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Abstract: The aim of this study is to examine the effects of translating literarymetaphors from Serbian to English
on metaphor quality, aptness, metaphoricity, and familiarity. The research involved 55 Serbian metaphors
translated into English using the A is B form, which were then evaluated by 252 participants in two separate
studies. Study 1 served as an extension of a previous norming study. In it, a group of participants assessed 55
translated literary metaphorical expressions, and their evaluations were compared to those of the original
Serbian versions. In Study 2, a group of participants, divided into two subgroups, rated a collection of both the
original metaphorical expressions and their translated counterparts. The results indicate that the translated
metaphors generally scored higher in terms of aptness, familiarity, quality, and partially in metaphoricity. These
findings suggest that translating themetaphors into English had a positive impact on their perceived effectiveness
and familiarity. Several factors are considered to explain these outcomes, including the nature of the English
language itself, the participants’ exposure to English, and the translation process. Overall, this study highlights the
influence of translation on the perception of literary metaphors and provides insights into metaphor
interpretation.
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Abstract in Serbian: Ово истраживање је имало за циљ да испита утицај превођења књижевних
метафора са српског на енглески језик на оцењивање квалитета метафоре, способности извора да опише
циљ, метафоричности и степена познатости. Истраживање је обухватило 55 метафора у облику А је Б, уз
оцене укупно 252 испитаника у два одвојена задатка. Први задатак је представљао продужетак
претходног истраживања нормирања. У њему су испитаници оцењивали 55 преведених књижевних
метафоричних израза, а њихове оцене упоређене су са оценама оригиналних метафора на српском. У
другом задатку су две подгрупе испитаника оцењивале сужени избор оригиналних метафоричних
израза и њихових превода. Резултати показују да су преведене метафоре добиле више оцене за прила-
годљивост, познатост, квалитет и делимично за метафоричност. Ово указује на то да је превођење
метафора на енглески имало позитиван утицај на њихову перципирану ефективност и познатост.
Постоји неколико фактора који могу да расветле овакве резултате, попут природе енглеског језика,
изложености учесника енглеском и самог процеса превођења.
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1 Introductory remarks

The study of metaphor and its comprehension has been ongoing for years, highlighting the importance of
continued research in this area. To avoid problems such as limited sources, random pairing of source and target,
or inconsistent data, it is important to use a controlled and diverse corpus.When using different sources, selecting
the right variables can be challenging, which may affect the resulting theoretical claims. Focusing on literary
metaphorical expressions in Serbian (extending Stamenković et al. 2019a) and their translations into English, this
study aims to collect metaphor norming data across multiple dimensions and to evaluate the influence of
translation onmetaphor features. The studies ofmetaphor translation have rarely involved participants, and this
is, to our knowledge, the first study to involve evaluating metaphor features before and after the process of
translation.

1.1 Metaphor features

Researchers have identified various features ofmetaphors, with aptness and conventionality often highlighted as
key. Aptness occurs when the source domain uniquely and accurately represents the target domain, attributing
the source’s prominent properties to the target’s appropriate properties. This depends largely on how well the
statement captures the target’s crucial characteristic, influenced by the interaction between source and target.
Conventionality, another significant feature, refers to the frequency of encountering a metaphor. Initially
perceived as novel, repeated exposure renders a metaphor familiar, sometimes giving it a new literal inter-
pretation (Kittay 1987; Utsumi 2007). Thibodeau et al. (2017) emphasize metaphor features including surpris-
ingness, comprehensibility, familiarity, metaphoricity, and aptness – each contributing differently to our
understanding of metaphors. Other researchers like Chiappe et al. (2003) and Gernsbacher et al. (2001) focus on
meaningfulness, truthfulness, and the potential for inverting the source and target domains, or the unidir-
ectionality in most everyday metaphors (Kövecses 2010). Additionally, mental images (Gibbs and O’Brien 1990;
Gibbs et al. 2006), conventionality, and asymmetry (Saeed 2009) are also discussed. These features, though
sometimes overlapping, are distinctly named across various studies (Holyoak and Stamenković 2018; Roncero and
de Almeida 2015; Stamenković et al. 2019a). Gagné (2002) showed that metaphor comprehension is influenced by
aptness, expectedness, and prominence.

