
onymy (all metonyms) 

Contrast رشبلا فطاعت مدقی لا ھنلأ ؛میلعتلا يف ةیرشبلا رصانعلا لدبتسی نأ نكمی لا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا 
 ةیعامتجلاا مھتئشنتو مھزیفحتو

“AI cannot replace human elements in education; it does not provide 
human empathy, motivation, or socialisation” 

AI is an assistant/ AI is a 
competitor 

Contrast ام وھو ،قلاخلا ریكفتلاو عادبلإاو ةنورملاب عتمتی ھنكل ،ةفیعض ھتجلاعمو ءيطب ناسنلإا غامد 
 بیساوحلا ھكلمت لا

“The human brain is slow and weak in processing, but it possesses 
flexibility, creativity, and imaginative thinking, which computers lack” 

AI is a mind (versus 
Human cognition) 
Automation/ algorithms 

Paradox / 
Contrast 

 ةظحللا سفن يف ھھبشی لاو يرشبلا غامدلا ھبشی وھف
“It resembles the human brain and does not resemble it at the same 
time” 

AI is a mind 

Rhetorical 
Question 

 ؟يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا نم كتفیظو يمحت فیك
“How do you protect your job from AI?” 

AI is a competitor 
AI is a general threat 

In the Arabic corpus, contrast emerges as the most recurrent device, 

which amplifies the internal dualities of dominant metaphors such as AI IS A 

DOUBLE-EDGED  SWORD,  AI  IS  A  TOOL,  and  AI  IS  A  MIND. Binary 

constructions (e.g., “creativity versus calculation” or “simplicity versus 

complexity”) intensify the ambivalence of these metaphors. 

Arabic rhetorical questions function as dialogic devices in interplay 

with metaphors like AI IS A COMPETITOR or AI IS A BLACK BOX. Questions 

such as “Does artificial intelligence compete with human scientists for Nobel 

Prizes?” and “Who is responsible?” invite audiences to act as co-

interpreters and position them as active participants in the ideological 

assessment of AI. Antithesis, a heightened form of contrast, similarly compels 

readers to align with one side of the dichotomy (e.g., privileging “human



126  

creativity” over “technical calculation”) and thus situates metaphor as a site 

of ethical deliberation. 

Collectively, the Arabic examples also demonstrate that metaphors are 

rarely employed in isolation. The way they interact with other rhetorical 

devices is further elaborated on in the following subsection. 

4.4.3 Comparative Observations 
 

A cross-cultural comparison of rhetorical interaction reveals both 

convergences and divergences in how English and Arabic media integrate 

metaphor and metonymy with broader rhetorical devices. 

Convergences arise in the overall pattern that metaphors are not 

deployed in isolation. In both corpora, metaphors serve as cognitive frames 

that structure understanding, whereas rhetorical devices such as contrast, 

rhetorical questions and repetition either amplify their persuasiveness or 

attempt to destabilise them. In this sense, both traditions exhibit what 

Charteris-Black (2011) terms metaphorical interaction. For instance, the 

metaphor AI IS A DOUBLE-EDGED SWORD appears in both datasets and is 

reinforced through contrastive expressions that emphasise its ambivalence 

and invite readers to weigh opportunity against threat. 

Yet divergences are equally telling. In the English corpus, the historical 

analogy (e.g., comparisons to nuclear science or space exploration) situate AI 

within legacies of technological transformation and embed metaphors like AI 

IS A DOUBLE-EDGED SWORD and AI IS AN ARMS RACE in narratives of Cold  

War  rivalry  or  scientific  triumph.  These  rhetorical  choices  lend  English  
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discourse a more adversarial character, where metaphors are sometimes 

endorsed and sometimes contested. 

By contrast, the Arabic corpus demonstrates a more consistent 

rhetorical pattern. Contrast remains dominant, but it is typically mobilised to 

consolidate rather than destabilise metaphorical framings. Dichotomies such 

as “creativity versus calculation” or “simplicity versus complexity” reinforce 

metaphors like AI IS A TOOL, and all object metaphors which are prominent 

in the Arabic corpus. Rhetorical questions, such as “Who is responsible?” may 

guide audiences toward consensus positions on responsibility. 

In short, while English discourse exhibits a greater degree of reflexivity 

and contestation, using irony, rhetorical questions, and contrast to destabilise 

or problematise dominant metaphors, the Arabic discourse tends toward 

reinforcement, where rhetorical devices bolster metaphors. This comparative 

account of rhetorical interaction also complements the ideological patterns 

discussed in answering the third research question. 

4.4.4 A Note on Rhetorical Interaction and Reflexivity 
 

It must be noted that the analysis of rhetorical interaction in this study 

only scratches the surface of a wider discursive phenomenon. The interplay 

of metaphors and metonymies with other rhetorical devices gestures toward a 

broader network of meaning-making practices in media discourse; ones that 

exceed the scope of this thesis. While it is not the task of the present author to 

account for all possible rhetorical or ideological mechanisms at work, the 

illustrative examples provided here serve to demonstrate that metaphors 
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and metonymies can be both reinforced or challenged by other rhetorical 

devices. 

It should also be noted that this analysis is informed by the researcher’s 

cultural background and theoretical lens. While every effort has been made to 

ground claims in the corpus, and the specific context of all metaphors and 

metonymies, it is acknowledged that metaphor analysis is inherently 

interpretive, and biases of mother tongue and origin may affect the findings. 

The author also acknowledges that exposure to previous research on the 

subject matter has undeniably guided some of the findings. 

4.5 Comparison of the Present Study’s Results to Previous Research 
 

This subsection is dedicated to situating this study’s findings within the 

broader academic canon and comparing them to the studies summarised in the 

literature review section. 

A starting point would be to compare the detected metaphors to the ones 

identified by Kövecses (2010, 2002) and Lakoff and Johnson (1980) as 

common metaphorical sources that help us understand most common abstract 

and intricate phenomena. These sources are the human body (AI IS A MIND), 

animals (AI IS A BEAST), plants (AI IS A LIVING ORGANISM), buildings 

(AI IS A BUILDING), machines and tools (AI IS A TOOL), games and sports (AI 

IS A COMPETITIVE GAME), forces (AI IS A NATURAL FORCE), health (AI 

IS A VIRUS) and direction (AI IS A RACE/JOURNEY). All these sources are 

organised human experiences (Kövecses, 2002) and have been recognised in 

literature by eminent scholars. 
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Focusing on recent AI discourse studies as the subject of the present 

thesis, the metaphorical and metonymic patterns identified thus far align with, 

and further nuance, existing scholarship. Nguyen (2024) similarly identifies 

common metaphors, namely HUMAN BEING, ANIMAL, and NATURAL FORCE. 

Under AI development, it identifies RACE and WAR. Some of the metaphors 

in the present study have been similarly identified by Ye and Li (2024), 

namely BUILDING, HUMAN, OBJECT, and JOURNEY. Some of their metaphors 

(e.g., COMPETITIVE GAME versus SPORTS AND CONTAINER versus BLACK 

BOX, MONEY versus ASSET) share some conceptual similarities with the ones 

identified in the present thesis. 

Besides presenting metaphors, many scholars have analysed their 

sociocultural functions and criticised them. AI discourse is full of metaphors 

that exaggerate its autonomy and agency (Bones et al., 2021; Rehak, 2021). 

The common anthropomorphism of AI, which some scholars referred to as a 

trope in news coverage (Bunz & Braghieri, 2021), is well-documented in the 

human metaphor conceptual key of the present study, and all subordinate 

metaphors. In a previous analysis of a sample of UK- and US-based news 

outlets, this anthropomorphism served to depict AI as somewhat superior to 

human experts (EPRS, 2021; Bunz & Braghieri, 2021; Ye & Li, 2024). In the 

present study, this culminates in the AI IS A SUPERBEING/ NATURAL 

EVOLUTION metaphor. Notwithstanding the examples in which AI is depicted 

as an assistant and a subordinate that enhances human performance, common 

UK and US framing practices of anthropomorphism imply AI superiority in a 

problematic manner (Nguyen & Hekman, 2024; Nguyen, 2024; Ye & Li, 

2024; EPRS, 2021). Nguyen and Hekman (2024) argue that the problematic 

nature  of  this arises from two concerns.  First, depicting AI   as superior to 
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humans obscures its fundamentally human-made character and the extent to 

which it reflects the biases of its creators. Second, the anthropomorphisation 

of AI facilitates the deflection of questions concerning accountability and 

responsibility away from its developers, a process they described as black-

boxing. The EPRS (2021) suggests another potential drawback to this 

anthropomorphism; it may constrain how AI is conceptualised and discussed, 

as users struggle to frame the subject in alternative terms. This drawback, in 

turn, can hinder the exploration of other possible directions for its 

development. 

