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Abstract

Metaphor is not only a rhetorical device but also a crucial mechanism for constructing and compre-
hending abstract concepts in human cognition. This paper systematically reviews the major advances
in metaphor research regarding cognitive models, processing mechanisms, neural correlates, and
cross-domain applications. It begins by outlining the core cognitive models of metaphor comprehen-
sion and compares their differences in explaining novelty and asymmetry. Subsequently, it summa-
rizes the cognitive trajectory of metaphor processing with conventionalization and its psycholinguis-
tic evidence. Furthermore, the review covers neuroscientific studies on metaphor comprehension
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and production, highlighting the roles of semantic integration, embodied simulation, and dynamic
interactions within large-scale brain networks. Finally, the paper examines the application of met-
aphors in poetry interpretation, visual communication, and other fields, pointing out current re-
search gaps in mechanism integration, contextual factors, and cross-modal metaphors. This review
aims to provide an integrated perspective on the multi-level role of metaphor as a cognitive frame-
work.
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