Aptness is the degree to which the source domain’s figurative meaning expresses the target domain’s crucial
feature (Blasko and Connine 1993; Chiappe and Kennedy 1999; Chiappe et al. 2003; Gerrig and Healy 1983;
Glucksberg andMcGlone 1999). For ametaphor to be highly apt, two conditionsmust bemet: (i) the source domain
must have the prominent feature being attributed, and (ii) the prominent feature of the source domain must be
relevant to the target domain. Even if there is aweak connection between the concept and its distinctiveness, new
source concepts can still create highly aptmetaphors (Camac andGlucksberg 1984). Aptness describes the relative
position of the source and target within their respective domains (Tourangeau and Sternberg 1981, 1982). This
feature represents the strength of the connection between the source domain and its figurative meaning (Bowdle
and Gentner 2005; Gentner and Wolff 1997; Wolff and Gentner 2000; see also Giora 1997). Conventionality can
describe how often a source domain expresses a specific figurative meaning and how quickly it conveys that
meaning (Bowdle and Gentner 2005). Another usage of conventionality relates to the familiarity of the source-
target pair (e.g., love is a journey; Gibbs 1992; Lakoff and Johnson 1980). Familiarity is a metaphor dimension
mostly describing the frequency of a metaphorical expression in a language. Within the present approach we are
going to examine this feature as familiarity (therefore we avoid doubling it, and do not use conventionality).

Subjective ratings are a commonmethod for assessing metaphor features or dimensions (Cardillo et al. 2010;
Cardillo et al. 2017; Katz et al. 1988; Roncero and de Almeida 2015; Stamenković et al. 2019a). Although reliable, the
validity of these ratings is unclear due to potential confusion between processing fluency and the dimension
being rated (Alter and Oppenheimer 2009; Jacoby et al. 1988; Jacoby and Whitehouse 1989; Kahneman 2011;
Thibodeau and Durgin 2011). This confusion might result in high correlations between distinct dimensions like
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aptness and familiarity (Jones and Estes 2006; Thibodeau and Durgin 2011) and question the findings of studies
based on subjective ratings (Thibodeau et al. 2017). Although subjective ratings can be useful, they should be
treated cautiously. Thibodeau et al. (2017) suggest using corpus analysis and latent semantic analysis (LSA;
Landauer and Dumais 1997) for objective measurements of familiarity and aptness. Corpus analysis determines
metaphor frequency in public discourse (Steen et al. 2010), while LSA uses multidimensional space to measure
metaphor quality based on previous studies on aptness (Kintsch 2000; Kintsch and Bowles 2002; Tourangeau and
Sternberg 1981).

1.2 Translating metaphors

Translating metaphors can be a complex task, as they often involve figurative expressions that convey meaning
beyond literal words. When working with metaphors in translation, it is crucial to consider the cultural, his-
torical, cognitive, and linguistic context of both the source and target languages to ensure that the translation
effectively captures the intended meaning. This may involve substituting the original metaphor with one that is
culturally appropriate, employing a simile or other figures of speech in the target language, or providing an
annotation or explanation in the target text (van den Broeck 1981).

Several studies have addressed the challenges of metaphor translation, leading to the development of
different approaches. Newmark (1980, 1988) viewed metaphors as stylistic devices, and this perspective has been
applied to translations between English and Ukrainian (Oliynyk 2014), as well as in studies of translation issues
involving metaphors categorized by Newmark (Dickins 2005). The translatability of metaphorical expressions is
related to the level of conceptual systems in the source and target cultures (Schäffner 2004). The cognitive
approach allows for more interlingual and intercultural variation in metaphorical language translation, as it
utilizes concepts from metaphor theory to help reflect on translation procedures (Shuttleworth 2017).

Steen (2014) suggests that the widespread presence of metaphors across languages is due to the universal
need for metaphors in thought, resulting in prior parallelism of metaphorical vocabulary between source and
target languages. However, Kövecses (2014) argues that, although universal embodiment may produce similar
metaphors, they differ across languages and cultures due to the complexity of human cognition. Therefore,
translators should consider contextual factors and choose the most adequate translation option, as metaphor
translation can be important for understanding cultures and values (see Arduini 2014). Numerous studies have
explored culture-specific differences in metaphorical expressions and their translation. Schäffner (2014) exam-
ines financial crisis metaphors in English and German, while other research includes metaphor translation in
popular sciencemagazines (Manfredi 2014) and cookery books (Lindqvist 2014), aswell as the role ofmetaphors in
establishing thematic, interpersonal, and textual links within and across texts (Swain 2014). Studies have also
explored the translation of figurative language in poetry (e.g., Béghain 2014; van der Heide 2014). Metaphor
translation studies have gradually becomemore descriptive, focusing on understanding the relationship between
source and target items (Samaniego Fernández et al. 2005).