In addition to anthropomorphism, technology has long been understood 

in metaphorical comparison to the human body and its functions (McLuhan, 

1964). The enduring dominance of the computational metaphor AI IS A BRAIN 

(approximately 10% in each corpus) has been widely documented as one of 

the most influential cognitive models (McLuhan, 1964; Carbonell et al., 2016; 

Baria & Cross, 2021; EPRS, 2021). By extension, the common terms used to 

describe AI operations as documented and criticised by Bones et al. (2021), 

EPRS (2021), and other scholars, such as “brain”, “memory”, “neural 

networks”, and “learning”, are detected in both corpora. Within the 

biomedical schema, Ungerer and Schmid (2006) identified computing 

metaphors such as BUG or VIRUS that make technological malfunctions more 

relatable by mapping familiar concepts (illness, infection) onto abstract 

technological issues. The AI IS A HALLUCINATOR (English and Arabic) 

similarly explains AI models' malfunctions by mapping them onto human 

pathology. 
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English AI discourse has been described as polarised, as the tension 

between harm and benefit has been emphasised in previous studies (Nguyen 

& Hekman, 2024). The present study finds that AI IS A HUMAN BEING and AI 

IS AN OBJECT are two prominent conceptual keys in both corpora, which 

reflects the broader polarity where AI is anthropomorphised in some 

narratives and instrumentalised, or reified in others. Ye and Li (2024) attribute 

the use of object metaphors and the general reification of AI to the depiction 

of AI as a business product, the desire to maximise its utilitarian value, and 

treat it as human-dependent. They also juxtapose this with the HUMAN 

metaphors. This duality mirrors the progress-versus-risk framing dichotomy 

discussed by Nguyen and Hekman (2024) and Nguyen (2024), in which AI is 

alternately celebrated as a tool for innovation or cautioned against as a source 

of harm, which specifically renders the English discourse as a highly polarised 

one. 

In the present thesis, these dichotomies were echoed in both corpora but 

appear to be more extreme in the English discourse. Nguyen and Hekman 

discuss these dichotomies along two temporal trajectories. The first of which 

is a vaguely defined future in which different scenarios along the greyscale 

between utopian and dystopian visions are put forward. The second of which 

is the present, in which the benefits and risks of AI are already observable 

(2024). Both of these trajectories are reflected in the English metaphors 

detected in this study, especially AI IS A DYSTOPIA, AI IS AN ORACLE, and AI 

IS A WITCH. 



132  

The policy and legal discourse also reflects this ideological tension. For 

instance, the EPRS (2021), Ye and Li (2024), and Kajava and Sawhney (2023) 

delineate other environmental and social metaphors, such as AI AS A 

JOURNEY, AI AS A RACE, and AI AS A FORCE, which carry ideological 

implications of directionality, competition, and urgency. This is also reflected 

in the politics, competition, and weapon frames common in English AI media 

discourse (Nguyen & Hekman, 2024). The present findings confirm that such 

metaphors are not only present but culturally reframed: in English texts, RACE 

metaphors often invoke technological supremacy and East/West war for 

dominance. The Arabic discourse, on the other hand, recontextualised it to 

reflect regional aspiration. The EU Parliament (EPRS, 2021) and scholars like 

Baria and Cross (2021) have critiqued militarised and competitive metaphors 

( e.g., AI ARMS RACE, AI IS A TERMINATOR), under the premise that these 

framings distort policy priorities by inflating threats or overpromising 

capabilities. 

The NATURAL FORCE metaphor may provoke familiarity with the 

audience because, throughout history, humans have managed to deal with 

nature, and thus have enough experience in source mapping. Verbal 

extensions of the NATURAL FORCE metaphor, such as waves, tides, and 

storms, are usually associated with an uncontrollable and unpredictable power 

that impacts human life, which renders it effective in illustrating AI influence 

(Nguyen, 2024; Ye & Li, 2024). 

In response to the limitations posited by the use of some problematic 

AI metaphors, several studies propose reframing efforts. For example, Roe et 

al. (2024) advocate pedagogically driven metaphors such as AI AS  A  
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BLACK BOX, MAP, or FUNHOUSE MIRROR, two of which were also detected 

in the corpus (BOX in both corpora and MIRROR in the English one). For 

metonymy, all instances were used as personification-with-metonymy, which 

attributes agency to AI, in line with Kajava and Sawhney (2023). 

The next chapter summarises the findings, draws together their 

theoretical and practical implications, and outlines directions for future 

research. 
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Chapter Five 
 

Conclusion 
 

The concluding chapter summarises the main findings, reflects on their 

theoretical and practical implications, and proposes recommendations for 

future research. 

This study has undertaken a cross-cultural comparative investigation 

into the cognitive rhetoric underpinning the conceptualisation of AI in Arab 

and Western media. Drawing on two purposively sampled corpora and 

grounded in an integrated theoretical framework that synergises CMT, 

ECMT, and CMA, the present research examined how metaphors and 

metonymies conceptualise AI, reflect sociocultural functions, and interact 

with broader rhetorical strategies. 

The findings addressed four interrelated research questions. First, a 

comprehensive identification and categorisation of metaphorical and 

metonymic expressions revealed both overlapping and distinct metaphorical 

patterns across the two corpora. All metaphors were categorised under five 

conceptual keys: Human, Living Organism, Social/Event, Spatial/Temporal 

and Economic/Object metaphors. The English corpus leaned more heavily on 

human-based metaphors, which resulted in the anthropomorphisation of AI, 

whereas the Arabic discourse drew more extensively on object-based 

metaphors, thereby reifying AI as a tool or resource more than its English 

counterpart. Arabic media also employed Human metaphors as the second 

most dominant conceptual key. However, the qualitative nature of these 
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metaphors differed in orientation from those detected in the English corpus. 

Under the conceptual keys, many metaphors were found in both corpora, 

though their percentages and lexical realisations varied. Both corpora also had 

unique metaphors which served to highlight cultural and ideological 

differences. Second, the analysis of the frame-level structures illuminated how 

these metaphors are scaffolded by culturally specific conceptual frames and 

FEs. While some metaphors shared between Arabic and English employed 

common frames and FEs and unique metaphors employed distinct frames and 

FEs, some metaphors appeared in both corpora with distinctions in FEs. These 

distinctions also served to highlight cultural and ideological differences. 

Third, the sociocultural function analysis revealed clear cultural divergences 

in how AI is positioned within public discourse. The English corpus oscillated 

between technophilia and technophobia, which gave rise to a markedly 

polarised discourse. This polarity was anchored in the good–bad dichotomies, 

evident in metaphors such as AI IS AN ORACLE/ AI IS A WITCH, and AI IS A 

SUPERBEING on the one extreme, and AI IS AN APOCALYPSE on the other 

extreme. Such polarisation reflects the sociocultural reality that the Western 

world is at the forefront of AI experimentation and adoption, which makes the 

Western public more directly susceptible to both the benefits and the risks of 

emerging technologies. By contrast, the Arabic corpus was characterised by a 

more neutral stance. AI was predominantly framed as an object. The 

prominence of AI IS A TOOL and all object metaphors reflected this orientation. 

Rather than polarisation, the discourse emphasised managed optimism in 

which AI was positioned as a vehicle for progress. Fourth, the rhetorical 

analysis demonstrated that metaphors and metonymies did not function in 

isolation but interacted dynamically with other rhetorical strategies. In the 
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English corpus, rhetorical devices such as irony, rhetorical questioning, and 

historical analogy often challenged and destabilised the detected metaphors 

and metonymies. By contrast, the Arabic corpus showed rhetorical devices 

working largely to reinforce the Arabic metaphors and metonymies, which 

reveals more consensus but less awareness of the metaphors in circulation in 

the Arabic discourse. 

5.1 Theoretical and Practical Contributions 
 

This study contributes to both the theoretical and practical aspects of 

research. It theoretically extends ECMT and CMA by operationalising them 

in tandem across different corpora. It also advances ECMT by showing how 

metaphors’ frame-level structures and FEs vary across languages and cultures. 

Methodologically, it presented a unique mutli-stage method of data analysis 

that is informed by both CMA and ECMT and offered a replicable approach 

for future metaphor studies in multilingual settings. This study also attempts 

to bridge several gaps in literature as detailed in Chapter Two of the present 

thesis. 

