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This study aims to explore the target concepts of metaphorical and metonymical uses of “head” in 
Jordanian Arabic (JA) compared to those used in Tunisian Arabic (TA). Extended Conceptual Metaphor 
Theory as envisaged by Kövecses (2020) is adopted as the theoretical framework. Given that there is 
no online accessible corpus representative of Jordanian Arabic, the researchers built their own corpus. 
The manually-built specialized corpus consists of 195 head metaphorical and metonymical expressions 
in Jordanian Arabic (thirty seven after excluding repetitions). These expressions were collected from 
two sources: 20 native-speakers of Jordanian Arabic as well as the Jordanian Facebook page titled ‘Al- 
Wakeel Radio program’ which is freely accessible to users. The data of Tunisian Arabic was collected 
from Maalej’s (2014) study. The researchers employed a bottom-up approach where linguistic 
expressions were the basis for establishing cross domain mappings (Zibin, 2022). MIP was used to 
identify metaphorical expressions (Pragglejaz Group, 2007), then Steen’s (2007) five steps were 
followed to extract the conceptual metaphors. Data analysis reveals that through metonymic metaphors, 
the head in JA is used to profile CHARACTER TRAITS, MENTAL FACULTY, CULTURAL VALUES and EMOTIONS. 
The head in JA is also capitalized upon to provide explanations of several daily life experiences. The 
primacy of head in JA was clear in the informants’ comprehension of the means by which embodiment 
provides the grounding for cognition, perception and language, which supports Gibbs’ (2014) 
‘embodied metaphorical imagination’. Similarities in the cultural model of head between the two 
dialects were found, yet differences were also detected and were attributed to: the existence of a 
cultural filter that has the ability to function between sub-cultures, and differences in experiential focus 
between the two examined speech communities. 
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