When it comes to metaphors in Serbian (in the focus of our approach), although we find an extended line of
metaphor research (e.g., Antović 2009; Đurović and Silaški 2010a; Figar 2014; Klikovac 2004; Petrović 1967; Tasić
and Stamenković 2012; Vidanović 1995), as well as studies comparing and contrasting metaphorical expressions
in English and Serbian (e.g., Đurović and Silaški 2010b; Rasulić 2004; Vlajković and Stamenković 2013), no studies
have evaluated the impact of translation on metaphor understanding.

1.3 Norming studies

Taking everything into account, it can be said that research methods for studying metaphors exhibit some
unevenness, as they involve various techniques, tasks, instruments, and stimuli. This creates a need for norming
studies that would lead to more consistent and controlled research. One of the largest norming studies was
conducted by Katz et al. (1988), and featured both literary and non-literary metaphors. The scales in this study
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were reliable, and the chosen dimensions included comprehensibility, ease of interpretation, degree of meta-
phoricity, metaphor goodness, metaphor imagery, subject imagery, predicate imagery, felt familiarity, semantic
relatedness, and the number of alternative interpretations. The researchers concluded that individual differences
were apparent between participants, and there was a significant correlation among the 10 dimensions. Other
large-scale norming studies important to mention here are those conducted by Cardillo et al. (2010, 2017). Their
goal was to generate sufficient material for investigating metaphors in neuroscience by norming pairs of
metaphorical and literal sentences. The elements scored spanned from word to comprehension levels, and the
parameters included familiarity, naturalness, imageability, figurativeness, and comprehensibility. In another
metaphor norming study, Roncero and de Almeida (2015) examined frequency, saliency, and connotativeness
scores for the properties andwhether expression type (metaphor vs. simile) affected interpretations. Their results
indicate that metaphors activate more salient properties than similes, but connotativeness levels for metaphors
are similar to salient properties for similes. The authors concluded that the two expression types did not differ
across measures such as aptness, conventionality, familiarity, and interpretive diversity.

2 Background

Aiming to provide pre-tested materials for future psycholinguistic research, Stamenković et al. (2019a) developed
a normed metaphor corpus in the Serbian language, examining various features. The study normed 55
non-literary and 55 literary metaphors from seven questionnaires along seven dimensions: metaphoricity,
quality/goodness, aptness, familiarity, comprehensibility, source-target similarity, and number of
interpretations. Literary metaphors were sourced from renowned Serbian poets known for their rich meta-
phorical work, including Branko Radičević, Laza Kostić, Vojislav Ilić, Đura Jakšić, Desanka Maksimović, and
Branko Miljković, while non-literary metaphors were drawn from different non-literary sources, including
previous studies. When it comes to the literary metaphors, the poems used to select the items for the norming
study aimed to represent a wide range of poetic movements and styles. The expert, a literary scholar with a
linguistic background who was a native speaker of Serbian, had the task of extracting all metaphorical expres-
sions from these poems. These were then grouped, with all similar/duplicate metaphors counted as one. Sub-
sequently, all metaphors were transformed into the A is B form (with both elements being nominals), resulting in
the finalized list of 55 items. Participants rated the metaphors on a seven-point Likert scale for the first six
dimensions, while the seventh dimension, the number of interpretations, required listing the interpretations.
The analysis involved rating metaphors, comparing literary to non-literary metaphors, and examining the
relationships between dimensions. The study produced a normed corpus, reliable scales for each dimension
(Cronbach’s alpha between 0.91 and 0.99), and significant correlations among dimensions. Literary metaphors
had higher metaphoricity but were rated as less apt, familiar, and comprehensible, and with less apparent
source-target similarity. While the results for literary metaphors were unsurprising due to their poetic origins,
some participants rated non-literary metaphors as having higher quality, likely influenced by their perception
of aptness. As with Katz et al. (1988), the study found reliable ratings for each dimension and significant
interrelations among many dimensions. The items from this norming study have been used in several empirical
procedures (e.g., Milenković 2021; Stamenković et al. 2023; Ichien et al. 2024a; Ichien et al. 2024b).