On a practical level, this study offers value for media practitioners, 

policymakers, educators, and AI developers. For media professionals, it 

stresses the importance of more culturally sensitive storytelling and provides 

insight into how figurative framing can either promote or hinder public 

engagement with AI (Nguyen & Hekman, 2024). It also highlights the role of 

the media as a cultural intermediary and emphasises the need to develop 

intentional and inclusive narratives that connect technical expertise with the 

wider public (Wyatt, 2021). For Arab media and policymakers in particular, 

the study calls for developing metaphors that reflect local values and 
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aspirations, thereby ensuring that the local AI discourse resonates with 

regional identities and developmental goals. Policymakers and educators alike 

may also benefit from insights into how language influences attitudes toward 

regulation and integration, and the necessity to test and prescribe new 

metaphors in line with national and educational objectives. Furthermore, 

Critical AI Literacy (CAIL) frameworks could be introduced in the Arabic 

classrooms, informed by the findings of the present study. For AI developers, 

these findings offer a reminder of how public trust in technology is shaped not 

only by functionality and performance but also by the rhetorical narratives 

that surround it. More broadly, this research contributes to efforts to 

democratise technological discourse by illustrating how cognitive and 

rhetorical strategies shape access to knowledge, ideological framing, and 

public trust. These factors are increasingly recognised as essential for ensuring 

the ethical and equitable development of emerging technologies (Floridi et al., 

2018). 

5.2 Limitations of the Study 
 

Like all research endeavours, the present study is subject to several 

limitations that merit critical reflection. These limitations pertain primarily to 

the scope of data, the nature of metaphorical and metonymic expressions 

analysis, the complexity of the adopted theoretical frameworks, and the 

interpretive positioning of the researcher, such as the influence of the mother 

tongue. Acknowledging said limitations is necessary for transparency, 

contextualising the findings, and delineating the scope of their applicability. 

First, the data's temporal scope, limited to the past four years, privileges 

contemporary framings while potentially overlooking diachronic shifts in 
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metaphorical conceptualisation. The relatively small size of data concerning 

metonymy, especially when compared to the more frequent use of metaphor, 

warrants caution in drawing conclusions. The limited number of instances 

weakens the evidential basis for many potential claims in comparative 

analysis, which explains why metonymy has not been adequately addressed 

in the present thesis. Second, the purposive sampling suggests the potential 

for media selection bias, a limitation that may, in turn, influence the diversity 

of metaphorical and metonymic expressions recorded in the data, thereby 

potentially constraining the generalisability of the findings. Third, despite the 

systematic procedures adopted for metaphor and metonymy identification, 

interpretive subjectivity remains an unavoidable aspect of qualitative 

metaphor research (Imani, 2022), especially in cross-cultural contexts where 

figurative language is embedded in deeply localised schemas and 

communication norms. Fourth, while the dual-theoretical integration of 

ECMT and CMA offers greater contextual and schematic sensitivity, it still 

brings analytic complexity. Operationalising frame-level structures across 

two languages and cultures demanded interpretive judgements that could not 

exhaust all possible variables. Fifth, and crucially, the lack of formalised 

linguistic resources for Arabic, such as a robust Arabic FrameNet, posed a 

substantive methodological limitation. The absence of culturally sensitive and 

linguistically rich NLP tools that can handle Arabic metaphor and metonymy 

with precision further restricted the scope of computational analysis. This 

limitation is especially pronounced considering the context-sensitive and 

culturally embedded nature of figurative language. Finally, as with all 

qualitative analysis, the researcher's positionality, which includes but is not 

limited to language proficiency, cultural familiarity, and interpretive framing,
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inevitably influences the analysis. However, reflexivity and methodological 

transparency were upheld throughout to mitigate this effect. 

5.3 Directions for Future Research 
 

Future research may expand on this study along several promising 

trajectories. A key recommendation is to build larger and more temporally 

diverse corpora, which would allow for the tracking of metaphor evolution 

and the emergence of new frames as AI technology and its surrounding 

discourse continue to unfold. This is especially pivotal for a more effective 

analysis of metonymy. Due to being used comparatively less than metaphors, 

expanding the corpus will give grounds to any potential claims and enable 

more informed and justified conclusions regarding the use and function of 

metonymy in AI discourse. 

Another recommendation is to create and incorporate advanced NLP 

tools for metaphorical detection, as this could enhance precision and 

scalability. This is pronounced in Arabic contexts due to the perceived lack of 

NLP tools capable of detecting figurative language. 

Additionally, future research may investigate translated metaphors and 

cross-linguistic metaphor circulation. The present study's preliminary 

observation that Arabic media may import English-origin metaphors, 

attributable to the West’s role in both AI development and narrative primacy, 

warrants further examination. In this regard, the methodology proposed by 

Liu et al. (2024) that combines corpus linguistics and multimodal CDA to 

trace time-stamped, cross-linguistic metaphor circulation, offers a compelling 
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blueprint for future endeavours. Their methodology could illuminate both the 

textual importation of metaphors and the mechanisms by which cultural 

factors reframe their reception in local contexts. 

Furthermore, greater attention should be given to the directionality of 

metaphor movement. Evident in the early research of Gozzi (1994) and others, 

English media, particularly American and British, not only generate widely 

circulated metaphors but also function as the conceptual centre of AI 

discourse. This dynamic places Arab media at the intersection of adapting 

imported metaphors to the local context and producing context-specific 

metaphors that are rooted in local sociocultural norms. Future research could 

thus bring more attention to which metaphors move intact, which are 

modified, and which are omitted altogether. Such patterns would provide 

crucial evidence of how technological imaginaries are domesticated, resisted, 

or hybridised in the process of cross-cultural circulation. 
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The Guardian AI-based automation of jobs could increase inequality in UK, report says Jan 27, 2025 

The Guardian Elton John backs Paul McCartney in criticising proposed overhaul to UK 
copyright system 

Jan 27, 2025 

The Guardian Will AI pit the oligarchs against the people? Jan 27, 2025 

The Guardian Tuesday briefing: How an unknown Chinese startup wiped $593bn from 
the value of an AI giant 

Jan 28, 2025 

The Guardian The Guardian view on DeepSeek and a global AI race: geopolitics, 
innovation and the rise of chaos 

Jan 26, 2025 

The Guardian AI is a force for good – and Britain needs to be a maker of ideas, not a 
mere taker 

Jan 26, 2025 

The Guardian Elon Musk says all human data for AI training ‘exhausted’ Jan 9, 2025 

The Guardian The stupidity of AI Mar 16, 2023 

The Guardian Man v machine: everything you need to know about AI May 6, 2023 

The Guardian Artificial intelligence is powering politics – but it could also reboot 
democracy 

Jul 28, 2023 

The Guardian ‘Godfather of AI’ Geoffrey Hinton quits Google and warns over dangers 
of misinformation 

May 2, 2023 

The Guardian Becoming a chatbot: my life as a real estate AI’s human backup Dec 3, 2022 

The Guardian The problem with artificial intelligence? It’s neither artificial nor 
intelligent 

Mar 30, 2023 

The Guardian I have been an AI researcher for 40 years – what tech giants are doing to 
book publishing is akin to theft 

Mar 7, 2025 

The Guardian The English schools looking to dispel doom and gloom around AI Mar 6, 2025 

The Guardian They wanted to save us from a dark AI future. Then six people were killed Mar 5, 2025 

The Guardian Artificial intelligence: ‘We’re like children playing with a bomb’ Jun 12, 2016 

The New York Times A Conversation With Bing's Chatbot Left Me Deeply Unsettled Feb 16, 2023 

The New York Times How Do You Change a Chatbot's Mind? Aug 30, 2024 

The New York Times An A.I. Hit of Fake 'Drake' and 'The Weeknd' Rattles the Music World Apr 19, 2023 

The New York Times Will A.I. Ruin the Planet or Save the Planet? Aug 26, 2024 

The New York Times We Need to Talk About How Good A.I. Is Getting Mar 24, 2023 
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The New York Times The New Chatbots Could Change the World. Can You Trust Them? Dec 10, 2022 

The New York Times AI Poses 'Risk of Extinction,' Industry Leaders Warn May 30, 2023 

The New York Times When A.I. Passes This Test, Look Out Jan 23, 2025 

The New York Times The Government Knows A.G.I. Is Coming Mar 4, 2025 

The New York Times Human Therapists Prepare for Battle Against A.I. Pretenders Feb 24, 2025 

The New York Times OpenAI Unveils A.I. Technology for ‘Natural Conversation’ Feb 27, 2025 

The New York Times AI Fears: Risks and Ethical Dilemmas Jul 31, 2024 

The New York Times AI Chatbots: A New Era of Interaction Mar 3, 2022 

The New York Times Sara Menker and the Role of AI in Agriculture Jan 7, 2022 

The New York Times Tech 2021: Augmented Reality, Chatbots, and WiFi Jan 6, 2021 

The New York Times At the Intersection of A.I. and Spirituality Jan 3, 2021 

The Washington Post Microsoft deal would reopen Three Mile Island nuclear plant to power AI Sep 20, 2024 

The Washington Post AI is exhausting the power grid. Tech firms are seeking a miracle solution. Jun 21, 2024 

The Washington Post My patient was using a therapy chatbot. Was that okay? Feb 23, 2025 

The Washington Post Online education company Chegg sues Google, says AI is killing business Feb 25, 2025 

The Washington Post The DeepSeek app is impressively strange. Here’s what the fuss is about. Jan 28, 2025 

The Washington Post American workers are skeptical AI will help them on the job Feb 25, 2025 

The Washington Post AI can now create any image in seconds, bringing wonder and danger Sep 28, 2022 

The Washington Post How AI could accidentally extinguish humankind Aug 31, 2022 

The Washington Post The Google engineer who thinks the company’s AI has come to life Jun 11, 2022 

The Washington Post Meta’s new AI is skilled at a ruthless, power-seeking game Dec 1, 2022 

The Washington Post We warned Google that people might believe AI was sentient. Now it’s 
happening. 

