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Abstract

The quantitative analysis of 612 metaphorical dialect words in Sichuan dialect shows that the
types of metaphorical expressions in Sichuan dialect include: ontological metaphor > structural
metaphor > orientational metaphor. The part-of-speech distribution of these metaphorical words
includes: noun > verb > adjective > adverb. The categorical measurement statistics reveals the
various selection tendencies between the metaphor types and the part-of-speech in the meta-
phorical words of Sichuan dialects. In the tendency of metaphor type selection in these metaphor-
ical dialect words, the ontological metaphors account for the largest proportion; while in the dis-
tribution of part-of-speech of these metaphorical dialect words, nouns account for the largest
proportion; there is consistency between the two tendencies. For the part-of-speech, the main
types of metaphorical dialect words in Sichuan dialect are noun and verb, adjectives and adverbs
have a very small number. This is consistent with the overall distribution features of part-of-speech
of Sichuan dialect vocabulary. The qualitative and quantitative analysis of the metaphorical words
in Sichuan dialect shows that the unique cognitive style of Sichuan dialect users is deeply influ-
enced by farming culture, “eating” culture and regional special culture.
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Figure 1. Types of metaphorical word formation of Sichuan dialect
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Figure 2. Part-of-speech distribution of metaphorical words
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Figure 3. Distribution of various types of metaphors
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Figure 4. The part-of-speech distribution of each type of metaphoric words

4. BIRMARENRIES LR

RYE I 4 B, BATTLE L : 7EIU)IE 612 NFRmPEREE T 5 1aEH, 4 875 SR RS a1 1] 15 A
2% 1) B A P AV PP S LR s 7 A g e 3 v U 23 o Bt v s 3 DU A T e g
SEARREm,  H o AR A IRATRT LIS R e R HE

© SEMRam Rt A a o A >TEAE > 44 A

@ 7% [ e g F1 SIS gy PR RIPE 0 A ) 2. 4 TR >TE A >3l E] >Rl
4. M)I[EREMMEIRES )5S A BN\ SR
4.1, INHIRZ R BYERN

FE N i S N E A PRI 2 B, AT, DA SR 20 K B & R AR VE
TR T —FhEA R BEELE . MEIES KR, X—B4E7 FWnsZE 2] 1P IER AR 2. 7ED0)1
T B PR 1 A 1] R TR B I R B R <K RFFERI “NE T .

R, KORBEERAAAEE TR, FEWLEZEWHA. RE WS RS2 O 23 NI
A2, TIREK R R GG RO AR R T IR, (H K7 SCHATAR R & U R i N BB 2 —
X — SARIE DY & R E R A E KRR “ K7 NIRRT I BR R A iEdE R 23 ), W K
ItsuPxo®I(Fa 1 37) B ktein®x0® (R E S BIKEATE . AR 5 K/kuan®xo™/(F 1% i
YEH). T'eKison®x0™(FE 7K FAE) . A K/san®xo®*/(ELITFAZD, i 22 48) JhJs K /ts"ou™™ti®*xo™®/(FE 5
&, WER). TR K e e zan®xo™ (EL i S IE FA AR) [1]. 2545,

TEIXSERRmgT MR B 7 a7 P HER IR T B A i, B K7 E M.
WIFERE “HIRK” « “INK” o “OR” SRR, Ok FRBRm I E R SR R /R TRk . “E
K7 A, kT FTRET IR R ST . XL K A SRR BT 1 BT AR BRI A LA AR K AR

BRI AR IR BERRE, VWINERERZLL “X8”7 o “f” o “47 0 7 . “O7 ZENYR
A IR o AR A A SO R 612 DY 1R B PR €07 S RNE I Ge it KB F “ 487 S ke 1A
A 21, AUEARMBRMITERE R 14 4, 1“0 FRMBEMMIRIES 23 4, 1 “H”7 AR R
PR 14, A “D” FORMIBRMIPEIRE A 12 4>, FCE7 FGRMBMMEIRES — 4. B2 “N
&7 RAEFEREL, BT REANEZEZFICKIE, W0 “NE” (4. B)eLEERNTTE).

XL OSE” AENRNFAE Y, A NSO TE L3S SRR, aTRAVAR T35, MWMSE “NE”

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2020.82015 109 ARE = 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2020.82015

R

TEAR N O A R F IR P o DRI, D)1 HR R S 8 7 A R R BRar M 1] 15 DR s A W2 S
W BUENS o tei®pho®/(ELMIik BE . 5 EIA L) BRAS A sau™tei®kun™/(FEIE R R it ALY K2
Ef ftea® wei®pa>kou® /(LI 2537 « 2B BRIE/MA FE ) Sk A0 i /kout"ou kou™nau® (. 25 35 7% [IFET)
5 I 7% fsu®nau®®Kko?/(EL I 8T . SRR ) . 3R 4 fteian®Pniou®/ (L AR M . R ON) . AR D
/miou?ts"e>ma>3pan/ (g FLAH I 2 L)« 2 8 Bt miou® kau®ma® tsuan ™ (25 B b ok 455) [1]. £54%,

MEL BT RATAT AR H, VUIEM BTG “/NE” MaRam rEim im iy, K02 ik BUX L4
PRSI 0 1 B A7 T 119 20 PR iR s o e RO A RS, A7 BIRE/NS BRL, R S E B

G ERBEEXIR, 5.

