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1. Introduction 

Metaphor is one of the most interesting modes of the human language use in that it is the reflection of each language user's cultural background while it is a universal phenomenon of language. Kövecses (2002:4), in the cognitive linguistic perspective along with Lakoff (1987), defines metaphor as a reflection of mental process by which we understand one conceptual domain in terms of another conceptual domain. The former is referred to as the target domain, which is to be understood with the metaphorical expressions of another domain, the source domain. The source domains of the metaphor are typically more concrete or physical and more clearly delineated concepts than the targets as the target concepts are in many cases fairly abstract and less delineated ones. Thus, such concrete and more clearly delineated concepts as war, journey, food, or building are used to express abstract concepts like argument, love, anger, fear, ideas, or theories. The speech act, which is a universal human activity with its significance in our human life, is another major target domain for various metaphorical expressions although it is hardly an abstract concept.   This study, with the goal of identifying the basic cultural differences between Korean and American reflected in linguistic features, will focus on the metaphorical expressions for speech act, one of the most important linguistic activities with various forms of expression. The source domains used for speech act will be compared between Korean and American and the explanation of the similarities and dissimilarities will be pursued in relation to the cultural peculiarities of each culture--collectivistic and high context culture for Korean and individualistic and low context culture for American. 

   Korean or Asian culture in general is defined to have relational and collectivistic orientation rooted in Chinese cultural values focusing on humanistic and naturalistic perspectives. The Korean culture focuses on the relationship between communicators and emphasizes collective values such as social harmony, social respect, and cooperation (Chen & Starosta, 2003; McDaniel, Samovar, and Porter, 2006). On the other hand, American or Western culture in general is characterized as having rhetorical and individualistic orientation rooted in classical Greek values with a focus on personal freedom, individuality and objective thought (Nisbett, 2003). 

   This study on the difference between metaphorical realizations of different languages may be understood as a kind of challenge to the belief in the universality of conceptual metaphors, or linguistic universality. However, Deignan (2005:100) insists that along with Lakoff's claim that the most basic metaphors are universal, reflecting our physical experience, the less central metaphors may be more specific. While Gibbs (1999) suggested that even "universal" categories would be culturally filtered, Kövecses (2005) distinguished the generic-level metaphor from the specific-level metaphor and suggested that while the former involves the universal categories, the latter – the specific-level metaphor – involves cross-cultural variation.
   Korean and English are different from each other in various aspects like phonetic and phonological features, distribution of vocabulary items, word order, numerical or classificatory divisions for nouns, tense expressions. But the most peculiar differences would be the prominence of nominal constructions in English, the Korean counterpart for which would use verbal elements including manner adverbials. 

2. Metaphors and culture 
  Boas (1911, 1966: 38-9), the “father of the American anthropology,” observes that many of the categories which we are inclined to consider as essential may be absent in foreign languages, and that other categories may occur as substitutes. He further suggests that in each language only a part of the complete concept that we have in mind is expressed, and that each language has a peculiar tendency to select this or that aspect of the mental image which is conveyed by the expression of the thought. This idea of linguistic relativity was fully developed by Benjamin Lee Whorf (1940), who argued that we see and hear and otherwise experience very largely as we do because the language habits of our community predispose certain choices of interpretation.
  The close relationship between metaphor and culture based on such a theory of linguistic relativity is proposed by many scholars. Smith, Peter B., Michael Harris Bond, and Çiğdem Kağitçibaşi (2006) argue that motivations, values, beliefs and self-construals are associated with cultural differences in various social psychological processes. Through the analysis of metaphors from economic discourse comparing English, French and Flemish, Boers and Demecheleer (1997) confirmed the fact that the most popular source domains in each language corresponded to national stereotypes. Metaphor may be one of the most crucial aspects of human language that reflect the particular culture as it is the product of combined history, economic system, politics and social structures in its most idiosyncratic symbolic feature unique to the culture. In the study of linguistic metaphors in English and Polish, Deignan, Gabrys and Solska (1997) report that for some metaphors, the underlying mapping are the same in the two languages, with translatable linguistic realizations. However, in other cases realizations were in different forms. Sometimes, in some cases it was impossible to translate without considerable paraphrase. Boers and Demecheleer (1997) also analyzed metaphors from economics discourse comparing collected English, French and Flemish texts. They found that the most popular source domains in each language corresponded to national stereotypes. It is observed that British texts reflected their tendency to cherish gardening with their prevailing use of gardening metaphors over others. As Boers and Demecheleer's study suggested, as well as Deignan's (2005), the speakers' culture influences their choice of metaphor, as speakers choose metaphors from source domains that are salient to them. 

   The role of culture in the choice of metaphor is confirmed in other cross-cultural studies, like Charteris-Black's (2003) and Kövecses (2005). Charteris-Black emphasized the role of folk beliefs in forming culture-specific metaphors not shared by other cultures. Thus, where English tends to use metaphors referring to the heart as the center of feeling, Malay tends to use the liver, reflecting traditional beliefs of the culture about the function of a particular organ and its relationship with a particular conceptual meaning. The English metaphor for feeling with the heart shows stark contrast with the Korean counterpart. Unlike the English examples, the Korean metaphor for feeling is not the heart but the chest or internal organs in general. 