3 The present approach and its aims

In this study, our aimwas to investigate the potential impact of translating literary metaphors from Stamenković
et al. (2019a) on four key aspects: metaphor quality, aptness, metaphoricity, and familiarity. These features were
chosen based on the metaphor feature list explained in the theoretical part (see Section 1), as well as on assessing
the relevance of different features used in previous similar research (Cardillo et al. 2010, 2017; Katz et al. 1988;
Roncero and de Almeida 2015). Given the length of the collection procedures, we opted for a smaller number of
features as compared to Stamenković et al. (2019a). Althoughwewere aware that isolated nominalmetaphors are
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not as common as one might think (for evidence, see Deignan et al. 2013; Steen 2014), we still followed the pattern
to make the study comparable to the previous norming studies. We decided to focus on literary metaphors as
they proved to be more needed in the realm of metaphor studies (see Jacobs and Kinder 2018; Stamenković et al.
2019b; Stamenković et al. 2020, 2023) precisely because contemporary studies have predominantly focused
on “common”, “everyday” metaphors, very frequently generated by scholars rather than poets. To accomplish
this, we conducted two separate empirical procedures, both of which involved participant evaluations using
the same rating scale as in Stamenković et al. (2019a). The first study served as a direct extension of the
Stamenković et al. (2019a) norming article, where a group of participants assessed 55 translated literary meta-
phorical expressions, and their evaluationswere compared to those of the original Serbian versions. In the second
study, two groups of participants rated a collection of both the original metaphorical expressions and their
translated counterparts.

3.1 Study 1

3.1.1 Participants

A total of 186 participants took part in this study, which included 139 females, 46 males, and one undeclared. The
average age of the participants was 21.7 years. All participants were Serbian English language students at the
Faculty of Philosophy, University of Niš, represented various levels of study, and participated for course credit.
Therefore, they were selected from a pool similar to the one employed in the previous study, but at a different
time (and thus encompassed different students), which makes the two groups comparable. In this study we
explicitly controlled for knowledge of English. The study focused on a single department to ensure participants
were fluent in English. The study was approved by the Research Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Philosophy,
University of Niš. Their outcomeswere compared to those of the participants from Stamenković et al. (2019a), who
were involved in rating literary metaphors based on quality, aptness, metaphoricity, and familiarity. This
comparison group selected from the previous study consisted of 133 participants, with 99 females, 33 males, and
one undeclared, and had a mean age of 21.6 years.

3.1.2 Instrument and procedure

The study utilized all 55 literarymetaphorical expressions from Stamenković et al. (2019a). Thesemetaphorswere
translated into English by two translators (KM and DS), with a third translator (MT) verifying the translations.
Participants evaluated the metaphors on a seven-point Likert scale for quality, aptness, metaphoricity, and
familiarity. A comprehensive list of both the original and translated items can be found in the appendix.1 The
study consisted of four questionnaires, each designed to gather data on one of the four dimensions measured for
the 55 metaphors. The metaphors were presented in a random order within the questionnaires. Participants
first provided basic personal information, and then followed the instructions for completing the tasks.
Completing the questionnaires took up to 30 min, depending on the task difficulty, with 42–50 participants per
questionnaire. The participants were randomly assigned to one of the questionnaires, which considerably
reduced the completion time (55 rather than 220 sentences to assess) and resembled the procedure from the
original study. The questionnaires were created using Google Forms and were completed online. The questions
within each questionnaire were tailored to address the specific dimension being assessed and to be as friendly as
possible to all participants (of course, different participants could still have a slightly different understanding of
the dimensions):
(1) Metaphoricity: Howmetaphorical are the statements in the following list? (For eachmetaphor, seven possible

answers were given ranging from 1 – “not metaphorical” to 7 – “very metaphorical”.)