Bribz 4, DYNIEAT I “IANFIRSZ AR B e~ 3X— ¢ R AR AL DY G B 1 507 5 1) 7
LS TR E R R B ST AE A DG A A A LR g VR T A ) R e M AR, e AR A R
ey Ptey? P thon? (W 45 B B, DRI B 2K L MR . M LKA E 0, RUE T ImA L) B
Ime*tou®tshau®™/(FR 55 FHE 681, [ ZEnT & AT T3 4) 23k B mittsu™tsau™/ (R T #E 3%,
BRI A A A RT3 44) . &b BE R L/tsuan®mo3janr>/ (W48 A HE A% X L PR S AT 55) A4 L,
" un K urS/ (I ARAR) [1] 2555 X o974 T 2R DY) E 6 A % B 57 b A3 b o R AR A 28 AL
FEXF — LB BE A (S YIREAT ORI, A TR A 2 F X S AR W B B S L AT LR, AN A e K
B ] 1
4.2. INHIRZ “IZ” XM

EEZHE AR CRIFZE” 55, Yr=meE vt 7T ERANRE “nz” vk, Ak 7 “nz
FEPUI” ik, Ji4h, Bz HE T A E, SRR, XER T EEANRLE B MIRE LT
EEANRE “n2” iF “B” 1) MR RN B T AT A o7 S, AT “nz” R BT Sk
WS A AT A, e s T s P ko® P tau* mianZ R (HL g R 2k) Iz TP kua® mian® Y (HL g b
H %) 1R ts™ P mon?Bpau® (EL T REET 1) W TR R 25 /ts™ P xuon? " an® ko™ K" uei®®/( b i 74 /K 541
FEELFEAN) 12557 2 A ™ sonts) Pnau®zou® (i 46 F AT B TN 7, BIZARHRIT) . WZEE SO i
Its" P konnun?ein®fei®®/( LL My 4 ¥ M 75 ) < 0 M & T ™ PP s Y BL T g 5 R 25 ) . WS A
/tsMZ pan®t"ai®®/( LL W A8 S I R ) o 7 3 K A /tsM P nau® mi®S fan (L g v A B R R 7E ) L g R
Ixai*teiau®*ts"un?/ (WS AERZ MU N) . B K Bmauttteiau®™®xo™na® L4+ FE ) 2 Blinau®®na®/ (%
AL HWCna® 2R BRI wuPna® xo™ (IR IR BRI N) [1]. 2%

MBI, RATATAE H, B Hr) “iz” SO AR IR, RZ RPN “i2” BER
FE—2, ATRAUL “Mz” SCHURERHLSE M ) N R 730 “Iziedok” o “mzid ) . “nzdk
M7 AR I T N RO AR AU 3 A S o R T A R0

“CHE” AR RS R I IR 2 R, A EEARE T TIRZIMET R, iR T e
NEHNEN Bz 83T R B 315 (0 5 S EE 3 N Nt 1 28 sOR B, a0 B KB
4.3. INHIRZ M AF R ST RN

ATHRA SR J X Bl szt A A R a0 U 22 B aRE IR 45 o 7ERFE RO, 4 ok SRR &

L N — SRR ARG, AT S0 AT DR I S H SRR o AE BB X “HOBF S0 F0“NRISCAL”

SRR A B N ROHTR 1 e ARG . AR T SRR A AR S BN B DA A,
PRBUAE DY N TEARE R R D AR T KRS W RS A RIS ARk, . Wk

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2020.82015 110 WARIE & %


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2020.82015

R

Ikuon®nun®™/(Mi F6 25 W R . EMIILEE) . Hudk KA Pphi® fun /(WA T O AR (0E ). B
Ieia®nin®!teian®/(LLmgr & T BB T BRI R—5840) HHz/tai?an ™/ (b 4E0R) . R "ian> pan®/ (T
SEIERFIN) T pho? o (T4 0IREE, BIAFERIE) 8 e iau®®p o™ no®/( LLig;
M B3R, XU A S E) . B R IE fjouei?Pts"an? (LU i A T i, A IF AT ). ARVER
Its0”fa?t"ai?Y/ (LI 2440 S, EHE TAE). 37K P8 M t"ai*p"in? no™/ (I8 T 17Vl , B6F2418) [1]. &84,
ML E3X B AT LLE H, BV XCRA A “HMIEF S A RIS RN B T AT AR
W, ARG E S H AN A R R A6 . X A0 il N B B N RIS R T A T
R I — 2\ o7, EM7EE S BN R T KR S I SRR R T SR i1
5. I\