Knowles, M, and R. Moon (2006: 86) ascribe the cross-cultural universality of certain metaphorical analogies to their basis in human experience. But they also recognize the divergence of the detail of metaphors and their exact realizations in vocabulary between languages. As Lakoff and John (1980) points out, metaphors are not just matters of language but originate in our thought and beliefs, and given the definition of culture as the shared understandings, we may say that metaphors reflect the specific society’s culture.
Lakoff developed the notion of systematicity of mapping and formulated the Invariance Principle as follows: 

   

   Metaphorical mappings preserve the cognitive typology (that is, the  image-schema structure) of the source domain, in a way consistent with  the target domain. (Lakoff 1993: 215) 

   According to Lakoff's theory, the conceptual metaphor is taken to be the link between points in the structure of the source domain and their corresponding points in the target domain. The Invariance Principle is about the relationships between the target domain points which are consistent with relationships between the source domain points. On the mapping of the aspects of the source domain onto the target domain, Lakoff points out that metaphorical mappings are always partial. This observation is not difficult to be confirmed as different sets of domains with different entities involved are the basic condition of developing linguistic metaphors. As the source domain and the target domain are not identical with some partial corresponding points, whether actual or imagined, the source domain is not completely mapped onto the target domain. There will always be some elements of the source domain that have no counterparts in the target domain. 

Deignan (2005:164), with the evidence from extensive corpus studies, asserts that the nature of the target domain does not just constrain the extent of the mapping, which the Invariance Principle argues. She insists that the nature of the target domain also shapes the mapping; Stockwell (1999) is quoted to have argued that for literary metaphors there is feedback from target to source domain meaning. 

3. Non-human entities treated as language users 
In contrast with other typical mappings between source and target domains, the speech act or communication is so frequently rendered into metaphorical expression even though there are lots of various kinds of vocabulary items specially developed for that particular activity. It is perhaps because the speech act or communication is an essential and pervasive human activity everybody performs almost every day with other people. In other words, the speech act is so pervasive and diverse in our human life that various metaphorical expressions in both Korean and English have been developed even though both of them have a sufficient supply of established vocabulary items and fixed phrases.
Wierzbicka (1987: 5) observes that English has as many as about 250 to 300 verbs designating speech acts. To describe, report, or comment on speech acts performed by others covers a major portion of our interpersonal communication. The human communication through language may be analyzed as consisting of three major parts: the sender of a message, the medium or the language itself, and the receiver of the message. Both the sender and the receiver of a message are human beings, as the language is characteristically a human activity. But as the language is a powerful means of conveying ideas or feelings and/or having others make or achieve things, some powerful entities, even though they are non-human and without human linguistic capacity, are often described as the senders and receivers of the language message. The first chapter of the Gospel According to St. John of the New Testament begins with the recognition of the importance of the word, which was identified with God, the Creator: 

· In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. 

   The medium to convey a message is to be analyzed into four different parts: 1) the physical organ for uttering sound, 2) the sound or letter forms, or silence, 3) specific language expressions, and 4) a genre, a socially sanctioned type of communicative event, either spoken or printed. But no examples are observed in which the mouth, tongue, or teeth essential in making speech sounds are expressed as a human being who uses a language. The message or language expression itself, as well as the voice or silence and a specific genre, is often described as doing something as a human being including speech acts. Both in Korean and English, many proverbs have been developed that pose linguistic activities as human beings. And in some cases, silence itself, which is understood as a meaningful application of language, in the sense that it conveys an idea or feeling, is treated as having a particular effect and described as a human being. 

  In English, various entities are used as the subject of speech act verbs. In such a case, the subject, despite its inanimateness, is understood as some agent that can utter or understand a human speech. The fable is a representative genre where animals or in some rare cases plants are given the roles of human beings that can speak a human language. On the other hand, the human language itself is a mighty medium of communication to convey one's idea to others or make things happen. Some abstract ideas, feelings, natural phenomena, or even inanimate things are described as using a human language to convey an idea or make things happen. 

   Many proverbs are concerned with our human language as an intentional agent that makes things happen and in such proverbs many inanimate objects as well as animals are described as making human speeches. 

4. Source domains for speech act in Korean and English 
English has a lot of conventional metaphors about communication, which covers a wider area than the speech act itself. Reddy (1993) and Lakoff and Johnson (1980) suggest a communication-as-conduit metaphor with examples like the following:

· It’s hard to get that idea across to him.

· I gave you that idea.

· It’s difficult to put my ideas into words.

· The meaning is right there in the words.

· His words carry little meaning.

· That’s not what I got out of what he said.

In these communication-as-conduit metaphors, a kind of conventional metaphors incorporating the conceptual system of a culture as reflected in its language, ideas are represented as objects, words as containers, and communication as sending the ideas in the words, so that the addressee may get the ideas out of the words. 

