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國 立 政 治 大 學 語 言 學 研 究 所 碩 士 論 文 題 要 

研究所別：語言學研究所 

論文名稱：言語及手勢中之隱喻表達 

指導教授：徐嘉慧 博士 

研究生：張宇彤 

論文提要內容：（共一冊，二萬五千二百三十四字，分六章） 

 本文旨在研究中文日常會話中語言及手勢之隱喻表達，並根據 Lakoff 和 Johnson 的

概念隱喻理論（Conceptual Metaphor Theory），探討語言與手勢之慣常隱喻表達以及兩

者的互動關係。本文共分析 247 筆隱喻。其中 110（44.5%）筆在語言及手勢中同時傳

遞同一類型之隱喻概念；另外 137（55.5%）筆只藉著手勢傳達隱喻概念。 

 日常會話語料中共發現九種隱喻類型，包括身體譬喻、因果譬喻、傳輸譬喻、容器

譬喻、實體譬喻、虛擬移動譬喻、 空間方位譬喻、擬人譬喻以及複合譬喻。此外，根

據意象圖式之概念，本研究也區分了九種來源域概念：活動、身體部位、容器、虛擬移

動、力、物體、路徑、人與空間。隱喻可以用來表達繁多的目標域概念，以下八種目標

域概念在語料中至少出現五次：群體、心理活動、具體活動、程度、順序、說話內容、

狀態與時間。 

研究發現，實體譬喻（77.8%）及空間方位譬喻（17.4%）在日常會話中最為普遍。

根據 Lakoff 和 Johnson （1980c），人們對於實體之經驗提供了多種方式來表達其他抽

象概念，例如我們能集合、分類、量化物體以及確立物體之情勢。Lakoff 和 Johnson

亦表示，空間方位是構成某些概念（例如：高地位）之不可或缺的部分；缺乏空間方位

譬喻，很難利用其他方式表達。因此，日常會話中經常使用實體譬喻及空間方位作譬喻。

空間方位譬喻之來源域概念可以是空間或路徑，而其他類型之譬喻僅來自單一來源域。

最常見的來源域概念為物體，而常見之目標域概念則有狀態、時間及具體活動。有關單

一來源域至多元目標域之隱喻對應，來源域概念包括物體、空間、路徑、虛擬移動、活
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動及容器，可用以表達多個目標域。有關多元來源域至單一目標域之隱喻對應，目標域

概念包括時間、心理活動、說話內容、順序及程度，可藉由多個來源域表達。 

本文亦從三方面探討語言及手勢如何共同表達隱喻概念：語言及手勢之時序、手

勢之關聯詞彙、語言及手勢之語意配合，以瞭解關於語言與手勢產生之不同理論假說。

Lexical Semantic Hypothesis 認為手勢源自於詞項之語意內容，也主張手勢出現之時間通

常先於相關詞彙，以利詞彙搜索。Interface Hypothesis 則認為空間-運動訊息及語言訊息

在產生手勢之過程中相互影響，因此手勢及語言會同時出現，而本研究確實發現手勢大

多與相關詞彙同時出現。再者，17.4%的手勢對應片語，而不限於單詞，此結果與 Lexical 

Semantic Hypothesis 之見解相悖。最後，研究發現 55.5%之隱喻僅藉由手勢表達。因此

語言及手勢傳達不同的語意訊息，結果支持 Interface Hypothesis 之論說—手勢和語言可

各自表意。上述三項結果支持 Interface Hypothesis 之論點。 
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Abstract 

     This thesis explores the linguistic and gestural expressions of metaphors in daily 

Chinese conversations. Following Lakoff and Johnson’s framework of Conceptual Metaphor 

Theory, the present study aims to investigate the habitual expressions of metaphors in 

language and gesture and the collaboration of the two modalities in conveying metaphors. 

The present study examined 247 metaphoric expressions. The data includes 110 (44.5%) 

metaphors being conveyed concurrently by speech and gesture—the two modalities 

expressing the same type of metaphors—and 137 (55.5%) metaphors being conveyed in 

gesture exclusively. 

Nine types of metaphors were found in the daily conversations: Body-part, Causation, 

Conduit, Container, Entity, Fictive-motion, Orientation, Personification, and complex 

metaphors. Furthermore, based on the notion of image schema, nine types of source-domain 

concepts were recognized: ACTIVITY, BODY-PART, CONTAINER, FICTIVE-MOTION, FORCE, 

OBJECT, PATH, PERSON, and SPACE. A great variety of target-domain concepts were realized 

via metaphors; the present study focused on eight types, each occurred more than five times 

in the data: GROUP, MENTAL ACTIVITY, (physical) ACTIVITY, DEGREE, SEQUENCE, SPEECH 

CONTENT, STATE, and TIME.  

The results showed that Entity metaphor (77.8%) and Orientation metaphor (17.4%) 

are the most common types in daily conversation. According to Lakoff and Johnson (1980c), 

people’s bodily experiences of physical objects provide basis for viewing other abstract 

concepts; for instance, we can group, categorize, quantify, and identify aspects of objects. 

They also suggested spatial orientations are essential parts of certain concepts (e.g., high 

status); without orientation metaphors, it would be difficult to find alternative ways to express 

the ideas. Therefore, Entity metaphor and Orientation metaphor are frequently employed in 

metaphoric expressions. Orientation metaphors are based on two source domains, SPACE and 

PATH; the other types of metaphors are all associated with a single source domain. The most 

common type of source domains is OBJECT, whereas the common types of target domains are 

STATE, TIME, and PHYSICAL ACTIVITY. With regard to the one-source-to-many-targets 

correspondences, the source domains of OBJECT, SPACE, PATH, FICTIVE-MOTION, ACTIVITY, 

and CONTAINER could be used to express numerous target-domain concepts metaphorically. 

As to the many-sources-to-one-target correspondences, the target-domain concepts of TIME, 
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MENTAL ACTIVITY, SPEECH CONTENT, SEQUENCE, and DEGREE could be represented by 

multiple source-domain concepts.  