Jun 17, 2022 

The Washington Post What if the United States loses the AI race against China? Sep 13, 2022 

The Washington Post The year AI became eerily human Dec 28, 2022 

The Washington Post Google is training its robots to be more like humans Aug 16, 2022 

The Washington Post Your selfies are helping AI learn. You did not consent to this. Dec 9, 2022 

The Washington Post When you should (and shouldn’t) rely on AI tools Feb 28, 2024 

The Washington Post These robots were trained on AI. They became racist and sexist. Jul 16, 2022 
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Appendix B: Arabic Corpus Text Collection 
 
 

Newspaper Headline Date 

 October 2024 05 ؟لبون زئاوج ىلع رشبلا ءاملعلا لاًبقتسم يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا سفانی لھ ةیبرعلا

 October 2024 03 100 اھیلع فرعت ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا يّدحت مغر اھنع ىنغ لا ةفیظو ةریزجلا

 October 2024 06 ؟دنھلا ىلإ يجولونكتلا اھداتعب لغوغ ھجوتت اذامل ةریزجلا

 September 2024 26 ةدئازلا ةقثلا نم رذحا نكل ةثلاثلا كدیو يناثلا كلقع ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا! ةریزجلا

 September 2024 29 لیختت امم ىلغأ يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا بیردت ..ةفلكت ةمدص! ةیبرعلا

 September 2024 22 ًایبرع يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا شرع ىلع عبرتت ةیدوعسلا ..رشؤم ةیبرعلا

 September 2024 04 ؟اھرثأ ام ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ضیوقتل ةمج نیناوق ةریزجلا

 September 2024 25 اًیونس 55% ىلإ لصت ةبسنب لئاھ ومن ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا راجفنا ةیبرعلا

 September 2024 15 متكتت تاكرشلا ىربك ..ةھارشب ةقاطلا كلھتسی يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةیبرعلا

 September 2024 19 ةیكنبلا كتاباسح فدھتسی يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ..لجاع ریذحت ةیبرعلا

 ءاھتنا ةلضعم ةینقتلا تاكرش ھجاوت فیك ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلل ةایحلا نایرش ةریزجلا
 تانایبلا
20 July 2024 

 ءاكذلا 'ةسولھ' فاشتكلا ةدیدج ةیجھنم نوحرتقی دروفسكأ ةعماجب نوثحاب ةریزجلا
 يعانطصلاا
29 June 2024 

 June 2024 11 ةثلاثلا ةیملاعلا برحلا ىلإ يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا اندوقیس اذكھ :زدنارب لاھ للحملا ةریزجلا

 September 2024 13 ركفی يعانطصا ءاكذ نع فشكت 'يآ ھیإ نبوأ' ..ةدیدج ةروث! ةیبرعلا

 May 2024 27 انفئاظو قرس يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا :نوقلق نومجرتم ةریزجلا

 May 2024 12 مظعأ يتلآاو …رشبلا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا 'عادخ' ىلع ةلثمأ ةریزجلا

 June 2024 01 اھتوق دقفت يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةروث :ریرقت ةرحلا

 ةسارد ..ناطرسلا ىلع اھبرح يف ةیرشبلا فص يف فقی يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةریزجلا
 ةدیدج

09 May 2024 

 May 2024 15 ؟ةقطنملا عضو ام ..ملاعلا لوح فئاظولا برضی يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا يمانوست ةرحلا

 May 2024 24 ؟ةیكریملأا ةسائرلا تاباختنا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ددھی فیك ةرحلا

 March 2024 01 ؟رشبلا نم لضفأ تاعارصلا يف طسوتلا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلل نكمی لھ ةریزجلا

 نم اوفاخت لا ':تن ةریزجلا'ـل ربوھدیمش نغروی يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ءابآ دحأ ةریزجلا
 يئانبأ
12 March 2024 

 October 2024 12 فئاظولا ىلع يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا عم ةكرعم يف ناسنلإا ':ةرحلا'ـل ریبخ ةرحلا
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 November 2024 25 يعانطصلاا ءاكذلاب قوثولا ىلع ةردقلا يف ككشی 'ایدیفنإ' سیئر ةیبرعلا

 March 2025 02 ؟ثیدحلا يف ةیاغلل اًیرشب نوكی نأ ةشدردلا تاتوبور توصل نكمی لھ ةیبرعلا

 Magma'.. 23 February 2025' تاتوبورلاب بعلاتلاو مكحتلا ھنكمی دیدج يعانطصا ءاكذ جذومن ةیبرعلا

 December 2024 20 '؟نییلودلا نملأاو ملسلا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ددھی فیك '..ىمعأ ملاعلا ةرحلا

 November 2024 18 '؟كتیصوصخ فتاھلا يف يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ددھی فیك '..نیعلا ةرظن ربع انایحأ ةرحلا

 May 2023 03 'ـل اسفانم قلطی 'نإدكنیل' سسؤم '..فطاعتلاب زیمتی ChatGPT ةرحلا

 February 2025 12 نیكبو نطنشاو نیب 'دیدجلا طفنلا' برح ةرحلا

 January 2024 30 ًاماع 20 للاخ انعم نوشیعیس يرشب توبور رایلم! ةیبرعلا

 May 2020 14 ؟يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا كفتاھ مدختسی فیك ..يمقرلا دعاسملل يفلیسلا نم ةریزجلا

 March 2022 09 ؟يعانطصلاا ءاكذلل ةبسنلاب اعًدبم نوكت نأ ينعی اذام ةریزجلا

 May 2022 1 اھیلع فرعت ..تاردق نم كلتما امھم اھلعف يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا عیطتسی لا ءایشأ ةریزجلا

 December 2021 09 يعانطصلاا ءاكذلل ةیداصتقلااو ةیقلاخلأا تایدحتلا ةیبرعلا

 August 2023 16 ؟يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا نم ةثراك يدافت اننكمی فیك :زریفأ نیروف ةریزجلا

 February 2022 10 مھتحص ددھی دقو نینسملا دض زّیحتم يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا :ریذحت ةیبرعلا

 March 2025 16 رشبلا اھیدؤی ةطیسب ةمھم يف لشفی يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةیبرعلا

 March 2025 09 'رشبلا لثم قلقلاب رعشی 'يت يب يج تاش ةیبرعلا

 ةسامحلا نیب لدجلا ریثی 'يت يب يج تاش' ـل دیدجلا ينیصلا سفانملا ..سونام ةیبرعلا
 قلقلاو

11 March 2025 

 March 2025 16 يعانطصلاا ءاكذلل نیدیدج نیجذومن قلطت ةینیصلا ودیاب '..كیس بید' سفانی ةیبرعلا

 May 2022 16 ؟هرھاظم زربأ امو وھ ام :يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةریزجلا

 April 2021 25 كتیصخش يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا فشتكیس اذكھ ..كتجوز نم رثكأ كفرعی ةریزجلا

 January 2022 19 انتایح ریغت دق ایجولونكت ..يصخشلا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةریزجلا

 August 2023 25 ةركفلا لصأ نع قئاقح ؟يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا رشبلا فرع فیك ةرحلا

 ءاكذلا ةمظنلأ عیرسلا روطتلا قفارت ةفیخم تاھویرانیس ..يرشبلا نئاكلا ةدابإ ةرحلا
 يعانطصلاا
12 June 2023 

 July 2023 15 ؟يرشبلا مكحلا نع اًیلك ءانغتسلاا ةلحرم انغلب لھ ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةرحلا

 July 2023 02 ھیروطم فئاظو قحلای يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ..نورذحی ءاربخ ةرحلا

 March 2025 21 يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةقیقح :ملظملا بناجلا ةرحلا