WELREIE FIENE 5 2% T S R B A SR 5 22 M G D7 IR DY 143G Fe e+ ia] ) — R 31
R T TS . RYETERLT, BATKIUAERE R oA b, DY) R R R R RS A SEARR
Py > 455 A R gy > [ gy ;I SRR g P 3] 1 3R vk A 4% . B IA>BhA>TE A >BIA . R4 TR ST,
FRATIHE = 7 DY 17 R 3 R e A TR AR 2 TR PR % Aok b e o AE RS R R BB |, S
PR o5 b R v, TOAE R PR TS AR A b, 440A by, X T Z AR — 8. MR
WAl AR VER S DY) R R YRRV B R SR, R, B, X575 E R
TR A A A AR5 — BUPE o AEDY A% 8] 1 AR Pk A1 5 DU D5 5 R 3 B RIS R
FAT T Xk B B e 3 £ 5 P e B AT A DUV A 2 BRI R SR SR B A “1i2” 3
PRI IR SR, AT il — S8R A A AR 3K

E&WHE

VU 1K 2 K Ae 603 T H e 50 H (2018hhs-38) Bt B s H e iy £ Jk A RBE b 55 9 & T B 45 9% B T H
(JY201801) % Bl .

SE 3

[11 E3TE, sk—FF, AXRE. N5 S MM BE: PUIRH R4t 2017: 5-88, 107-195, 206-289, 319-405,
432-470.
[2] #ztm. VUG SiEEREM]. . 4% Fi4t, 2002: 81.

[3] Lakoff, G. and Johnson, M. (1980) Metaphors We Live by. The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 4-7, 15-21,
26-32.

[4] Lakoff, G. (1993) The Contemporary Theory of Metaphor. In: Ortony, A., Ed., Metaphor and Thought, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 202-251. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781139173865.013

[5] Lakoff, G. (2017) Cognitive Semantics: The Basic Mechanisms of Thought. In: Lakoff, G., Ed., Ten Lectures on Cog-
nitive Linguistics, Foreign Language Teaching and Research Press, Beijing, 64-82.
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004325302_003

[6] Ogarkova, A. and Soriano, C. (2018) Metaphorical and Literal Profiling in the Study of Emotions. Metaphor and
Symbol, 33, 19-35. https://doi.org/10.1080/10926488.2018.1407993

[71 Merchant, J. (2016) The Image Schema and Innate Archetypes: Theoretical and Clinical Implications. Analytical Psy-
chology, 61, 63-78. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5922.12194

[8] Callies, M. (2017) “Idioms in the Making” and Variation in Conceptual Metaphor. Cognitive Linguistic Studies, 4,
63-81. https://doi.org/10.1075/cogls.4.1.04cal

[9] Landau, M.J., Zhong, C.B. and Swanson, T.J. (2017) Conceptual Metaphors Shape Consumer Psychology. Consumer
Psychology Review, 1, 54-71. https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1002

[10] Nick, R.J. and Katz, A.N. (2018) Something False about Conceptual Metaphors. Metaphor and Symbol, 33, 36-47.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926488.2018.1407994

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2020.82015 111 WARIE & %


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2020.82015
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139173865.013
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004325302_003
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926488.2018.1407993
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5922.12194
https://doi.org/10.1075/cogls.4.1.04cal
https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1002
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926488.2018.1407994

	Study the Metaphorical Word Formation of Sichuan Dialect from the Perspective of Metrology and Cognition
	Abstract
	Keywords
	计量与认知视角下的四川话隐喻构词研究
	摘  要
	关键词
	1. 引言
	2. 基于计量的四川话隐喻构词类型选择倾向分析
	2.1. 四川话构词中的隐喻类型
	2.1.1. 结构隐喻类
	2.1.2. 空间隐喻类
	2.1.3. 实体隐喻

	2.2. 四川话隐喻性词语构词中的隐喻类型选择倾向
	2.3. 四川话隐喻性词语源域意象的选择倾向性

	3. 四川话隐喻性词语的词类分布
	3.1. 四川话隐喻性词语的词类分布比率
	3.2. 四川话隐喻性词语各词类的隐喻类型选择倾向
	3.3. 各隐喻类型在四川话隐喻性词语中的词性分布倾向

	4. 四川话隐喻性词语与四川方言使用者的认知特点探讨
	4.1. 认知深受农耕思维影响
	4.2. 认知深受“吃”文化影响
	4.3. 认知深受地域特殊文化影响

	5. 小结
	基金项目
	参考文献