The collaboration of language and gesture enables us to evaluate the various 

hypotheses of speech-gesture production, based on the temporal relation between language 

and gesture, the lexical affiliates of metaphoric gestures, and the semantic coordination across 

the two modalities. The Lexical Semantics Hypothesis suggests that gestures are generated 

from the semantic of a lexical item (or a word) and that gestures tend to precede their lexical 

affiliates to help lexical search. The Interface Hypothesis proposes that spatio-motoric and 

linguistic information interact with each other during gesture production, so gestures and the 

related speech will occur at the same time. The present study found that gestures mostly 

synchronize with the associated speech. Moreover, 17.4% of metaphoric gestures are 

associated with grammatical phrases rather than words. This result opposes to the claim of 

the Lexical Semantics Hypothesis. Last, the present study found that 55.5% of metaphoric 

expressions are being conveyed in gesture exclusively. The result supports the argument of 

the Interface Hypothesis that language and gesture can covey diverse semantic contents 

respectively. Based on the above findings, the current study tends to support the Interface 

Hypothesis. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

The notion that metaphor is conceptual can be traced back to Reddy’s (1979) 

framework on how people conceptualize communication by “conduit metaphor”. In this kind 

of metaphor, people put thought or feelings into words, and language is regarded as a 

container which can bodily transfer thoughts or feelings. Namely, linguistic expression is 

structured by following metaphors: IDEAS ARE OBJECTS, LINGUISTIC EXPRESSIONS ARE 

CONTAINERS, and COMMUNICATION IS SENDING (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c). He estimated 

that “of the entire metalingual apparatus of the English language, at least seventy percent is 

directly, visibly, and graphically based on the conduit metaphor” (Reddy 1979: 177), which 

suggests that ordinary English is metaphorical to a large extent. 

Lakoff and Johnson further structured the Conceptual Metaphor Theory. Lakoff and 

Johnson suggested that metaphor is a conceptual mapping from one domain to another 

domain. The source domain being used to understand another domain is typically concrete; 

the target domain is rather abstract (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c). However, it should be noted 

that the target domains we conceptualize via metaphors can be concrete, such as ACTIVITY in 

ACTIVITIES ARE CONTAINERS (Lakoff and Johnson 1980c: 31) and EYES in THE EYES ARE 
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CONTAINERS FOR THE EMOTIONS (Lakoff and Johnson 1980c: 50). Lakoff and Johnson’s 

influential book Metaphors We Live By showed an attempt to respond to Davidson (1978) 

who claimed that a metaphor does not have senses other than its literal meanings and Searle 

(1979) who claimed that the truth condition of the literal meaning of a metaphor allows 

people to have metaphorical interpretations. Lakoff and Johnson rejected the traditional 

assumption that everyday language is all literal and state “linguistic metaphor is a natural part 

of human language” (Lakoff & Johnson 2003: 247). Also, the locus of metaphor is not in 

language but in thought; linguistic metaphor is the surface realization of the conceptual 

metaphor which is based on the correspondence (or the mapping) from a source domain to a 

target domain rather than similarity.1 They also claimed that metaphor is grounded in both 

the body experiences and the socio-cultural experiences. Through studying metaphors in 

language, Lakoff and Johnson suggested that conceptual metaphor is systematic and that a 

metaphor may highlight a certain aspect of an abstract concept (i.e., a concept might be 

defined by various metaphors from different facets. Following their framework, Kövecses 

(2002) studied the common source and target domains of the metaphoric expressions in 

English. His qualitative study provides evidence for the view that metaphoric 

correspondences are asymmetrical and that the corresponding direction is generally from a 

concrete concept to an abstract one. 
                                                      
1 According to Lakoff (1993: 207), “metaphors are mappings, that is, sets of correspondences.” The term, 
‘source-to-target correspondences’, is used in this thesis to refer to cross-domain mappings for the distinction 
between the conceptual metaphorical mapping and the cross-modal mapping between the linguistic and gestural 
modalities. 
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Several studies on metaphors in language in Chinese are based on the Conceptual 

Metaphor Theory as well. These studies depend mainly on the qualitative analysis of the 

metaphors collected from dictionaries or pop songs. Yu (1998) investigated the emotion 

metaphors, time metaphors, and event structure metaphors, Lin (2003) focused on body-part 

metaphor, Liu (2010) paid attention to the journey metaphor, and Lai (2011) researched the 

expressions of love metaphor. These works compared metaphoric expressions in Chinese and 

English and proposed that some metaphors are universal. In Wang’s (2010) study on pop 

songs, he also focused on the different types of metaphors of LOVE. His quantitative study 

showed that people tend to conceptualize LOVE through event structure metaphors and 

ontological metaphors.  

The previous studies on language have offered insightful thoughts about conceptual 

metaphor, such as the common source-domain and target-domain concepts, the unidirectional 

correspondences between two domains, the profiles of metaphors, and the embodiment of 

metaphors. Nonetheless, many of the studies focus solely on the qualitative data. Based on 

the insights provided in these studies, the present study would like to examine the metaphoric 

expressions from both the qualitative and quantitative perspectives. The present study collects 

metaphoric expressions from conversational data, which allow us to see the cross-modal 

manifestations of metaphors. With the quantitative data, we can have reliable information 

about the habitual expressions of metaphors as well as the synchronization and collaboration 
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of linguistic and gestural modality. 

Since metaphor is conceptual, it should be able to be realized in various modalities. 

Gesture is thought to be a non-linguistic and independent source to reflect our metaphoric 

thinking (Cienki 2008; Cienki & Müller 2008; Müller 2008; Gibbs 2008b). Despite the fact 

that gesture is an independent modality to present metaphors, it has a close relationship with 

language. Regarding the manifestations of metaphors, there are different interactions between 

language and gesture (Cienki 1998; Cienki 2008; Müller 2008; Cienki & Müller 2008; Chui 

2011, 2013). A metaphor may be expressed verbally but not in a co-speech gesture. A 

metaphor may occur in gesture but not in accompanying speech. A metaphor may be jointly 

manifested in both speech and gesture. Speech and co-speech gesture also can express 

different metaphors at the same time. 