 March 2025 31 ریصملا ةكرعمب يعانطصلاا ءاكذلاو رشبلا ..؟لدبتسُی نمو وجنی نم ةرحلا

 January 2025 28 ينسفانُی لا :ينیصلا ھھیبش نع 'يت يب يج تاشت' انلأس ةرحلا
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 November 2024 17 يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ىلع ةسفانملا دادتشاب تاعقوت ..اكریمأو نیصلا ةرحلا

 February 2025 13 ؟ھب مكحتلا عنمت ةلھذملا تاروطتلا لھ ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا نم فواخم ةرحلا

 April 2025 22 ؟ةئیبلاب رضی يعانطصلاا ءاكذلل 'كلضف نم' لوق لھ ةریزجلا

 April 2025 24 ھسفن نع ناسنلإا ةروص رییغتو يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةریزجلا

 April 2025 10 ؟فواخملا تراثأ اذاملو 'كنیلریبیج' ةیرسلا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةغل ام ةریزجلا

 November 2024 19 ةرھبم جئاتنو ةرثعتم تایادب ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةریزجلا

 April 2025 08 روصلا لیدعتل يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا مادختسا ةیفیك ..اًناجم ةریزجلا

 April 2025 11 ؟ءانفلل حلاس مأ ةیرشبلا ذقنی راكتبا ..قئافلا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةریزجلا

 April 2025 18 ةیصوصخلل ریبك دیدھت نع فشكت 'يت يب يج تاش' ةطساوب ةحیص ثدحأ ةیبرعلا

 February 2025 01 ؟يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا نع ثیدحلا اذھ لكب لعفن اذام :لأست ةیبرعلا ةفاحصلا ةریزجلا

 March 2025 16 ًانكمم تاب ةشدردلا تاتوبور بذك فاشتكا ةیبرعلا

 December 2022 18 ؟يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا قابسب قاحللا برعلا ناكمإب لھ ةریزجلا

 May 2022 02 ةضایرلا يف يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةیبرعلا

 September 2022 28 ةیئابرھكلا ةقاطلا يف يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا تاقیبطت ةیبرعلا

 March 2022 10 اھل لیثم لا' ةقدب ةیخیرات صوصن میمرتب دعاسی يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا' ةیبرعلا

 August 2021 31 ؟يفیظولا ىضرلا ققحت لھ ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ربع ةرادلإا ةیبرعلا

 September 2023 03 نیابتت دوھجو بكرلا نع رخأت ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلاو ةیبرعلا لودلا ةرحلا

 September 2023 11 يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا لظ يف ةیبرعلا ةغللا ةریزجلا

 December 2023 19 ؟يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ىلع ةیصع داضلا ةغل لھ ..ةیبرعلا ةرحلا

 June 2023 11 ؟ةیرشبلا ءانف يف يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ببستی لھ ..ةدیدع تاریذحت دعب ةیبرعلا

 August 2023 31 ةیبرعلا ةغللاب لمعی يعانطصلاا ءاكذللً اقیبطت قلطت تاراملإا ةرحلا

 July 2023 19 سریفاتیملا ملاع يف ةھجوك 'سای ةریزج' قلاطإ ةیبرعلا

 August 2023 31 ؟نوكیلیسلا يداو يف ةعلس مھأ نع فرعت اذام ةرحلا

 August 2023 13 ةمیرجلاو يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ..يمھو فطخو زازتباو سسجت ةرحلا

 December 2023 26 رامدلاو رامعلإل ةلآ ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةریزجلا

 December 2023 28 يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا تاكرش يضاقت زمیات كرویوین ةریزجلا

 May 2023 22 لامعلأا ةرادإ يف لبقتسملا كیرش يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةریزجلا

 December 2023 24 ایجولونكتلاو رشبلا نیب لعافتلا روص ىھبأ ..يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةریزجلا

 July 2023 28 ؟ملاعلا فوختی اذامل ..ةلتاقلا ةحلسلأاو يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةرحلا
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 November 2023 18 نامتلأ ماس :ھتكرش نم درُط يذلا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا يبعلا زربأ ةرحلا

 November 2023 18 سنزبلا ىلع يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا رطاخم ..جذاس ھنكل يكذ ةرحلا

 August 2023 22 ؟كملاحأ ةفیظو ىلع روثعلل يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا لغتست فیك ةرحلا

 October 2023 04 تارم 10 يرشبلا ىلع قوفتیس يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ..مداص عقوت ةیبرعلا

 December 2023 17 رشبلا فئاظو ىلع يضقیس يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ..علاطتسا ةیبرعلا

 June 2023 09 ؟يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةروث نم برعلا نیأ ..ةیمقر ةوجف ةرحلا

 July 2022 04 14 كلامعأ ریوطت يف كدعاست يعانطصلاا ءاكذلل ادیدج لااجم ةریزجلا

 December 2023 07 لغوغ نم 'ينیمیج' يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا تاردق دھاش ةریزجلا

 November 2023 22 ئجافملا توملاب أبنتی يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةریزجلا

 December 2023 04 بلاكلاو ططقلا ءاكذل برقأ يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا :ریبخ ةریزجلا

 October 2023 17 فلالآا تارشع ينجل يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا اعوط ناقیدص ةیبرعلا

 November 2023 22 ؟ةیسردملا تابجاولا ءادأ يف يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا نیفظوت فیك ةریزجلا

 May 2023 15 ةفیزملا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا روص فشكل كرحتت لغوغ ةرحلا

 October 2023 29 لبقتسملا تایداصتقاو يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةیبرعلا

 July 2024 16 يرشبلاو يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا نیب ةریزجلا
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Appendix C: All English Metaphors in Resonance Order 
 

Rank Metaphor Types Tokens Resonance % 

1 AI is a student/trainee 9 485 4365 20.54% 

2 AI is a mind 5 490 2450 11.53% 
3 AI is a traveller 10 220 2200 10.35% 

4 AI is a building 7 216 1512 7.11% 

5 AI is a natural evolution / superbeing 7 185 1295 6.09% 

6 AI is a competitive game/war 10 130 1300 6.12% 

7 AI is a creator 5 226 1130 5.32% 

8 AI is an assistant 5 189 945 4.44% 
9 AI is a tool 3 266 798 3.75% 
10 AI is a weapon/double-edged sword 8 92 736 3.46% 

11 AI is a friend/therapist 11 66 726 3.42% 

12 AI is an apocalypse 11 63 693 3.26% 

13 AI is a living organism 5 82 410 1.93% 

14 AI is a vehicle 8 74 592 2.79% 
15 AI is a race/arms race 7 65 455 2.14% 
16 AI is a natural force 7 32 224 1.05% 
17 AI is a black box 5 55 275 1.29% 

18 AI is a virus/disease 6 24 144 0.68% 
19 AI is an animal/beast 6 22 132 0.62% 
20 AI is a mimic/impersonator 6 31 186 0.87% 

21 AI is an oracle 8 37 296 1.39% 
22 AI is a product 4 34 136 0.64% 

23 AI is a witch 7 21 147 0.69% 
24 AI is a toy 3 25 75 0.35% 
25 AI is a resource 5 64 320 1.51% 

26 AI is a competitor/replacement 3 18 54 0.25% 

27 AI is a dreamer/hallucinator 2 27 54 0.25% 

28 AI is a mirror 2 8 16 0.08% 

29 AI is a thief 2 4 8 0.04% 
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Appendix D: All Arabic Metaphors in Resonance Order 
 

Rank Metaphor Types Tokens Resonance % 

1 AI is a Tool 5 747 3735 20.25% 

2 AI is a Mind 8 236 1888 10.24% 
3 AI is a [General] Threat 6 245 1470 7.97% 
4 AI is a Student/Trainee 7 205 1435 7.78% 

5 AI is a Child/Offspring 10 139 1390 7.54% 

6 AI is a Military Invasion 12 87 1044 5.66% 
7 AI [Data] is a Precious Resource/Asset 7 140 980 5.31% 
8 AI is an Employee/Assistant 5 172 860 4.66% 

9 AI is a Competitor/Replacement 6 121 726 3.94% 

10 AI is a Clone/Hybrid 5 141 705 3.82% 
11 AI is a Product 6 106 636 3.45% 

12 AI is a Physical Space 6 103 618 3.35% 

13 AI is a Race/Journey 5 102 510 2.77% 

14 AI is a Superhero/Superbeing 5 86 430 2.33% 

15 AI is a Building 5 82 410 2.22% 
16 AI is a Weapon/Double-edged Sword 4 101 404 2.19% 

17 AI is a Living Organism 6 56 336 1.82% 

18 AI is a Competitive Game 3 93 279 1.51% 

19 AI is a Driver/Traveller 7 31 217 1.18% 

20 AI is an Era/Physical Time 3 31 93 0.50% 

21 AI is a Black Box 3 25 75 0.41% 

22 AI is a Part of Ecosystem 6 12 72 0.39% 
23 AI is a Hallucinator 2 33 66 0.36% 

24 AI is a Revolution 1 41 41 0.22% 

25 AI is a Natural Force 2 8 16 0.09% 

26 AI is a World 1 8 8 0.04% 
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Appendix E: Statistical Significance (Log-Likelihood 
and Chi-square) 

This appendix presents the statistical procedures used to assess whether 
the distribution of conceptual-key metaphor categories and metonymic 
expressions differed significantly between the English and Arabic corpora. 
Two log-likelihood (LL) analyses were conducted: a token-based LL test 
using raw metaphor frequencies, and an MR-based LL test using Metaphor 
Resonance values. 