Lakoff and Johnson (1980) suggest another conventional metaphor for discourse in which the discourse is represented as a medium through which light can pass to one degree to another, such that the degree of clarity of the light medium represents the degree of understandability of the discourse. The typical case that belongs to this class of a discourse-as-light-medium metaphor has adjectives like ‘clear, transparent, opaque’ as well as verbs like ‘elucidate’ and ‘clarify.’
In this paper, it will be shown that there are additional source domains for speech act, which were not mentioned in the previous research on metaphors for discourse or communication. They are physical object and physical activity, food and cooking, musical performance, fighting, fire and water, trading, clothing, animals, and humans. It is noteworthy that only a particular portion of the categories for general metaphorical idioms is used for speech act. Frank Boers & Hélène Stengers (2008:63) listed 17 categories for metaphorical idioms commonly used in English, Dutch, and Spanish: agriculture & gardening; buildings & construction; clothes & adornment; commerce & accounting; entertainment & public performance; fauna & flora; food & cooking; games & sports; handicraft & manufacturing; health & medicine; jurisdiction & punishment;  mechanisms & machinery; religion & superstition; science & research; vehicles & transport; war & aggression; weather & natural phenomenon. The categorization is not absolute and may vary according to the nature of objects to be classified and the purpose of analysis, but at least the number of cases under each category should be similar and the level of meaning hierarchy should be similar to each other. For the purpose of the present study we do not have to subclassify physical object and physical activity into categories like buildings & construction, handicraft & manufacturing, health & medicine, mechanisms & machinery, vehicles & transport. Each of these categories is not manifested with sufficient cases to deserve a separate category.
4.1 Physical object and physical activity for speech act 

In both languages speech act is regarded as some physical activity with the speech output as some physical object that can be given, received, sent or dropped. Here the messages are treated as some physical things to give, send, receive, or just to drop. This type of metaphor is closely connected to the communication-as-conduit metaphor suggested by Reddy (1993) and Lakoff and Johnson (1980). But those examples Reddy (1993) provided for the communication-as-conduit metaphor are both about the creation and conveyance phases of communication. The idea or message expressed in words, phrases, sentences, or paragraphs as in “putting ideas into words” should be treated separately from the conveyance phase of communication, the speaker’s sending of a message to the hearer. Thus, while Reddy counted about 140 examples of this communication-as-conduit metaphor, the number covers both the creation phase and the conveyance phase of communication. The examples about the conveyance phase involving the hearer are about 32 verbs used in exchange of things: get (across), put (across), give, come (across), go, cram, stuff, make (across), let someone have, present someone with, send, pour (out), bring (out), leak (out), lay (out), let something drop, let something slip out, deliver oneself of, flow (out), gush out, ooze out, escape someone’s lips, throw out, toss out, blurt out, float around, circulate, move, arrive, travel, fall on deaf ears
But while conceding that hard statistics can ever be assembled about language expressions, Reddy (1993:177) compares his tally of 140 conduit metaphor expressions with about 30 or so expressions that are either metaphorically neutral or metaphorically opposed to the conduit framework. He claims that at least seventy percent of communication expressions is based on the conduit metaphor in English. The number seems to be misleading because Wierzbicka (1987) confirmed English has as many as about 250 to 300 verbs designating speech acts, not just 30 or so and I could assemble over 450 types of speech act verb. In addition to conduit metaphor, there seem to be other speech act metaphors in English. It would be a more appropriate way of research to analyze each different type of metaphor than to compare the number of expressions, as the number can never be exactly fixed in our creative human language practice. 

Anyway, the cases the author has assembled in Korean are much greater than English cases: 7 types for English where physical objects are used as the source domain of the output of speech act while 37 types are observed in Korean and 5 types versus 11 types for the speech act as some physical activities like 'move, block, reveal', etc. The representative examples are as follows: 

Speech act output as a physical object in English (7 types) 
· Then why do people use these words? Because they are crutches - oral crutches. 

· He has dropped several strong hints to his boss that . . . 
· The chairperson skillfully fielded several awkward questions. 
· I don't really understand what you mean.  Could you give me an example?  // Didn't she even give you a hint where she was going?  
· The proposal was laid before the committee. 
· He received a stern rebuke from the manager for arriving at work an hour late.  
· They will receive a mighty dose of cognitive dissonance. 
Speech act output as a physical object in Korean (37 types) 

· “산소에 갔다오나.” 하고 말을 건네준다. (hand over) 

· 왜 이렇게 목소리를 깔어? (lay down) 

· 제가 말을 잘못 꺼냈나 봐요. (draw out) 

· 할 말을 잃었다 (lose) 

· 까다/까발리다 (peel off), 걸다 (hang), 걸치다(put on), 내다(bring up, draw out), 끊다(cut off), 내비치다(show), 넣다(put in), 늘어놓다(lay out), 입에 달다(hang on the mouth), 담다(put in), 던지다 (throw), 덧붙이다(add), 돌리다(turn), 뒤집다(reverse), 들다(lift), 들먹이다(move up), 들추다(reveal), 막다(block), 묻어두다(bury), 받다 (receive), 부풀리다(swell), 불어나다(enlarge), 쓰다(use), 잇다(connect), 자르다(cut off), 정리하다(arrange), 주다(give), 지우다(erase), 축축하다(wet), 터놓다(open up), 털어놓다(shake out), 튀어나오다(spring out), 풀다/풀리다(untangle) 

Speech act as a physical activity in English (5 types) 
· Besides adding weight to the argument that . . . 