McNeill (1992) applied Lakoff and Johnson’s notion of conceptual metaphor to his 

study of gesture. Metaphoric gestures belong to one of the gestural types; they “are like 

iconic gestures in that they are pictorial, but the pictorial content presents an abstract idea 

rather than a concrete object or event” (McNeill 1992: 14). McNeill observed that metaphoric 

gestures primarily appear in extranarrative contexts and proposes that the function of 

metaphoric gestures is to represent ideas which do not have physical forms. Nevertheless, he 

solely paid attention to the expressions of conduit metaphors (usually presented palm up with 

an open hand) in which an abstract idea is conceptualized as an object. It should be noted that 
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a conduit metaphor is not the only metaphoric gesture; there are other types of metaphoric 

gesture occurring on a narrative level (Cienki 2008). In McNeill’s (2008) further study on 

unexpected metaphor—the metaphoric gestures which create images that are not established 

in the culture—he proposed that they serve to maintain the coherence and fluidity in the 

discourse as well. 

Nevertheless, the traditional way to collect gestural data from video records of 

participants narrating the plot of the cartoon comprising elaborate motion events has its 

limitation. Such a method helps to produce concrete referential gestures (the iconic gestures) 

but decreases the thought and utterances about abstract ideas which might be accompanied by 

metaphoric gestures (Cienki 2008). To gain more metaphoric expressions in gesture, research 

on other styles of talk which involve abstract topics is needed. Other investigations about 

metaphoric gesture include not only representations in narratives but also other kinds of talk, 

such as television interviews (Calbris 2008), lectures in college (Mittelberg 2008; Núñez 

2008), conversation interviews (Cienki 2008; Cienki & Müller 2008; Müller 2008), and 

spontaneous face-to-face conversation (Cienki & Müller 2008). There are studies on 

metaphoric gesture in Chinese discourse as well. Chui (2011; 2013) investigated the 

metaphors conveyed by gesture with/without metaphoric speech. In her work, she discussed 

the grounding of conceptual metaphor in embodied experience and the aspect of metaphoric 

thinking which reveals people’s focus of attention in real-time conversation.  
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Previous studies on metaphors in language and gesture have provided abundant 

insights and visible evidence to the realization and the embodiment of conceptual metaphor; 

however, most of them only take account of qualitative analysis. In addition, many studies 

investigate metaphoric expressions in a single modality. Even though some studies pay 

attention to metaphoric expressions in both language and gesture, how the two modalities 

interact in presenting metaphoric concepts still needs further exploration and support. This 

study focuses on (a) the metaphors simultaneously conveyed in speech and gesture and (b) 

the metaphors presented by gesture alone (i.e., the referents of the metaphors are literally 

presented in language) in order to understand the temporal patterning and the collaboration of 

language and gesture. Meanwhile, the qualitative and quantitative methods are incorporated 

in the present study on conversational data. The qualitative data can provide dependable 

evidence for the habitual expressions of metaphors, the synchronization between language 

and gesture, and the collaboration between the two modalities. The present study then can 

further examine whether there are similarities or differences between the metaphors 

concurrently presented in language and gesture and the metaphors presented in gesture-only. 

Finally, there are three hypotheses about the production process of speech and gesture: 

the Free Imagery Hypothesis, the Lexical Semantic Hypothesis, and the Interface Hypothesis. 

The first hypothesis maintains that gestures are independent from the content of speech and 

that gestures are produced before the formulation of speech. The second one suggests that 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

7 

 

gestures are generated from the semantics of lexical items. The third one maintains that the 

information in gesture originates from the representations based on the on-line interaction of 

spatial thinking and speaking. Kita and Öyzürek (2003) have conducted research on the 

cross-linguistic expressions of motion events to look at the three hypotheses. They focused on 

the informational coordination between iconic gestures and their corresponding lexical 

affiliates. Likewise, the present study investigates the relationship between language and 

gesture, but we will discuss the hypotheses from the perspective of metaphorical expressions. 

1.2 The Current Study 

The purpose of the thesis is to discuss: (i) people’s habitual expressions of metaphors to 

conceptualize concepts in daily communication, and (ii) the collaboration of language and 

gesture in expressing metaphors with regard to the hypothesis of speech-gesture production. 

Concerning people’s habitual expressions of metaphors, five questions are addressed. What 

are the metaphor types people usually convey in daily communication? What are the source 

and target domains of the metaphors? What sources can be used to conceptualize multiple 

targets? What targets can be realized by multiple sources? Do the metaphors concurrently 

occurring in language and gesture and the metaphors occurring in gesture exclusively express 

similar or different metaphor types, source/target domains, and source-to-target 

correspondences? To discuss the cooperation between language and gesture, a question is 

addressed. What is the temporal patterning of speech and gesture in presenting metaphors?  
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The thesis is organized in the following order. Chapter 2 reviews previous studies 

concerning the issues about conceptual metaphor and the theoretical hypotheses about speech 

and gesture production. Chapter 3 introduces the data used in this study and the methodology 

adopted to examine the metaphoric expressions. Chapter 4 reports the analysis of the 

cross-modal manifestation of metaphors. Chapter 5 shows the general discussion and 

compares the present study with the previous research. Chapter 6 is a conclusion of the thesis. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The thought that metaphor is not restricted to the realm of literature has been widely 

accepted since Lakoff and Johnson’s study of conceptual metaphor in 1980. After that, a large 

number of studies on metaphor in language as well as metaphor in gesture provide evidence 

to support the conceptual and embodied view of metaphor. This chapter contains three main 

sections. In Section 2.1, the notion of conceptual metaphor proposed by Lakoff and Johnson 

and the past studies on the metaphoric expressions in language are discussed. In Section 2.2, 

the previous studies on the gestural manifestations of conceptual metaphors are reviewed. In 

Section 2.3, three theoretical hypotheses concerning the cognitive process underlying speech 

and gesture production are introduced. Section 2.4 is the summary. 