E.1 Log-Likelihood Formula 
 

The LL statistic compares observed frequencies in two corpora with 
expected frequencies based on corpus size: 

 
 

 
 

Where = observed frequencies in each corpus 

= expected frequencies based on proportional corpus size 

Values above 10.83 indicate significance at p < 0.001. All tests were 
conducted as one-tailed LL analyses to determine which corpus exhibited 
higher proportional frequency. 

E.2 Token-Based Log-Likelihood Test 
 

This test used raw metaphor token counts (English total = 3,251; Arabic 

total = 3,151). All five conceptual-key categories showed statistically 

significant differences. In the table, (E) and (A) stand for English and Arabic. 
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Conceptual Key Tokens (E/A) LL Value p-value Dominant Corpus 

Human 1326 / 928 ≈ 20.51 p < 0.0001 English 

Organic & Environmental 762 / 312 ≈ 89.17 p < 0.0001 English 

Economic & Object 877 / 1201 ≈ 48.61 p < 0.0001 Arabic 

Social & Event 258 / 568 ≈ 99.16 p < 0.0001 Arabic 

Spatial & Temporal 0 / 142 ≈ 163.08 p < 0.0001 Arabic 

E.3 MR-Based Log-Likelihood Test 
 

MR values reflect the conceptual resonance of each metaphor category 

within the corpora. The MR-based LL test produced larger LL values due to 

the greater magnitude of MR counts, but confirmed the same directional 

differences. 
 

Conceptual Key MR (E/A) MR % (E/A) LL Value Dominant Corpus 

Human 9,687 / 5,829 45.60 / 31.60 ≈ 817.1 English 

Organic & Environmental 4,655 / 2,314 21.90 / 12.54 ≈ 610.2 English 

Economic & Object 4,460 / 6,240 20.98 / 33.83 ≈ 827.0 Arabic 

Social & Event 2,448 / 3,344 11.52 / 18.13 ≈ 345.5 Arabic 

Spatial & Temporal 0 / 719 0.00 / 3.90 ≈ 1117.4 Arabic 

E.4 Summary 
 

Both token-based and MR-based LL analyses show that all conceptual-

key categories differ significantly between the two corpora (p < 0.0001). 

English metaphors dominate the Human and Organic/Environmental 

domains, while Arabic metaphors dominate the Economic/Object, 

Social/Event, and Spatial/Temporal domains. These 
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results confirm that the cross-corpus contrasts identified in the findings are 

statistically robust. 

E.5 Log-Likelihood Test for Metonymy 
 

To determine whether metonymic expressions also differ significantly 

between the English and Arabic corpora, a separate LL test was conducted 

using the raw metonym counts (English total = 760; Arabic total = 869). The 

analysis applied the same log-likelihood formula and significance thresholds 

described above. 

E.5.1 Results 
 

Metonym English Count Arabic Count LL Value Significance 

The Systems / ماظنلا  283 24 293.27 p < 0.0001 

 Technology 235 453 44.15 p < 0.0001 )ةینقتلا + ایجولونكتلا(

Robots / توبورلا  92 207 31.32 p < 0.0001 

Machine / ةللآا  61 42 6.53 p < 0.05 

 Model 41 49 0.04 Not significant / جذومنلا

Algorithms / تایمزراوخلا  39 52 0.53 Not significant 

Automation / ةتمتلأا  9 28 7.86 p < 0.01 

Software تایجمربلا  (Arabic only) 0 14 17.59 p < 0.0001 

E.5.2 Interpretation 
 

The LL test shows that several metonymic categories differ significantly 

between the two corpora. Three metonyms show clear statistical significance: 

“The system(s)” is more frequent in English, while “technology” ( ةینقتلا  + 

ایجولونكتلا ) and “robot” ( توبورلا ) are significantly more 
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common in Arabic. Other metonyms such as “model” and “algorithms” show 

no statistical difference. 

E.6 Summary of Metonymy Results 
 

The metonymic LL analysis demonstrates strong cross-corpus 

differences. English discourse heavily prioritises “system” metonymy, 

whereas Arabic discourse leans towards technology, with robot as a secondary 

metonym. 

E.7 Chi-Square Significance Test: Within-Corpus Distribution of 

Conceptual-Key Categories (Arabic Corpus) 

To examine whether the five conceptual-key metaphor categories occur 

with equal likelihood within the Arabic corpus, a chi-square (χ²) goodness-of-

fit test was conducted using the total metaphor token counts. This test assesses 

whether the observed frequencies differ significantly from a uniform 

distribution. 

The five categories and their token totals were: 
 

Conceptual Key Tokens 

Economic & Object 6,240 

Human 5,829 

Social & Event 3,344 

Organic & Environmental 2,314 

Spatial & Temporal 719 

Total 18,446 



169  

Under the null hypothesis of equal frequency, the expected count for each 

category was: 

 
The chi-square statistic was calculated as:  

The results indicated an extremely significant deviation from equal 

distribution:  

Cramér’s V was:  

Which indicates a medium-to-large effect size, and confirms substantial 

disparities across categories. 

 
E.7.1 Focused Chi-Square Comparison: Human vs Economic/Object 

Metaphors 

Because Human and Economic/Object metaphors are the dominant 

categories in the Arabic corpus, a pairwise chi-square test was conducted to 

determine whether the difference between these two high-frequency domains 

is statistically significant. 

Observed token counts 
 

1. Economic/Object = 6,240 
2. Human = 5,829 
3. Total = 12,069 

Expected frequency for each category under the null hypothesis: 
 

Applying the chi-square formula: 
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Cramér’s V: 

 
Interpretation 

 
The difference between Human and Economic/Object metaphors is 

statistically significant, but the effect size is small, indicating a modest 

practical difference. 

In other words:Economic/Object metaphors occur slightly more frequently, 

but both categories are heavily represented and structurally central to the 

Arabic framing of AI. 

 
E.7.2 Summary of Within-Corpus Significance Findings 

 
The full-category chi-square test demonstrates substantial and statistically 

robust differences across the five metaphor domains. The Arabic corpus 

heavily emphasises Economic/Object and Human metaphors. The pairwise 

test further confirms that although Human and Economic/Object metaphors 

dominate the corpus, their frequencies differ significantly, with 

Economic/Object metaphors showing a slight but meaningful statistical 

advantage. These findings reinforce and validate the frequency patterns 

described in the Findings chapter and provide statistical evidence for the 

prominence of specific metaphorical frames in Arabic AI discourse. 



171  

Appendix F: Elaboration on frames and frame elements 
 

This appendix provides a detailed explanation of the frames and Frame 

Elements (FEs) used in the analysis of metaphorical expressions across the 

English and Arabic corpora. The identification of FEs follows the principles 

of Frames as proposed in ECMT (Kövecses, 2020), where each metaphor 

maps a structured source frame onto a target frame. 

Importantly, FEs were not predetermined. Instead, all FEs were derived 

through close, manual examination of lexical choices, collocations, and 

contextual cues in the corpus. In practice, this means that the same metaphor 

may activate different frame elements depending on surrounding lexical cues 

and discourse setting. 
 

langu 
age 

Metaphor Source 
Frame 

Target Frame FEs Sample Expressions 

Eng AI is a 
Natural 
Force 

Natural 
Forces 

AI’s strong and 
wide-ranging 
effects 

(Force of nature → AI surge) 
(Wave, gush, sea→ levels of 
technological spread) 
(Flood → Disruption) 
(Eruption → Rapid 
innovation) 
(Physical Impact → Societal 
transformation) 

“this new wave of consumer “, 
“the gush of AI we’re seeing is 
the result”, “eruption of a 
start-up,” a tsunami… that 
remakes everything in its path” 
“A tsunami of automation is 
disrupting traditional labor 
markets.” “The impact of this 
technological storm is...” 