· During one meeting, Gallegos said, Sanmarco carried on a conversation with herself . . . 

· The historian Thomas Carlyle held that Bacon could "converse with this universe, first-hand." 

· You were not the only reader to point this out.  

· He touched briefly on his own travels.  

· Speech act as a physical activity in Korean (11 types) 

· 강청댁은 임이네 말을 걸고 들며 무섭게 다그친 것이다. (to hook up) 

· 작업의 비결을 묻자 망설임 없이 '학교 수업'을 꼽는다.  (to count) 

· 임이네는 입장 곤란한 얘기는 슬쩍 피하고 얼굴 얘기로 돌려 놓는다. (to turn around) 

· . .하고 못을 박듯이 말했다. (to nail) 

· 야무네가 마지막 비질을 하듯 말하고 나갔다. (to sweep for the last time)

· 이라고 점을 찍고 말하지는 않았으나 (to put a point)

· . .는 기름을 짜듯 육박해간다. (to charge as if squeezing out oil)

· 평산도 냉랭하게 응수한다. (to return)

· 냉정하게 칼로 자르듯 말했으나  (as if cutting with a knife)

· 정곡을 찔렀다. (to pierce) 

· 증오심에 가득찬 얼굴로 역관직을 헐뜯었다.  (to pick on) 

4.2 Food and cooking for speech act 
Eating and cooking food is the basic requirement in our human lives and food-related expressions are frequently used to describe many diverse activities and the target domain of speech act is mapped unto the source domain of food and cooking in both Korean and English. And for this food-related domain, the number of the types observed in Korean speech act expressions is greater than that observed in English, as shown in the following examples. 

  The kinds of food, eating and cooking made use of in Korean and English for description of speech act show different patterns reflecting the two languages' cultural background. There are several food-related activities both languages commonly use in referring to speech act: chewing and spitting out words or sentences; bitter or sweet words. However, concrete food items like bread crumbs, beef, beans, or butter are used for speech act in English while in Korean, instead of specific food items, various flavors like sweet, bitter, savory, insipid, or appetizing are used to describe the contents of the speech. Cooking methods used for speech in both languages also reflect the background culture: English just uses brewing, mincing or grilling while Korean uses much diverse methods like fermenting, chopping, baking and boiling, pounding, and even adding spice. The different cooking methods of each of the background cultures are reflected in the different types of metaphors for the same speech act.
English speech act as food (12 types) 

· Britney spilled the beans that . . . 

· He chewed out his secretary for being late to work.  // They take issues that have been chewed over for centuries and finally succeed in reducing them to cud.

· Gordon Lish does love his sentences. Chewing them up, spitting them out, sucking them back, he sends them tumbling over one another in a sort of waterfall of consciousness. 

· It's a good story but it needs beefing up a bit before we can publish it. 

· I tried buttering her up. 

· At last Andrew gave them a crumb of information. 

· His words are all sugar-coated. 

· The entire audience was entranced by her clear sweet voice. 

Korean speech act as food (19 types) 
내뱉다 (spit out), 씹어뱉다 (chew and spit out), 곱씹다 (chew over), 쏟아놓다 (pour out), 빼먹다 (take out and eat), 삼키다 (swallow), 사탕발림 (sugar-coated words), 말이 달다 (sweet words), 쓴 소리 / 고언 (bitter words), 먹히다 (to be eaten), 구수한 이야기 (savory), 싱거운 말솜씨 (insipid) 

· 익은 밥 먹고 선 소리 한다. (uncooked) 

· 엄마라는 말에는 친근감만이 아니라 나 좀 돌봐줘,라는 호소가 배어 있다. (steeped)

· 작가주의 감독이 토해낸 궤변 (vomit)

· 삶은 호박에 이도 안들어갈 소리 (hard to bite)

· 마음속 앙금으로 남아 있던 말 (dregs)

· 그거 구미 당기는 얘기다. 진작 그렇게 나올 일이지. (appetizing) 

English speech act as cooking (5 types) 

· . . . potentially ugly debate is brewing that would pit communities of faith against farmers and environmentalists.  //  A controversy was brewing over the reasons for . . . 

· Rumours of financial scandals have come bubbling along, quite nicely, for some months. 

· She was desperate to stop this woman from calling her day and night, grilling her about potential candidates. 

· Never one to mince words, Carlie told her daughter that her looks were fading. 

· The investigators complained about the difficulties of squeezing information out of residents.  