2.1 Conceptual Metaphor in Language 

In Lakoff and Johnson’s framework, the word metaphor refers to the “metaphorical 

concept” in thought and is presented in a form with small capital letters, for example, LOVE 

IS A JOURNEY (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 6). The term metaphorical expression refers to the 

surface manifestation of a metaphorical concept. Language is an essential modality for us to 

understand the metaphors. Although we are not normally aware of our conceptual system, we 

can explore the system by studying language, since communication shares the same system 
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we use in thinking (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c). In addition, metaphor is central to our ordinary 

language semantics due to the fact that everyday abstract concepts like time, state, and 

change can be metaphorical (Lakoff 1993). The research on the metaphoric expressions in 

language provides a way for us to look at what conceptual metaphor is like. An overview of 

conceptual metaphor is presented in Section 2.1.1. Studies on metaphors in language which 

allow us to see the nature of conceptual metaphor are reviewed in Section 2.1.2. The studies 

on the embodiment of conceptual metaphor are discussed in Section 2.1.3. 

2.1.1 Overview of Conceptual Metaphor 

     According to Lakoff and Johnson, “[t]he essence of metaphor is understanding and 

experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another” (1980a: 455, 1980c: 5). Namely, 

metaphor can be conceived as a conceptual mapping from one domain to another domain 

(Lakoff 1993). The conceptual domain used to understand another domain is called source 

domain. The conceptual domain that is comprehended is called target domain. The source 

domain is typically concrete, physical, and delineated; on the contrary, the target domain is 

typically abstract, non-physical, and less delineated (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c). For example, 

JOURNEY is the more concrete source domain and LOVE is the more abstract target domain in 

the metaphor LOVE IS A JOURNEY. There are also instances that concrete ideas can be 

understood in terms of metaphors, such as LAND AREAS ARE CONTAINERS (Lakoff & 

Johnson 1980c: 29) and INANIMATE OBJECTS ARE PEOPLE (Kövecses 2002: 58). A 
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metaphor—a conceptual mapping—is a set of correspondences (Lakoff 1993). When we refer 

to LOVE IS A JOURNEY, the mapping covers a set of correspondences: the lovers correspond 

to the travelers, the lovers’ goal to the destination of the journey, and so on. Metaphorical 

correspondences obey the Invariance Principle that “[m]etaphorical mappings preserve the 

cognitive topology (that is, the image-schema structure) of the source domain, in a way 

consistent with the inherent structure of the target domain” (Lakoff 1993: 215). The inference 

pattern of a target follows the inference pattern of a source. 

There are four false views of metaphor: metaphor is a rhetorical device—a matter of 

language; metaphor is based on similarity; all concepts are literal not metaphorical; and 

concepts are disembodied (Lakoff 1993; Lakoff & Johnson 2003). Lakoff and Johnson’s 

Conceptual Metaphor Theory argues against these views. First, metaphor is in thoughts not in 

language. Conceptual metaphors can be realized in both linguistic and non-linguistic ways 

such as cartoons, rituals, sculptures, gestures, and so on. The cultural ritual that a baby is 

carried upstairs to pray for success manifests the metaphor STATUS IS UP (Lakoff 1993: 

241-242). The sculptures of oversized heroes manifest the metaphor SIGNIFICANT IS BIG 

(Kövecses 2002: 58). The locus of metaphor is not in language but thought, which indicates 

that metaphors can be conveyed by the modalities other than linguistic expressions. Second, 

metaphor is typically based on source-to-target correlations in our experience not inherent 

similarities. For instance, the metaphor MORE IS UP is grounded in the experience that adding 
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more water into a container will lead to the water level rising. The event of adding more 

water is not similar to the event of the water level raising. Moreover, a metaphor may be 

based on “perceived structural similarity” (Kövecses 2002: 71). For example, the source of 

the metaphor LIFE IS A PLAY is not inherently like its target, yet we still perceive some 

similarities between the LIFE and the PLAY. The relationship between a role and his/her 

performing ways in a play is similar to the relationship between a person and his/her action in 

real life. It is the use of a metaphor that creates perceived similarities (Lakoff & Johnson 

2003). Third, metaphor is indispensable in our conceptualization of the world. Even the 

mundane concepts like TIME, QUANTITY, and STATE are understood via metaphors. Since 

most our everyday concepts to define our world are metaphorical, how we think and what we 

do would be associated with metaphors (Lakoff & Johnson 1980a, 1980c). Fourth, conceptual 

metaphor can be shaped by our body experiences. For example, the metaphor ANGER IS 

HEAT is grounded in the experience that a person feels hot when he/she is angry. In addition, 

there are metaphors which depend on our social and cultural practice (Lakoff & Johnson 

1980c, 2003). VIRTUE IS UP is a metaphor with social and culture basis because virtue is the 

standard embedded in the culture and set by the society.  

 To sum up, metaphor is the conceptual correspondence between two domains in the way 

that the logic of a source is used to understand the inference of a target. The Conceptual 

Metaphor Theory maintains four significant views about metaphors: metaphor is in thoughts; 
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metaphor is based on the correlations or the structural similarity between two domains; 

metaphor helps to structure our ordinary conceptual system; and metaphor can be grounded 

in the body or socio-cultural experiences. 

2.1.2 The Nature of Metaphor 

     In this session, we will focus on the nature of conceptual metaphor through its 

manifestation in linguistic modality. The partial characteristic of conceptual metaphor is 

discussed first. The target domain of a metaphor is normally more abstract, and the source 

domain of a metaphor is usually more concrete. Most of the time, a single abstract concept is 

not completely or exactly defined by a single concrete concept. Lakoff and Johnson (1980b) 

suggested that an abstract concept is normally understood in terms of more than one concrete 

concept. A cluster of metaphors are used to understand an abstract concept, and each 

metaphor partially defines the concept. For instance, the focuses are different in the following 

two expressions: Life is empty for him (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 51) and He’s holding all the 

aces (ibid.). In the former expression, life is comprehended as a container, and the emphasis 

is on the content of life. In the latter one, life is understood in terms of a gambling game, and 

we pay attention to how people live rather than what is in life. These examples denote that 

“abstract concepts are not defined by necessary and sufficient conditions” (Lakoff & Johnson 

1980b: 200). The partial nature of metaphor shows that a concept may be reasoned in terms 

of different sources which profile different sematic aspects. Based on this notion, the present 
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study examines what the targets are that people tend to conceptualize through various 

sources. 