Ar AI is a 
Natural 
Force 

Natural 
Forces 

AI strong and 
wide-ranging 
effects 

(Natural Force→ AI surge) 
(Eruption → Sudden 
proliferation) 
(Impact zone → 
Employment and ethics) 
(Victims → Displaced 
humans) 

 ملاعلا حاتجت يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ةجوم"
 يمانوست"  ."ةقوبسم  ریغ  ةعرسب
 داصتقلاا لكش ریغی ةیمقرلا تاراكتبلاا
 مھ يمقرلا يمانوستلا ایاحض" ."يملاعلا
 ..."لامعلا

A manual review of the English data showed greater lexical variety 

for this metaphor than in Arabic (e.g., wave, tsunami, gush, flood, eruption, 
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storm. This diversity required a broader set of frame elements (e.g., impact, 

pressure, spread, eruption), as each lexical item activated a slightly different 

part of the natural-force schema. In Arabic, the lexical range is narrower but 

more human-impact-oriented. Different lexical items active frame elements 

relating to victims and impact zones. This explains the emphasis on human 

harm and ethical consequences in the FE structure. 
 

Corp 
us 

Metaphor Source 
Frame 

Target Frame FEs Sample Expressions 

Eng AI is a 
dreamer/ 
hallucinator 

-Mental 
Health 
-Human 
cognition 
-perception 

-AI glitches 
-inaccuracies 
/misinformation 
-output 

(Dreamer/ 
hallucinator→ AI) 
(Dreams → Output) 
(Reality → Verification 
process) 
(Mental instability → 
Model unreliability) 
(consequences 
→misinformation, 
reliability concerns). 
(Hallucinations → 
errors/misleading 
outputs) 

“It is dreaming sentences 
that sound about right, but are 
not real” “the dreams of 
badly programmed machines” 
“Instead, they are selling us 
back dreams repackaged as 
output.”. “Musk also warned 
that AI models’ habit of 
generating “hallucinations..”. 
““hallucination,” making up 
facts that have no tether to 

     reality.” 

Ar AI is a -Mental -AI glitches (hallucinator →AI), "مدقی امدنع سولھی يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا 
 ."عقاولا يف اھل دوجو لا تامولعم
 ریثی ةیعانطصلاا تاسولھلا راركت"
 جذامنلا ةیقوثوم لوح تلاؤاست
 ."ةدیدجلا
 اطًامنأ ىری ھلعج جذومنلا فیرخت"
 ."تانایبلا يف ةیمھو
 ىلإ يدؤت دق ةیمقرلا ةسولھلا هذھ"
 دامتعلاا يف رطخو ةللضم تامولعم
 ."ةللآا ىلع
 نم لقأ سولھی دیدجلا جذومنلا نأ عمو"
 ."،ھفَلسَ

 Hallucinator Health -inaccuracies/m (Mental instability → 
  -Human isinformation Model unreliability) 
  cognition  (consequences 
    →misinformation, 
    reliability concerns). 
    (hallucinations→errors/ 
    misleading outputs) 
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The English corpus data repeatedly used both lexical items (dreaming 

and hallucination) often side by side. For example, an article may describe AI 

“dreaming sentences” and then immediately mention “hallucinations.” 

Because these two words appeared concurrently and interchangeably, the FEs 

derived (e.g., output → dreams; errors/misleading outputs → hallucination) 

overlapped. Therefore, both terms were combined into one unified metaphor 

with shared FEs. Arabic uses only two lexical items: hallucination and 

confabulation ( فیرختلا (, with consistent terminology across texts. This, used in 

context with other FEs, explains the difference between Arabic and English 

FEs. Unlike English, no dream-related expressions appeared. 
 

Corp 
us 

Metaphor Source 
Frame 

Target Frame FEs Sample Expressions 

Eng AI is a 
race 

Competing 
in a race 

AI 
progression 
and 
leadership 

(Racer → 
Nation/company) (Track 
→ AI Innovation) (Finish 
Line → AGI, global 
dominance) 

“ prevent China catching up 
with the US AI industry.” 
“In the race to dominate this 
technology, the greatest risk 
isn’t falling behind.” 

AI is an 
(arms) 
race 

Military 
Competitio 
n 

Geopolitical 
pursuit of 
AGI 
supremacy 

(Weapon → AI system) 
(Arms race → 
Geopolitical competition) 

“they will not halt the AI 
arms race on their own” 
“Global AI arms race” 

Ar AI is a 
Race/ 
Journey 

Competitiv 
e Sport / 
Global 
Rivalry 

Global AI 
development 
race 

(Runners → 
Countries/Corporations) 
(Track/Course → 
Technological 
development 

 ثدحتی ""يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا قابس"
 نع بمارت دلانود بختنملا سیئرلا

 يف يكریملأا قوفتلا معدل دوھج
 ءاكذلا لاجم يف نیصلا عم قابسلا
 تایلاولاب تقحل اھنكل" "يعانطصلاا
 يكیتامارد لكشبو ربكأ ةعرسب ةدحتملا
 نمَ" "..نوریثك ھعقوت امم رثكأ

 يصخشلا دعاسملا قابسب زوفیس
 يذلا سرشلا قابسلل " "ءاكذلا قئافلا
 لعفلاب ایجولونكتلا ةقلامع ھضوخی
 .".يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا ریوطتل

    timeline) 
    (Finish Line → AGI, 

global 
    dominance) 
    (Speed → Rate of 
    innovation) 

https://www.alhurra.com/tech/2024/11/17/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A7-%D8%AA%D9%88%D9%82%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B4%D8%AA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%B3%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B0%D9%83%D8%A7%D8%A1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B5%D8%B7%D9%86%D8%A7%D8%B9%D9%8A
https://www.alhurra.com/tech/2024/11/17/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A7-%D8%AA%D9%88%D9%82%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B4%D8%AA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%B3%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B0%D9%83%D8%A7%D8%A1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B5%D8%B7%D9%86%D8%A7%D8%B9%D9%8A
https://www.alhurra.com/tech/2024/11/17/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A7-%D8%AA%D9%88%D9%82%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B4%D8%AA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%B3%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B0%D9%83%D8%A7%D8%A1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B5%D8%B7%D9%86%D8%A7%D8%B9%D9%8A
https://www.alhurra.com/tech/2024/11/17/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A7-%D8%AA%D9%88%D9%82%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B4%D8%AA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%B3%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B0%D9%83%D8%A7%D8%A1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B5%D8%B7%D9%86%D8%A7%D8%B9%D9%8A
https://www.alhurra.com/tech/2024/11/17/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A7-%D8%AA%D9%88%D9%82%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B4%D8%AA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%B3%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B0%D9%83%D8%A7%D8%A1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B5%D8%B7%D9%86%D8%A7%D8%B9%D9%8A
https://www.alhurra.com/tech/2024/11/17/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A7-%D8%AA%D9%88%D9%82%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B4%D8%AA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%B3%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B0%D9%83%D8%A7%D8%A1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B5%D8%B7%D9%86%D8%A7%D8%B9%D9%8A
https://www.alhurra.com/tech/2024/11/17/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A7-%D8%AA%D9%88%D9%82%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B4%D8%AA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%B3%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B0%D9%83%D8%A7%D8%A1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B5%D8%B7%D9%86%D8%A7%D8%B9%D9%8A
https://www.alhurra.com/tech/2024/11/17/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A7-%D8%AA%D9%88%D9%82%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B4%D8%AA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%B3%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B0%D9%83%D8%A7%D8%A1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B5%D8%B7%D9%86%D8%A7%D8%B9%D9%8A
https://www.alhurra.com/tech/2024/11/17/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A7-%D8%AA%D9%88%D9%82%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B4%D8%AA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%B3%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B0%D9%83%D8%A7%D8%A1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B5%D8%B7%D9%86%D8%A7%D8%B9%D9%8A
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  Journey / 
Pilgrimage 

Arab national 
AI 
development 

(Traveller → Arab 
government, society) 
(Road/ path→ Strategic 
plans, policy 
implementation) 
(Detours/Barriers → 
Challenges, limitations, 
dependencies) 
(Destination → AGI- 
Technological 
independence) 

 
 ىلإ انلوصو وحن ةوطخ لوأ
 ."ماعلا يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا موھفم
 لاًیوط لازی لا قیرطلا نكل"
 مامأ يسیئرلا قئاعلا نكل" "اóقاشو
 افطعنم"،راسملا اذھ يف رارمتسلاا