· Korean speech act as cooking (11 types) 

· 오랜 경험이 녹아있는 곰삭은 이야기 (well-fermented) 

· . . . 는 실패작으로 낙인 찍혀 도마의 한 가운데에 오를 가능성이 높아진다. (to be put on the chopping board) 

· 은씨는 옆에서 연신 지껄이고 있었다. . . .병원에서 내는 음식을 먹겠느냐, . . , 등등 하찮은 선심을 튀겨서 부풀려서.  (pop and raise)

· 함안댁 얘기는 뜸이 들기 시작했고 (to be steamed to a proper degree) 

· 사람을 구워삶다 (bake and boil),  녹이다 (thaw), 들들 볶다 (parch, roast) 

· 동네 사람의 입방아에서 벗어나지 못하리라  //  한동안 마을 안은 시끄러웠다. 여기저기 아낙들이 몰려다니며 부지런히 입방아를 찧었다. (pound) 

· 교체를 두고 논란을 빚다 (shape dough) 

· 이것 저것 양념친 소설 (add spice) 

· "아니다." 얼버무려 놓고 혼자 중얼거린다 (mix)
· 한편에선 ‘소녀취향’이라고 깎아내리는 목소리도 있다. (cut down)
4.3 Musical performance for speech act 
Both Korean and English use some expressions of musical performance for speech act, but they are not so widely used as other domains. The remarkable point in this domain is that in Korean, the two major musical expressions for speech act, ‘맞장구치다 (to chime in)’ and ‘장단을 맞추다 (to beat time)’ are not about the one speaker's speech only but about the speaker and hearer's interaction, the hearer showing response to the speaker as in the traditional Korean music using small drums to accompany the main performance. Through these metaphorical expressions the specific type of interaction between the speaker and the hearer is highlighted among various aspects of speech act, which may be interpreted as reflecting the collectivistic Korean culture. 

English speech act as musical performance (4 types) 
· "Bum's rush! Bum's rush! Bum's rush!" Dubay chanted, laughing. 

· "But Merit," chimed in Slip, . . . 

· "Hi," they chorused. 

· Finally, Mr. Obama did a riff on the question . . .
· She picked up the phone and sang a few words. //  She gave us a song and dance about where she'd been all day. 

Korean speech act as musical performance (4 types) 

· 확실한 근거없이 맞장구칠 수 없어 나무라기는 했으나  (to chime in) 

· 사또는 지나갔고 암만 나팔을 부니 무슨 소앵이고. (to blow the horn) //  취하는 사내는 모두 남의 허점 주워 담았다가 나발 부는 밑천으로 삼는다 그랬지요?  (to blow the horn) 

· 평산은 애써 조준구 이야기에 장단을 맞추었다.  (to beat time) 

· 아침부터 무슨 돈 타령이냐?  (to bring up the topic again and again) 

4.4 Fighting as speech act 
Fighting is another most typical source domain for speech act in both Korean and English. This is the same metaphor Lakoff and Johnson (1980) terms as ARGUMENT IS WAR. Many words used for fighting and battles are used for speech act in both languages. This aspect is one of the rare areas that show uniformity in both cultures. It may be a reflection of human character. The representative examples are shown below. 

English fighting as speech act (9 types)

- We are bombarded by the news media about . . . 
- I demolished his argument.
-The Montgomery County Council, which will take up the issue next month, needs to move quickly and deftly if it is to defuse this politically explosive issue.  //  an explosive charge 
-"No," he fired back, tired and frustratedYour claims are indefensible.
-The political fallout of the revelations has been immense
-After a frigid pause, a second disgruntled Daughter asked point blank if Mrs. Roosevelt had made personal arrangements for the reception.
-He shot down all of my arguments.
-Even during the hapless tussle with the District's Board of Education, . . . 

Korean fighting as speech act (12 types) 

· 생각없이 대뜸 내뱉은 말이 당장 김반장의 공격망에 걸려버린 것이다 (attack network)
· ". . .를 이긴 것 아니냐"고 꼬집었다. (pinch)
· 이동진은 자신의 말 한 마디 한 마디가 비수가 되어 아들 심장에 꽂히는 것을 안다. (pierce the heart)
· 그러면서도 서로를 향해 "너 때문에" 한국정치가 후퇴하고 있다고 다투기까지 한다. (quarrel)
· 치수는 준구에게 대어들듯 말했다 (defy)
· 과거사와 영토논쟁이 뜨거운 한국과 중국, 일본 (word fight)
· . . . 에 대한 지원 사격을 서슴지 않는다. (covering fire)
· . . . 등을 거론하며 맹공을 퍼붓자 (fierce attack)
· 머가 그리 죽을 죄를 졌다고 몰아세우노!  (chase up)
· 이럴 수 있느냐"며 반격을 가했다.  (counter-attack)_
· 라며 얼마나 쏘아대던지 (shoot)
· 맞받아치다  (hit back)

· '우리 회사는 내일 망할지도 모른다'고 폭탄 발언을 하며  (bomb declaration)
4.5 Fire and water as speech act 

Fire and water are two most frequently used domains of metaphor to describe abstract ideas or feelings and it is remarkable that only English has some examples using the domain of fire for speech act: 4 types. For water-flowing as speech act, Korean and English show 9 and 7 types of expression, respectively. The representative examples are as follows: 

Fire (4 types)
- Your insincere apology just added fuel to the fire.  //  This proved insufficient to dampen the fires of controversy.
- "They treat us like this because we're from Naples," he fumed. 
- A U.N. report that implicated . . .ignited renewed demands that . . .