Next, we will focus on the direction of metaphorical correspondences. Kövecses’s 

(2002) finding supports the notion that metaphorical correspondences usually go from the 

more concrete and delineated domains to the abstract and less delineated domains. He 

collected the linguistic expressions of metaphors in dictionaries (e.g., Cobuild Metaphor 

Dictionary) to survey the common sources and targets in his qualitative study. The frequent 

sources given by him are arranged in Table 1. 

Table 1. Common source domains of metaphorical expressions in English (Kövecses 2002: 16-20) 

Source Example 
The human body the heart of the problem 
Health and illness a healthy society 
Animals He is a donkey. 
Plants the fruit of her labor 
Buildings and construction She constructed a theory. 
Machines and tools conceptual tools 
Games and sports He tried to checkmate her. 
Money and economic transactions (business) Spend your time wisely. 
Cooking and food What’s your recipe for success? 
Heat and cold a warm welcome 
Light and Darkness She brightened up. 
Forces I was overwhelmed. 
Movement and direction He went crazy. 

These sources are concrete in general, and they are what we are familiar with. 

Kövecses also mentioned that basic entities and the properties of the entities are common 

source domains as well. The sources suggest that metaphor is grounded in our bodily 

experience or socio-cultural practices. For instance, heat/cold and light/darkness associate 
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with our perceptual experience. Forces and movement relate to our motor experiences. 

Games and commercial activities are the socio-cultural practice we perform in everyday life. 

Table 2. Common target domains of metaphorical expressions in English (Kövecses 2002: 21-24) 

Target Example 
Emotion He was bursting with joy. 
Desire She is hungry for knowledge. 
Morality that was a lowly thing to do 
Thought I see your point. 
Society/ Nation What do we owe society? 
Politics the president plays hardball 
Economy the growth of the economy 
Human relations the built a strong marriage 
Communication That’s a dense paragraph. 
Time Time flies. 
Life and death Grandpa is gone. 
Events and action She has reached her goals in life. 
Religion the God’s sheep (sheep = follower) 

     The common targets given by Kövecses are arranged in Table 2. He roughly classified 

the most frequent targets into psychological states and events (emotion, desire, morality, and 

thought), social groups and process (society, nation, politics, economy, human relationship, 

and communication), and personal experiences and events (time, life, death, and religion). 

Compared to the frequent sources, these targets are more abstract and less delineated. We 

may say the healthiness/illness of the society, yet we do not commonly talk about the society 

of healthiness/illness. Kövecses then concluded that metaphors are normally unidirectional; 

that is, the corresponding direction between the sources and targets is asymmetry. 

Furthermore, some metaphors are universal. Expressions in Chinese are compared with 

expressions in English in several qualitative studies on metaphors in Chinese (including 
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Mandarin and Southern Min). In Yu’s (1998) study, metaphors in Mandarin were collected 

from dictionaries to compare with the expressions of emotion metaphors, time as space 

metaphors, and event structure metaphors in English. Lin (2003) obtained data from 

dictionaries and compared the body-part metaphor in Southern Min with the ones in 

Mandarin and English. Lai (2011) used data in pop songs to explore the sources for the 

metaphor about LOVE in Southern Min. Metaphoric expressions of love in Southern Min, 

Mandarin, and English are compared in her study. She also found that multiple source 

domains (e.g., FOOD, PLANT, and GAMBLING) map to the target-domain concept of LOVE. 

The above studies investigated metaphors from cross-language perspective, and it was found 

some metaphors are universal and some are culture specific. In Wang’s (2010) quantitative 

study, he gathered data from pop songs to examine love metaphors in Mandarin. He also 

found love can be realized by different types of metaphor. Results show that the event 

structure metaphor and the ontological metaphor are the most frequent types of metaphors to 

express LOVE. 

     Kövecses’s (2002) study in English supported that source domains are more concrete, 

that target domains are more abstract, and that the corresponding direction is asymmetrical. 

The cross-linguistic research (Yu 1998; Lin 2003; Lai 2011) revealed there are some 

universal metaphors shared by different cultures. Wang’s (2010) and Lai’s (2011) 

investigations on love metaphors provided evidence for the notion that an abstract concept 
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can be defined by different metaphors which highlight different semantic elements of the 

concept. The findings also showed that a single target-domain concept can map to multiple 

sources. Except for Wang’s study of LOVE metaphor, all the studies mentioned above only 

employ qualitative analysis. The present study attempts to analyze the data in both 

quantitative and qualitative ways to gain dependable information about the habitual 

expressions of metaphors and the correspondences between the two domains. 

2.1.3 The Embodiment of Metaphor 

Embodied cognition holds the view that cognition is rooted in the body’s interaction 

with the world (Wilson 2002; Gibbs 2005). Such view rejects that “cognition is computation 

on amodal symbols in a modular system” but proposes that cognition is grounded in 

simulations, situated action, and, bodily states (Barsalou 2008: 617). With regard to language 

comprehension, empirical evidence demonstrates that language is grounded in bodily action. 

In Glanberg and Kaschak’s (2002) study, participants decided whether a sentence is sensible 

after reading a sentence of which the implied direction was manipulated (e.g., open the 

drawer implies action toward body). Results revealed that bodily action can facilitate or 

interfere with our understanding of a sentence. Hauk et al. (2004) used event related fMRI to 

record brain activity in a passive reading task. It was found words referring to actions of 

different body-parts would activate different brain areas which may be activated by actual 

movement of the tongue, fingers, or feet. The findings implied that the meaning of action 
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words correlate with the physical body action. According to the Conceptual Metaphor Theory, 

“which metaphors we have and what they mean depend on the nature of our bodies, our 

interactions in the physical environment, and our social and cultural practices” (Lakoff & 

Johnson 2003: 247). Metaphoric expression in language also provides evidence for the 

embodied cognition.  