 يف ةزفق دعی ثدحی ام" "امًساح
 ءاكذلا ىلإ انقیرط

Artificial General) ماعلا  
يعانطصلاا  

.(Intelligence 

 
English consistently employs race terminology (compete, catch up, 

win) and militarised variants (arms race, rivals). Because both lexical sets 

share the same underlying FE structure (competition, speed), but differ in 

intensity, they were separated into race and arms race as. The “arms race” 

versions particularly triggered geopolitical and security-oriented FEs, which 

are not activated in Arabic to the same extent. The Arabic use of the same 

metaphor primarily frames the race metaphor from the perspective of an 

external observer, describing how other countries (US, China, Europe) 

compete to achieve AGI (Artificial General Intelligence). Contrariwise, Arab 

nations are framed as travellers on a shared journey, using vocabulary 

like (road, path, first step) قیرط ،راسم ،فطعنم ةوطخ ىلوأ، . This divergence 

created two distinct FE structures: (race → external global competition) and 

(journey → internal national development) 
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Corp 
us 

Metaphor Source 
Frame 

Target 
Frame 

FEs Sample Expressions 

Eng AI is a 
competitiv 
e 
game/war 

Competing 
in sports 
games/ 
War 

Competing 
for 
dominance 
in AI 

(Player → Nations, AI 
companies/ models) 
(Game → Market 
competition) 
(Strategy → Model 
design) 
(Win/Loss → 
Success/failure) 
(battleground → AI 
market) 

“but now a low-cost rival from 
Hangzhou has turned the 
industry on its head” “ the 
major American players.” “ 
And they will also up the 
game: the benchmark of AI 
performance..” “our national 
AI champions” “ 
battlegrounds in the AI 
boom.” 

Ar AI is a 
Competitiv 
e Game 

Competing 
in sports 
games 

Competing 
for 
dominance 
in AI 

(Player → Nations, 
AI companies/ 
models) (Leader → 
tech giants) (Game → 
Market competition) 
(Strategy → Model 
design) 
(Win/Loss → 
Success/failure) 

 ءاكذلا لاجم يف ایلاح نیدئارلا نیبعلال"

 نیب سفانتلا ةلاح دعاصتت"" "يعانطصلاا

 ءاكذ  جذامن  ریوطتل  ىربكلا  لودلا

 دادتشاب تاعقوت" ."ةمدقتم يعانطصا

 " نولمأی ایجولونكتلا ملاع ةداق" "ةسفانملا

The context suggests that English consistently mixes sports and warfare 

terminology. Shared elements like win, lose, compete, strategy overlap with 

Arabic, but English sometimes intensifies competition using battlefield 

imagery (i.e., battlegrounds). Therefore, both sets were retained under one 

metaphor with extended FEs capturing both game and war dimensions in the 

English corpus. It is empirical to note that this metaphor has also overlapped 

with the race metaphor in some context. While the author of the present study 

attempted to set clear distinctions and separate, some overlap in FEs and 

expressions that can be interpreted in light of both metaphors is inevitable due 

to the fluid and dynamic nature of language. Arabic uses a purer sports frame, 

without war terminology. However, FEs aligned strongly with English 

(win/loss, players, strategy). Thus the metaphor remains parallel but with less 

militarised imagery. 

https://www.alhurra.com/tech/2024/11/17/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A7-%D8%AA%D9%88%D9%82%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B4%D8%AA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%B3%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B0%D9%83%D8%A7%D8%A1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B5%D8%B7%D9%86%D8%A7%D8%B9%D9%8A
https://www.alhurra.com/tech/2024/11/17/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B5%D9%8A%D9%86-%D9%88%D8%A3%D9%85%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%83%D8%A7-%D8%AA%D9%88%D9%82%D8%B9%D8%A7%D8%AA-%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%B4%D8%AA%D8%AF%D8%A7%D8%AF-%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%86%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%B3%D8%A9-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B0%D9%83%D8%A7%D8%A1-%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B5%D8%B7%D9%86%D8%A7%D8%B9%D9%8A
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Cor 
pus 

Metaphor Source 
Frame 

Target 
Frame 

FEs Sample Expressions 

Eng AI is an 
assistant 

-Human 
Service 
-Assistance 

-AI 
resource 
-AI task 
delegation 

(Human assistant → AI 
system) 
(Task → Data processing, 
content creation) 
(Productivity → Automation of 
labour) 

“one clear trend is for it 
to become a kind of 
wise assistant,” 

Ar AI is an 
Employee/ 
assistant 

-Human 
service 
- Job 
-Assistance 

-AI 
resource 
-AI task 
delegation 

(Employee/ human assistant → 
AI system) 
(Employer → Human user) 
(Task → Data processing, 
content creation) 
(Performance Evaluation → 
Accuracy and output quality) 
(Productivity → Automation of 
labour) 

 "يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا لمعی""
 ءاكذلا  جذامنل  فیظوتلا"
 اھفظویو" "يدیلوتلا يعانطصلاا
 ققحیس ھلمع ةحلصملو ھحلاصل
 "ةریبك ةدافتسا

Arabic repeatedly uses employee and assistant terminology together, 

sharing the same lexical field of service, performance, productivity. Because 

both sets triggered similar FEs and lexical items, the two were merged into 

one unified metaphor (AI IS AN EMPLOYEE/ASSISTANT) supported by 

overlapping FEs of task completion, evaluation, and assistance. 

The sampled expressions referenced here may help to justify 

differences in FEs and reveal the role of context in determining frames and 

FEs. 



 

 صخلملا
 

 يملاعلإا باطخلا يف لسرملا زاجملاو ةراعتسلال ةیغلابلاو ةیفرعملا فئاظولا ةحورطلأا هذھ لوانتت

 ثیح ةیزیلجنلإاب ةیبرعلاب نیتیصن نیتنودم لیلحت للاخ نم كلذو ،يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا لوح يبرغلاو يبرعلا

 نیب عمجی اجًودزم اجًھنم ةساردلا ىنبتتو .ةغل لكل ةیوغل ةدحو 100,000 نم رثكأ ىلع امھنم لك يوتحت

 لیلحتلاو ،ةیمیھافملا ةراعتسلال ةدتمملا ةیرظنلاو ،ةیمیھافملا ةراعتسلاا ةیرظن ىلإ دنتسیو ،يمكلاو يفیكلا

 دصرت ،يجھنم لكشب ةیزاجملا تاریبعتلا ریسفتو دیدحت للاخ نمو .لسرملا زاجملاو ةراعتسلال يدقنلا

 ءاكذلا ریطأت يف مھاست يتلا ةنماكلا ةیجولویدیلأا تارایتلاو ،ةیراطلإا لكایھلاو ،ةیمیھافملا حیتافملا ةساردلا

 ةعئاش ةیراعتسا اطًامنأ ناكراشتت نیتنودملا لاكِ نأ جئاتنلا ترھظأ دقو .ملاعلإا لئاسو يف يعانطصلاا

 لعافتلاو ،ةیراطلإا تانییعتلاو ،راركتلا يف ظوحلم لكشب نافلتخت امھنأ لاإ ،ىربك ةیمیھافم حیتافمو

 مادختسلاا للاخ نم يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا صیخشت ىلإ يبرغلا ملاعلإا لیمی ذإ .ةیفاقثلا سسلأاو ،يغلابلا

 ىلعو .اھنم فوخلاو ایجولونكتلاب باجعلإا نیب حوارتت ةیبطق رطأ ھمدقیو ،ةیرشبلا تاراعتسلال دئاسلا

 تاراعتسلال عساولا مادختسلاا للاخ نم يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا دیسجتب يبرعلا ملاعلإا موقی ،ضیقنلا

 .ةینطولا ةثادحلاو ةعفنملا تاباطخ نمض ھینبی امك ،يبرغلا هریظنب ةنراقم ربكأ ةجردب ةیئیشلاو ةیداصتقلاا

 امب ،ةغللا ةیئانثلا لسرملا زاجملاو ةراعتسلاا ثاحبأ يف ةیسیئرلا ةیجھنملا تایدحتلا ةحورطلأا هذھ جلاعتو

 ةیموھفملا تاراطلإا ةكبش بایغو ،ةیبرعلا ةغللاب ةصاخلا ةیعیبطلا ةیوغللا ةجلاعملا تاودأ ةیدودحم كلذ يف

 بناج ىلإ ،ةراعتسلال ينمزلا لیلحتلا فیظوت ةیمھأب ةساردلا يصوتو FrameNet) .(Arabic ةیبرعلا

 ءاكذلا   لوح  يملاعلا  باطخلا  يف  قدأ  ةروصب  ةیزاجملا ةغللا لوادت عّبتت لجأ نم ،ىرخأ ةیثحب جھانم

 يعانطصلاا

 
 تاراطلإا ،لسرملا زاجملا ،ةراعتسلاا ،يملاعلإا باطخلا ،يعانطصلاا ءاكذلا :ةیحاتفملا تاملكلا
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