- HURRICANE KATRINA, and the accompanying coverage of the overwhelmingly poor and black evacuees hit hardest by the storm, has rekindled the national debate about poverty and race, 

English water-flowing as speech act  (7 types) 
· I dismissed it as some sycophant floating her name just to get their own nomination some day.

· those theories which reverse the direction of the structuralist's explanatory flow.
· She spent most of her time at the party gushing to Jim about how wonderful it was for him to . . . 
· "If he pulls through this." She waits, letting it sink in. 
· Their voices are spilling through the lecture hall.  //  The names spilled from me. 
· . . ., after rumors swirled for weeks over its possible conclusions.
· A torrent of abusive criticism broke loose on these two principal offenders. 

· Korean water-flowing as speech act  (9 types) 

· 어쩌면 준구를 향해 퍼붓는 욕설이었는지 모른다 (pour down)

· 논의가 다시 부상하다/떠오르다  (float)

·  ...이라는 놀림이 쏟아지다 (gush out) 
· 성숙이 입에서 말이 줄줄 나왔다. (flow out) 
· 말이 청산유수다 (flowing stream) 
· 나직한 목소리가 문 의원 귓가에 흘러 들어왔다. (flow in) 
· 휴전논의가 급물살을 타고 있다. (shoot down rapids) 
· 부동산 관련이 소송이 봇물처럼 터져 나온다 (water in a reservoir to flush out) 
This category may be termed as weather & natural phenomenon as Frank Boers & Hélène Stengers (2008) suggested for idiomatic metaphors when we have to incorporate the following example: 
- 이 일로 인해 아버지로부터 불벼락이 떨어질 것은 불보듯 뻔한 일이었다. (for a severe fire-thunder-like rebuke to fall)
  - 나리께서 벼락 내리시믄 우짤라꼬. (What if the master would drop thunderstroke.)

However, this is an isolated example and there are not such diverse variants as in the case of fire and water themselves, so it may be categorized as an exceptional case of the category, fire and water.
4.6 Trading for speech act 
Economic activity is another essential area of the human society and the money-related activity is a major source domain for many abstract ideas or interactions. It is another peculiar domain English makes frequent use of for mapping the speech act, as shown in the following examples. 

· But at least he had bought her story about not feeling well. 
· There are two very distinct sides to the humor coin: the comic and the tragic. 
· He tried to see it as a story. He could, but he knew it would never sell. 
· The goal has not been wholesale rejection of the network of notions found to be suspect. 
· 잘못한 사람이나 안 한 사람이나 모두 도매금으로 욕을 먹었다. (to be scolded wholesale, without distinction)
4.7 Clothing for speech act 

Clothing is used in both languages to describe speech act, as shown in the following examples. While Korean has only examples for sowing or weaving used as speech act, English shows more diverse examples of clothing like cloaks, hats, or veils as well as sowing or weaving activities. It is noteworthy that while in any culture the clothing is regarded as a very essential element in our everyday life, English uses more diverse types of clothing for speech act metaphor. All the Korean examples found in the data are about threads to connect or unravel, while in English expressions about some textile being spun are used.
English clothing for speech act (7 types) 
· This selection of 'correct' type of employee comes across as simply discrimination cloaked in the language of opportunity and potential.

· Ms. Granger then cushions each definition with daily context

· Stardom in any language is old hat for Shakira. 
· English is a stretch language: one size fits all. 
· . . . trying to spin a mountain of facts into a compelling narrative.  //  He spun a tale of bygone days. 
· There you go again expecting me to hold on to a conversational thread.

· He was making veiled threats, but the veil was very thin.  

· Korean clothing for speech act (4 types) 

· 가느다란 실오라기 한 가닥 작은 귀띔만 잡아도 (a fine thread of hint)
· . . . 하고 맥빠진 어투로 이야기를 잇는다. (piece together)

· 봉순네는 담담하게 남의 말을 하는 것 같은 표정으로 자기 이야기를 풀어놓기 시작한다. (unravel)
· 이야기가 술술 풀려만 간다면  //  말이란 한번만 눈 딱 감고 시작하면 실타래에서 풀려나오는 명주실처럼 길고도 질기게 계속될 것이었다 (unravel) 

4.8 Animals for speech act 

Animals are also frequently used in metaphorical expressions for many diverse domains of abstract ideas or human characters. This category is unique for speech act and shows the typical characteristics of communication as interaction between living beings not shared by plants. Thus, Frank Boers & Hélène Stengers’ category of fauna & flora is too broad for this domain. For this domain of animals, especially the sound or manners of speech are the target, as shown in the following examples. English shows 9 different types while Korean shows 6. It is noticeable that the animals used in English expressions are dogs, donkeys, cows, tigers, sheep, or snakes and mostly for their typical sound. On the other hand, in Korean the animal is used for the discourse structure as a whole, which is treated as an animal with a head, waist, and tail. In addition to dramatizing the speech act with a peculiar's characteristic sound like the dog's barking, Korean also regards speech act as an animal to chase or the whole body as the discourse structure. 