Johnson (1987) and Lakoff (1987) introduced the notion of “image schema” to 

metaphorical projection. An image schema is “a recurring dynamic pattern of our perceptual 

interactions and motor programs that gives coherence and structure to our experience” 

(Johnson 1987: xiv) and following is a more specific definition of image schemata: 

[T]hey are not Objectivist propositions that specify abstract relations between 
symbols and objective reality...they do not have the specificity of rich images or 
mental pictures... A schema consists of a small number of parts and relations, by 
virtue of which it can structure indefinitely many perceptions, images, and 
events. In sum, image schemata operate at a level of mental organization that 
falls between abstract propositional structures, on the one side, and particular 
concrete images, on the other” (Johnson 1987: 28-29) 

Image schemas are studied as the embodied bases for metaphoric extensions in past research 

(Johnson 1987; Lakoff 1987, 1993; Lakoff & Johnson 1999; Kövecses 2002; Gibbs 2005, 

2006; Johnson 2007). Three important aspects of image schema relate to the grounding of 

meaning (Johnson 2005: 21-22, 2007: 139). First, image schema is part of the thing that 

makes bodily experience to have meaning for us. Second, image-schematic structure has a 

logic which makes it possible for us to make sense of our everyday experiences. Third, image 
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schema is not merely mental or merely bodily, but a contour of body-mind. Johnson (1987) 

proposed a selective list of image schemas which he thought to be the more important image 

schemas (see Table 3). It should be noted that “the image schema list has never constituted a 

closed set” (Hampe 2005: 2). If one defines schema more loosely than Johnson does, it is 

possible to extend the list.2 Nevertheless, the core of the standard inventory of image 

schemas is on the basis of Johnson’s list of schemata and many of the image schemas offered 

by Johnson are frequently discussed in other studies. 

Table 3. Image schemas proposed by Johnson (1987: 126) 

Image Schema 
CONTAINER BALANCE COMPLUSION 
BLOCKAGE COUNTERFORCE RESTRAINT REMOVAL 
ENABLEMENT ATTRACTION MASS-COUNT 
PATH LINK CENTER-PERIPHERY 
CYCLE NEAR-FAR SCALE 
PART-WHOLE MERGING SPLITTING 
FULL-EMPTY MATCHING SUPERIMPOSITION 
ITERATION CONTACT PROCESS 
SURFACE OBJECT COLLECTION 

     The metaphor MORE IS UP is an instance based on the SCALE schema which is 

grounded in the experience that when we add more water into a container, the water level 

rises. Such an image-schematic based metaphor is treated as a member of the “primary 

metaphor” category, which shows a straightforward correlation to our ordinary embodied 

experience (Lakoff & Johnson 1999; Gibbs 2005, 2006). Unlike primary metaphor, 

                                                      
2 Some image schemas were not included in Johnson’s list: FRONT-BACK (Lakoff 1987), UP-DOWN (Lakoff 1987), 
SELF MOTION (Mandler 1992), LEFT-RIGHT (Krzeszowski 1993; Clausner & Croft 1999), FORCE (Cienki 1997; 
Clausner & Croft 1999), IN-OUT (Clausner & Croft 1999), and SPACE (Clausner & Croft 1999). 
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“compound” or “complex” metaphor does not suggest a direct experiential basis (Lakoff and 

Johnson 1999; Gibbs 2005, 2006). The complex metaphor A PURPOSEFUL LIFE IS A 

JOURNEY does not directly relate to the image schema but it is still embodied. This metaphor 

is built up by the primary metaphors (PURPOSE ARE DESTINATIONS and ACTIONS ARE 

MOTIONS) and the cultural knowledge that people are believed to have purposes in life and to 

act to achieve the purposes (Lakoff and Johnson 1999: 60-61).  

Empirical evidence also reveals that people’s understanding of metaphorical language 

is based on non-linguistic experience. In the experiment made by Gibbs et al. (1997), people 

made lexical decisions to letter-strings related to metaphor (e.g. heat) faster after they read 

the idioms (e.g., blew his stack) with metaphorical implications. The result showed that 

people could compute embodied representations as soon as they understand the idioms with 

metaphorical meaning. Research made by Gibbs et al. (2004) investigated people’s 

interpretation of metaphors realized in language (based on DESIRE IS HUNGER) about human 

desires. Their research tests participants’ acceptability of different linguistic expressions of 

desire. Results implied that embodied knowledge could be the primary source of 

metaphorical meaning and understanding. In Wilson and Gibbs’s (2007) experiment, people’s 

reaction time for comprehending the metaphors was faster in the matching prime condition 

when they practiced or imagined the priming actions which relate to the metaphors. The 

results demonstrated that real and imagined body movements associated with metaphorical 
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phrases can facilitate people’s immediate comprehension of the metaphors.  

2.2 Conceptual Metaphor in Gesture 

So far, we have discussed the studies on linguistic expressions of metaphors. However, 

some scholars suspect that the language-based analysis can directly reflect the pattern of our 

thought (Murphy 1996, 1997; Glucksberg 2001). It is suggested that evidence from different 

aspects other than language is needed for the discussion about metaphor. Gestural studies 

may help to enhance the cognitive reality of metaphors. Since metaphors are conceptual, 

language is not the exclusive realization of metaphors. Gesture is regarded as an independent 

non-verbal modality where we may find the metaphorical expressions (Cienki 2008; Cienki 

& Müller 2008; Müller 2008; Gibbs 2008b). In McNeill’s Hand and Mind, he declared: 

Gestures are like thoughts themselves. They belong, not to the outside world, 
but to the inside one of memory, thought, and mental images. Gesture images 
are complex, intricately interconnected, and not at all like photographs. Gestures 
open up a wholly new way of regarding thought process, language, and the 
interaction of people (McNeill 1992: 12). 