1 Available online at https://doi.org/10.17632/rnfk7xpwbg.1.
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(2) Quality: How would you rate the quality of the metaphorical expressions in the following list? (For each
metaphor, seven possible answers were given ranging from 1 – “of poor quality” to 7 – “of extraordinary
quality”.)

(3) Aptness – for each source-target pair there was a question, for example: In the sentence A woman is a flower,
how apt is the concept B to describe the concept A? (For each metaphor, seven possible answers were given
ranging from 1 – “not apt” to 7 – “very apt”.)

(4) Familiarity: How familiar are the metaphors in the following list? (For each metaphor, seven possible
answers were given ranging from 1 – “not familiar” to 7 – “very familiar”.)

3.1.3 Results

The results of Study 1 are summarized in Table 1 and Figure 1 – the original metaphor scores come from
Stamenković et al. (2019a), while the translation scores were obtained from the present study.

Table 1 presents a comparison of the original and the translated metaphors across four properties: meta-
phoricity, quality, aptness, and familiarity. Independent samples t tests confirmed that the differences were
significant in three out of four cases, at the level of p < 0.001. Only in the case of metaphoricity was the difference
insignificant – the original metaphors (M= 4.77, SD = 1.13) and their translations (M= 4.79, SD = 0.84) did not differ
significantly when it came to the perceivedmetaphoricity, t(84) = 0.75, p = 0.94. Translatedmetaphors consistently
exhibited higher mean scores than their original counterparts in all aspects. Notably, translated metaphors
demonstrated a considerable increase quality: the translated metaphors (M = 4.45, SD = 0.75) were judged as
having a substantially higher quality than the original ones (M = 3.28, SD = 0.85), t(75) = 6.36, p < 0.001. A similar
patternwas found in the judgedmetaphor aptness – the translatedmetaphors (M= 4.45, SD = 0.68) were judged as
being more apt than the original ones (M = 3.57, SD = 0.66), t(78) = 5.71, p < 0.001. Finally, familiarity also showed a
marked improvement in the translated versions (M = 3.82, SD = 1.17) as compared to the original metaphorical
expressions (M = 2.81, SD = 1.11), t(74) = 3.81, p < 0.001. The results suggest that translation from Serbian into
English may have enhanced certain aspects of metaphors, particularly aptness and quality, while maintaining
similar levels of metaphoricity. Furthermore, it is possible that these findings stem from the participants’

Table : Mean scores per feature in Study .

Property Mean SD N

Metaphoricity – original . . 

Metaphoricity – translated . . 

Quality – original . . 

Quality – translated . . 

Aptness – original . . 

Aptness – translated . . 

Familiarity – original . . 

Familiarity – translated . . 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Familiarity – translated

Familiarity – original

Aptness – translated

Aptness – original

Quality – translated

Quality – original

Metaphoricity – translated

Metaphoricity – original

Figure 1: Mean scores per feature in Study 1.
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preference for reading in English. The results for each item are given in the appendix. It is worth noting that in the
original study all four features were positively and significantly correlated with each other, while in the
translation-based study, metaphoricity was not correlated with the remaining features.

The results in this section are derived from the responses provided by different groups of students
(i.e., Study 1 involved students of English, but the comparison group from the previous study involved
psychology students alongside students of English) tested on two separate occasions and containing an un-
equal number of participants. To determine whether the same pattern would emerge, we conducted a similar
procedure involving both the original and translatedmetaphors with a new, homogenous group of participants
tested concurrently and divided into two equal subgroups.We also decided to focus on those expressions which
exhibited the biggest discrepancies between originals and translations in Study 1.

3.2 Study 2

3.2.1 Participants

In Study 2, a total of 66 participants were involved, including 43 females and 23 males, with an average age of 22.4
years. These participants were once again English language students from various levels of study at the Faculty of
Philosophy, University of Niš. All participants were native speakers of Serbian and fluent in English. They
participated for course credit. The participants were divided into two subgroups, and the metaphors were
allocated and counterbalanced between the groups in regard to the language and features, as described in the
following subsection. The study was approved by the Research Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Philosophy,
University of Niš.