English animals for speech act (9 types) 
· His bark is worse than his bite.
· "Next time I see you I'm gonna hurt you!" Garton bellowed after the departing pair.

· He had a biting tongue. 
· Her voice was shockingly loud. 'Put the chair down,' she brayed. 
· "You were at that match?" croaked the young doctor. 
· "Ouch!" she hissed as pain shot down her shin. 
· "And I'm sorry!" he roared, throwing his round head back with glee. 
· "And why would you do something like that?" she snarled, 
· I heard a visiting VIP yelp, "Omigod, I just saw Tony Show!" 

Korean animals for speech act (6 types) 

· 여태까지의 얘기를 시답잖은 것으로 돌려버리듯 준구는 치수편으로 말머리를 돌렸다 (the head of words)
· 칠성이 다시 말허리를 꺾으며 이죽거렸다 (the waist of words) 
· 꼬고 비틀고 말꼬리 잡고, 잘하는 짓이다. (the tail of words) 
· 짖어대다 (to bark) 
· 또다른 논란을 몰고 오다 (to chase) 
· 한마디씩 핀잔이 날아왔다. (to fly) 

4.9 Speech act as Humans 

The last and the most important area of source domain for speech act is the human. In this domain, English has absolutely more examples than Korean and this may be interpreted as a revealing case that reflects the rationalistic or rhetorical orientation of the American culture. In rationalistic or logical way of thinking, the cause and effect pattern prevails in everyday speech. On the other hand, in collectivistic or relational-oriented Korean culture, this kind of rationalistic pattern is not highly developed. Instead, the speech is regarded as a person coming, going, entering, or passing rather than doing something as an agent to a patient, with a certain result. The Korean speech is described just a kind of spontaneous natural phenomenon. Thus, the humans occur as the subject of an intransitive verbs like '나오다 (come out), 돌아가다 (go around), 지나가다 (pass by), etc.' The author could collect as many as 98 types for this kind of construction with transitive verbs for English while only 5 for Korean. Typical examples are shown below: 

English speech act as a person (99 types) 
· His speech afforded a great pleasure to all those who were present.
· Her accent argues her to be a foreigner.  
· Such weak argument won't bear serious examination. 
· She was bowled over by what he was saying to her. 
· But the mere mention of the children brought tears to my eyes. 
· This story will carry you back to your boyhood. 
· Other glaring questions cry out for answers.
· Thoughtless word cost me a friend. 
· His speeches fermented trouble among the workforce. 
· But no good deed goes unpunished, as the old saying goes. 
· His request indicates a serious absence of class. 
· What we say here never leaves this room. 

· His wife's words touched a raw nerve.
Other verbs: create, defy, describe, determine, distinguish, distract, divide, document, drive, ease, empower, encourage, end, engage, evade, evoke, excite, fail, fill, finish, fire, frame, frighten, fuel, give, greet, have, illustrate, impel, impress, influence, interest, interfere, intrigue, invite, keep, kindle, lead, leave, make, neglect, occasion, offend, outrage, pass, persuade, precipitate, predispose, present, produce, promise, prompt, prove, provide, provoke, put, puzzle, reach, represent, return, reveal, say, send, serve, shake, shed light on, shock, show, spark, spell, startle, stimulate, stir, stop, strike, stun, suggest, surprise, swell, tell, trigger, turn, turn off, unnerve, wait, warn, whet, win 

Korean speech act as a person (5 types) 

· "비키소! 비키요오." 노성이 뒤통수를 친다. (to hit the back of the head) 
· 무심히 두만네가 한 말이 강청댁 비위를 거슬러 놓고 말았다. (to upset) 
· 꺽쉰 목소리가 디룩디룩 살찐 몸뚱이의 징그러운 인상을 많이 감해 주었다. (to reduce) 
· 그때의 너의 엄마를 보았다는 역 구내 사람들의 증언이 그것을 뒷받침한다. (to support it) 
· 사서가 발음한 '허락'이라는 말이 너의 마음을 움직였다. (to move your heart) 

Korean speech act as a person with intransitive verbs (12 types) 

· 소문이라는 것은 흔히 사실보다 한발 먼저 가는 수가 있다. (go one step earlier) 
· 엄마의 노여운 목소리가 건너왔다. (cross over) 
· 나도 처음 해 보는 이야기들이 끌려나오기도 했다. (be drawn out) 
· 나돌다, 돌아가다, 들어가다, 들어오다, 따르다 (go around, go back, go into, come into, follow) 
· 엄마의 입에 붙어산 말들 중 하나는 "계집애가" 였다. (live attached to) 
· 대문 앞까지 온 목소리는 떨리고 있었다. (come to the front of the gate) 
· 동학군을 도와주었다는 소문도 얼핏 지나갔고 (pass by) 
· 출산의 심각성은 전 세계적으로 '딩크족'이라는 신조어를 탄생시켰다. (bear) 