Likewise, Cienki (2008) claims that spontaneous gestures are produced unconsciously while 

speaking and that they can provide insight into thought formulation. According to McNeill 

(1992: 14), metaphoric gestures are “like iconic gestures in that they are pictorial, but the 

pictorial content presents an abstract idea rather than a concrete object or event...[and] 

presents an image of the invisible—an image of an abstraction”. The imagery presented by a 

metaphoric gesture serves as the source domain, and the abstract concept which the imagery 
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conveys is the target domain.  

The research on gestures can provide insight for the issue about metaphor. Metaphoric 

gestures do not merely duplicate what we find in metaphors conveyed in language; they may 

profile different aspects of metaphorical concepts (Cienki 2008; Cienki & Müller 2008). For 

instance, the temporal ordering may be realized via the metaphors with different spatial 

orientations. In European languages, the future is thought to be located ahead of us and the 

past event comes to us before the future event (Cienki 2008). We may say I did X before Y 

where X is the past event, yet it is unusual to say I did X to the left of Y to mean the same idea. 

However, Calbris (2008: 43) found a gestural data that the order of time is metaphorically 

expressed via the left-right orientation. In the example offered by Calbris, the speaker’s left 

index finger moves to the left to present the metaphor PAST IS LEFT; his right index finger 

moves to the right to realize the metaphor FUTURE IS RIGHT. Although the metaphors based 

on left-right orientation are rare in linguistic data, the gestural data can provide evidence for 

the cognitive reality for the metaphors PAST IS LEFT and FUTURE IS RIGHT. The case 

suggests that gestures can provide additional evidence of the source-to-target 

correspondences.  

Gesture is not only an important modality to reflect our thought but also an 

independent source to reinforce the psychological reality of conceptual metaphors. Müller 

(2008) examined data taken from narrative interviews and conversations and finds that 
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metaphor is presented in linguistic and gestural modalities at the same time. The finding 

supports the view that metaphor is not a phenomenon of language. He also observed that 

metaphors are not just single lexical terms or idioms. Gestural data shows that a metaphor can 

persist over longer pieces of discourse and supports the assumption that a metaphor can be 

the product of the general cognitive process structuring an entire argument.  

Spontaneous gesture is “[a]nother important form of embodiment in language” 

(Barsalou 2008: 629). In the past research on language, image schema has been studied as the 

embodied source of metaphors. With regard to the gestural modality, Cienki’s (2005) 

investigation proves that image schema could be used reliably to characterize co-speech 

gesture. In his experiment, participants watch videos clips showing a person making hand 

gestures with or without sound. After watching each clip, they need to choose an appropriate 

description for the hand movement by circling a word from a given list which contains 

several terms of image schema and the term other. Results show that the category of other 

was seldom used. Although each stimulus provokes a variable response, there is a statistically 

reliable agreement about what schema would be elicited by each gesture. Despite the 

idiosyncratic forms of the gestures with the same meaning, most of them shared a basis in our 

experience. Image schemas might provide common patterns underlying idiosyncratic gestures 

(Cienki 2005). Furthermore, image schema is proposed to be one of the iconic symbols that 

build the foundation for metaphoric projections in gesture by Mittelberg (2008). In her 
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research, semiotic theory and conceptual metaphor theory are combined in the analysis of the 

lectures by linguistic professors. 

Gestural expressions help us explore the embodied nature of conceptual metaphor. At 

the same time, metaphoric gestures offer visible evidence for how metaphors are grounded in 

non-metaphoric embodied patterns. Núñez (2008) examined the lectures by mathematicians 

to look at the foundation of mathematics. He analyzes the mathematical expressions to 

discuss pure mathematical ideas such as approaching limits and oscillating function. The 

expressions are used to describe facts about numbers or the result of the operations with 

numbers, and there is nothing really moving. For instance, Núñez observed that a professor 

moves his right hand back and forth horizontally while he uttered still oscillate (2008: 108). 

The linguistic expressions about mathematics may be accompanied with spontaneous 

gestures depicting the fictive motions for the static numbers. Therefore, Núñez claimed that 

metaphoric expressions about mathematics are not simply dead metaphors. He also concludes 

that mathematics, the most abstract concept, is ultimately grounded in the human body. 

     There are studies on the metaphoric gestures in the conversation in Chinese as well. In 

Chui’s (2011, 2013) studies on Chinese discourse, she maintained that gesture can provide 

visible evidence for the presence of source domains in metaphorical correspondences. She 

also claimed that many metaphors in language are substantiated by metaphoric gestures. The 

manifestations of metaphors in the use of hand gesture demonstrate that metaphorical 
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expressions are not lexicalized. The bodily experiences can affect the performance of 

metaphors in gesture, revealing that “even the most clichéd metaphoric phrases are not 

understood through simple retrieval of their meanings stored in a phrasal, mental lexicon” 

(Gibbs 2008a: 295). Furthermore, Chui (2011) found that gestures may provide additional 

information about which aspect of the concept gains a speaker’s focus of attention in 

real-time communication. The metaphor TIME IS SPACE can be realized in different spatial 

orientations which conveys different viewpoints. For instance, PAST is gestured forward with 

time-moving perspective and backward with an ego-moving perspective at different moments 

of speaking. In general, “gestures make knowledge and the situated-dynamic aspect of 

cognition visible” (Chui 2013: 61). 

Previous research on metaphors in gesture has provided considerable empirical 

evidence for the reality of metaphorical thinking and the embodiment of metaphor in body 

experiences and socio-culture practices. Different kinds of gestural expressions of metaphors 

can be found in these studies as well. However, the past studies in gesture merely adopt 

qualitative analysis. To discuss the habitual expressions of different metaphor types as well as 

the source and target domains in metaphorical correspondences, the present study would like 

to apply quantitative analysis in the investigation of metaphors in gesture in conversations. 