3.2.2 Instrument and procedure

To have two groups of students rate metaphorical expressions on two dimensions each, we chose to examine a
subset of the metaphors assessed in Study 1. Specifically, we calculated the mean differences between the
originals and translations across all four dimensions and selected the 20 of the 55 items where the differences
were most significant. Original metaphorical expressions with odd positions in the difference ranking and
translations with even positions (a total of 20 items, 10 in each language) were assigned to one group of 33
students, while the remaining 20 items were assigned to the other 33 students. This ensured that no group
rated both the original and the translation of the same metaphorical expression (no one could see one metaphor
in both languages). Both groups provided ratings for two different metaphor features (each participant
encountered the 20 items twice). All other aspects of this study were the same as those in Study 1, so the
descriptions will not be repeated here. All items can be found in the appendix.

3.2.3 Results

The results of Study 2 are summarized in Table 2 and Figure 2.

Table : Mean scores per feature in Study .

Property Mean SD N

Metaphoricity – original . . 

Metaphoricity – translated . . 

Quality – original . . 

Quality – translated . . 

Aptness – original . . 

Aptness – translated . . 

Familiarity – original . . 

Familiarity – translated . . 
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Paired-sample t tests confirmed that the differences were significant in all four cases, at the level of p < 0.001.
Like in Study 1, in Table 2 and Figure 2 we can see a comparative analysis of original and translated metaphors,
focusing on four properties: metaphoricity, quality, aptness, and familiarity. Translated metaphors consistently
exhibit higher mean scores than the original metaphors across all four categories. The most significant
improvement is observed in familiarity, with translated metaphors (M = 3.61, SD = 1.22) rated as more familiar
than the original ones (M = 3.00, SD = 1.11), t(65) = 6.11, p < 0.001. Additionally, there was a noticeable increase in
aptness, where again the translated metaphors (M = 4.71, SD = 0.80) were seen as more apt than the originals
(M = 4.25, SD = 0.87), t(65) = 5.32, p < 0.001. Similarly, the translated versions (M = 4.62, SD = 0.88) were rated as
having a higher quality than the original expressions (M = 4.12, SD = 0.95), t(65) = 6.13, p < 0.001. Finally, in the
second studywe also found a pattern thatwasmissing from thefirst one –namely, the translated set ofmetaphors
(M= 5.12, SD = 0.92)was also rated as beingmoremetaphorical than the original set (M= 4.67, SD = 0.99), t(65) = 6.65,
p < 0.001.

The data once again suggests that when translated into English, Serbian poetic metaphors become rated
higher on the tested dimensions. The results for each item are again given in the appendix. When it comes to
correlations, in both the Serbian and English versions of metaphors, all four features were positively and
significantly correlated with each other. Comparing the results from Study 1 and Study 2, we can observe some
notable similarities in the properties of original and translated metaphors. In both studies, translated metaphors
exhibit higher mean aptness scores compared to the original versions. A similar trend is seen in the familiarity
and quality categories, with translated metaphors consistently outperforming the original metaphors. The most
significant change in Study 1 is found in quality, while in Study 2, the greatest change is observed in familiarity.
Metaphoricity scores reveal an increase in both studies for translated metaphors. Overall, these findings suggest
that, in Serbian students of English, translation from Serbian into English may enhance certain aspects of
metaphors, such as aptness, familiarity, and quality, while also leading to a moderate increase in metaphoricity.

4 Discussion

It is evident that translating the metaphors in these studies from Serbian to English plays a significant role in
increasing the perceived aptness, familiarity, and quality of metaphors. However, the reasons behind this
phenomenon remain unclear. Comparing the results of Serbian and Englishmetaphors in this study to the results
of literary and non-literary metaphors in a previous study reveals a similarity. Translating the metaphors into
English seems to have led respondents to perceive them as less poetic but more apt and familiar, while main-
taining the same level of metaphoricity as in the previous study. This observation suggests that respondents find
English metaphors closer to their everyday speech, and feel more comfortable around English in general, as
previous research has shown that literary metaphors sound less familiar and comprehensible than non-literary
ones. Viewing the findings from this perspective justifies the increase in aptness and familiarity and helps make
sense of the higher perceived quality when considered in relation to aptness perception. The persistence in
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Familiarity – translated

Familiarity – original
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Aptness – original

Quality – translated

Quality – original
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Metaphoricity – original

Figure 2: Mean scores per feature in Study 2.
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metaphoricity levels in the first study may indicate that the chosen metaphors indeed have a strong rhetorical
effect, and therefore, need to be interpreted as truly figurative, regardless of the language in which they appear.