4.10 Speech act expressions showing the social status 

One of the most important differences between Korean and English speech act expressions is that Korean has developed many different vocabulary items and expressions that reflect the participants' relative social position like age, gender, familiar hierarchy, relative positions in the speech community, and the speech context. Polite terms should be used to the person higher in social position than the speaker, and special sentential endings are also developed. Words like ‘반말 (plain speech), 경어 (honorific form), 존대말 (respecting term)' are for the different types of expression used for people in equal, or higher social status. The difference of the social status between the interlocutors is indicated with variations of speech verbs. As the person of the higher social status is positioned higher than the one of the lower status, the lower person raises or bestows his or her speech to the higher person, who in turn lowers or drops his or her order or command. Verbs like ‘올리다 (to raise, bestow)’ and ‘내리다 (to lower, to give (an order))’ as well as '떨어지다 (fall down, drop)' are typically used to show the different social status as shown in the following examples: 

--제가 잠깐 말씀을 올리겠습니다 (I humbly raise you a remark for a moment.)
--주인사내의 어투는 차츰 내리막길이다. (The speech form of the house owner is slowly going downward.)
  --나리께서 벼락 내리시믄 우짤라꼬. (What if the master would drop thunderstroke.)
--출격하라는 지시가 떨어졌다. (The command to charge has fallen down.)
Korean has a special inventory of vocabulary items saved to be used to the speaker's senior interactant. They are residues from the past practice of speech used among people with strict division of classes like 왕wang (king), 양반yangban (aristocratic class), 평민pyeongmin (common people), and 하인hain (servant or slave class). Even though the democracy has been firmly established in the present Korea, general public still observe these traditional practices of using different terms to show the respect for the higher status person. The basic reason for such practices could be attributed to the typical Korean value of collectivism or harmony between people. It may be said that the Confucian idea of keeping the harmonious relationship and showing deference toward the senior member of the community is still strongly held and reinforced in some sense because of the linguistic practices, which cannot be so quickly changed as they are some kind of habitual and unconscious practices.
5. Conclusion 

Speakers of English have several conceptual metaphors for the concept of argument. It is to resort to several source domains in understanding a single target domain--argument. Kövecses (2002: 84) explains the reason with the following statement: 

   Since concepts (both target and source) have several aspects to them, speakers need several source domains to understand these different aspects of target concepts. 

Thus, the concept of argument with its various aspects like content, progress, and strength, will be comprehended through such conceptual metaphors as AN ARGUMENT IS A CONTAINER, AN ARGUMENT IS A JOURNEY, and AN ARGUMENT IS A BUILDING. Diverse metaphors for speech act are developed in Korean and English to highlight certain specific aspects of the speech act. Each of those metaphors represents a partial aspect out of various features characterizing the speech act. Only a certain class of the various aspects of a concept is likely to be characterized through metaphorical mappings in the conceptual metaphors. Thus, speech act in the two languages is described as a physical activity or physical object, food or cooking, musical performance, fighting, fire and water, trading, clothing, animals, and humans according to the situation. Each of those aspects is represented or highlighted differently, reflecting the two languages' cultural differences as well as the differences of language structures. 

   The most remarkable aspect that reveals the difference between Korean and English is that English has a much greater number of inanimate subject constructions than Korean, making the inanimate speech act itself as the subject of a transitive verb. It may be because English language does not have a strict constraint on the semantic content of the subject, which may be related to the fact that the Western or American culture is based on individualism and rationalism which pursues the logical or empirical relations between cause and effect regardless of the humanness of the cause for effect. 

  On the other hand, in Korean, except for some special cases, the subject of most sentences with transitive verbs is human or animate. Along with various linguistic devices that serve to show politeness toward the speaker's senior members, relation-oriented Korean culture is reflected in the various metaphorical expressions. Instead of using transitive verbs for the construction where speech act is represented as a human being, Korean examples use intransitive verbs. Thus, in contrast with the logical or empirical attitude of the Western culture of English, the Korean culture regards speech act as a kind of natural or spontaneous phenomenon, thus paying no special attention to the cause and effect relationship. 

  In conclusion, from this comparative study of Korean and English metaphorical usage of speech act we could confirm that Korean and American cultures are reflected in their language expressions, which in turn influence their conceptualization pattern. Other important aspects of speech act like the speech organs and sound patterns are also very important target domains that are described with interesting metaphors. In order to make this research a more comprehensive one covering the overall pattern of speech act metaphors, further study of these remaining areas should follow the present study. It is noteworthy that comparative study of two radically different languages like Korean and English is especially revealing in this kind of culture study. And the study of metaphors is a very intriguing area to find the cultural backgrounds of each language as well as the human's cognitive patterns in general. 
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