Moreover, the participants in this study were English language students who had extensive exposure to
English through their curriculum and direct instruction on various aspects of the English language, literature,
and culture. Consequently, it could be expected that they would perceive metaphors translated into English as
more apt and familiar. In addition, it is possible that the respondents perceive translated literary metaphors as
such because a substantial number of their courses are literary, revolving around analyses of poetry abundant
in metaphors, that is, their mind is, in a way, “trained” to recognize metaphors in English with ease and
understand them accordingly. Their continuous and effective exposure to English and its linguistic patterns likely
influenced their perception of metaphor translations, making them appear more apt and familiar than the
original Serbian metaphors. In other words, their higher proficiency in English may have facilitated their
evaluation of metaphors translated into English due to their ongoing contact with the language. Since the
translation process employed in this study was as literal as possible, it was perhaps the case that the higher level
of conventionality and familiarity possessed by the participants when it came to the everyday use of their native
Serbian language led to a lower level of familiarity with Serbian metaphors. What this means is that these
metaphors might have sounded stranger to the students’ ears compared to their English counterparts, as they did
not naturally expect such source-target pairs in everyday speech in Serbian. However, they might have accepted
these combinations more easily in English, where the level of expectedness was lower. Consequently, a wider
range of such combinations would sound more familiar to them, even if they had not encountered those specific
examples before.

Finally, Study 2 revealed a more significant increase in metaphoricity. It is important to note that this
increase is approximately at the same level as the increases observed in other categories. However, it should not
be equated with metaphoricity in the first study in terms of the extent of the increase. One possible explanation
is that metaphoricity rose alongside other categories since students were exposed to both Serbian and En-
glish metaphors in this study. When directly comparing the two, the students tended to rate the metaphoricity of
English examples higher, as was the case with other examined properties. The results for this property show that
the metaphoricity of “Serbian”metaphors is much closer to the value from the 2019 study than the metaphoricity
of “English”metaphors is to the value from Study 1. This indicates that students felt the need to differentiate more
between the two types ofmetaphors, withmetaphoricity showing the highest increase in score compared to Study
1. The reasons for this differentiation can also be attributed to the factors discussed earlier.

5 Conclusions

In conclusion, this contribution serves two important purposes. First, it provides access to standardized lists of
literary metaphors in Serbian along with their translation into English, and so facilitates the initial phase of
future research by offering a useful resource. Second, the findings shed light on certain aspects of metaphor
access procedures, particularly participants’ understanding of the qualities they assessed. The analyses showed
that the scores for each of the dimensions were reliable, as evidenced by the quality of the scales, and the
correlation of most of the variables (that is, the dimensions) was significant; indeed, in the original study and
Study 2, all four features were positively and significantly correlated with each other, and the only exception was
with metaphoricity in one part of Study 1. The correlations of the dimensions, among other things, imply that in
the respondents’ answers, the assessment of metaphor quality could be significantly more related to aptness
and to the degree of familiarity than to the assessment of metaphoricity. The analyses also revealed that
translation from Serbian to English can enhance various aspects of metaphors, including aptness, familiarity,
quality, and even metaphoricity to some extent, which is something that could be considered by professional
translators and translator trainers dealing with translation from Serbian into English. With these 55 metaphors
evaluated across four dimensions and translated into English, we believe they offer sufficient diversity and
suitability for further research. Moreover, we anticipate that they will prove useful to future researchers in the
expanding field of metaphor studies, as well as in metaphor translation studies. It is important to acknowledge
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that the participants’ background, specifically when considering non-native English speakers, as well as poten-
tially different understanding of the tested features, may lead to different results (as suggested by Study 1).
Nevertheless, we consider the lists that are provided in the appendix to this paper as a significant first step
towards establishing the groundwork for broader empirical investigations into metaphor translation research.
It is worth noting that including a group of native English speakers as an additional norming group would have
been beneficial, and we intend to address this by testing native speakers’ comprehension of these metaphors in
future studies. Finally, the standardized lists of Serbian metaphors translated into English offer a valuable
resource for future research.We hope that our findings will pave the way formore comprehensive investigations
in the field of metaphor research and contribute to the development of metaphor translation studies.
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