The present study is then able to have reliable evidence from the quantitative data to compare 

the metaphors in language and gesture and the metaphors in gesture-only.  
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2.3 Theoretical Hypotheses of Gesture Production 

     The study on the collaboration of language and gesture in expressing metaphor may 

lead us to understand the cognitive process of speech and gesture production. In this section, 

three hypotheses about the process of the coordination of speech and gesture in conveying 

information are introduced: the Free Imagery Hypothesis, the Lexical Semantic Hypothesis, 

and the Interface Hypothesis. These hypotheses disagree with one another in whether the 

formulation of speech influences gesture production. In the following sub-sections, each 

hypothesis is discussed. 

2.3.1 The Free Imagery Hypothesis 

     Some scholars (Krauss et al. 1996, 2000; de Ruiter 2000) stand for the Free Imagery 

Hypothesis which maintains the view that gestures are generated independently before the 

processes of speech formulation take place. Based on Levelt’s (1989) speech production 

model, Krauss et al. (1996, 2000) proposed a model which is capable of generating both 

speech and gesture. In Levelt’s (1989: 9-13) speech production model, three stages are 

distinguished: “conceptualizing”, “formulating”, and “articulating”. At the conceptualizing 

stage, propositional knowledge is drawn to construct the communicative intention. The 

“Conceptualizer” serves to transform the communicative intention into a “preverbal message”, 

a conceptual structure which is the input of the “Formulator”. At the formulating stage, the 

preverbal message is translated into a linguistic structure. At the articulating stage, an overt 
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speech is produced by the “Articulator”.  

Krauss and colleagues (1996, 2000) suggested that the knowledge in working memory 

can be encoded in both propositional and non-propositional formats and that speech and 

lexical gestures involve two production systems operating. In their model, propositional 

formats are managed by the conceptualizer, the formulator, and the articulator. The 

non-propositional formats in working memory are the origins of the gestures (Krauss et al. 

1996: 24). A “spatial/dynamic feature selector” transforms the non-propositional 

representations into the abstract “spatial/dynamic specifications” which are translated by a 

“motor planner” into a “motor program”. The motor program then provides the motor system 

with instructions for performing the overt gestures. In their model, gestures are produced 

before speech formulation takes place.  

     De Ruiter (2000) proposed another model of speech-gesture production, the Sketch 

Model, which is built on Levelt’s model as well. Unlike Krauss and his colleagues’ model, 

the Sketch Model suggests that gestures are managed by the conceptualizer which also 

processes speech. At the conceptualizing stage, the communicative intention is split into a 

propositional part which is transformed into a preverbal message and an imagistic part is 

transformed into a “sketch” (de Ruiter 2000: 292). After the conceptualizing stage, gesture 

and speech are processed independently. The sketch with relevant information will be sent to 

the “gesture planner”. The gesture planner then builds a motor program for the motor-control 
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modules for executing the overt gestures. According to de Ruiter (2000: 299), “although the 

preverbal message and the sketch are constructed simultaneously, the preverbal message is 

sent to the formulator only after the gesture planner has finished constructing a motor 

program and is about to send it to the motor-execution unit.” The models proposed by Krauss 

and his colleagues and by de Ruiter are similar in that gestures are generated before speech 

formulation takes place. The Free Imagery Hypothesis, hence, implies that gesture and speech 

are processed independently and predicts that the information expressed in gesture will not be 

influenced by the information encoded in speech. 

2.3.2 The Lexical Semantics Hypothesis 

     Studies (Schegloff 1984; Butterworth & Hadar 1989) sustaining the Lexical Semantics 

Hypothesis suggest that gestures are produced from the information encoded in the affiliated 

lexical items of the accompanying speech. Such a view was originally proposed by Schegloff 

(1984: 273), who claimed that “hand gestures are organized...by reference to the talk...[and] 

various aspects of the talk appear to be the ‘source’ for gestures affiliated to them”. 

Butterworth and Hadar (1989) proposed that lexical items generate iconic gestures through 

the semantic features (e.g., forms, directions, and measures) that can be reflected in the 

configurative properties of the gesture, such as (e.g., force, trajectory, and speed). Such a 

view indicates that the features of lexical items are the sources of iconic gestures. They 

suggest gesture typically reflects only part of the meaning, which is opposed to McNeill’s 
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(1985) claim that the meaning of gesture is holistic and synthetic.  

Moreover, it was proposed that “speech production processes dominate gesture 

production so that the latter must conform to speech productive constraints” (Butterworth & 

Hadar 1989: 172). Iconic gestures are thought to be generated from the result of the 

computational stage of the selecting of the lexical items. Differing from McNeill's (1985) 

account, Butterworth and Hadar’s claim places the origins of iconic gestures after linguistic 

construction rather than with it. The Lexical Semantics Hypothesis implies that the 

information expressed in gesture will be influenced by the content of the speech. Namely, 

representational gestures only encode information which is encoded in affiliated lexical items. 

What is not expressed in the accompanying speech will not be encoded in gesture. 

2.3.3 The Interface Hypothesis 

     The Interface Hypothesis was proposed in Kita and Öyzürek’s (2003) cross-language 

study in the informational coordination between speech and gesture. Their study suggested 

that gestures are generated from “an interface representation between speaking and spatial 

thinking” (Kita & Öyzürek 2003: 17). Such interface representation is the spatio-motoric 

representation including the spatial and action information which is organized for speaking. 

The Interface Hypothesis maintains that gestures encode non-linguistic and spatio-motoric 

properties of their referents and structure the information about the referents “in the way that 

is relatively compatible with linguistic encoding possibilities” (Kita & Öyzürek 2003: 17). 
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     Kita and Öyzürek’s hypothesis follows Slobin’s (1987, 1996) “thinking for speaking” 

and McNeill’s (1992) Growth Point Theory of utterance generation. Thinking-for- speaking 

means that thinking is carried out on-line during speaking; it involves “picking those 

characteristics of objects and events that (a) fit some conceptualization of the event, and (b) 

are readily encodable in the language” (Slobin 1987: 435). Hence, the information organized 

for producing speech in a certain language is decided by “interaction between 

representational resources of the language and processing requirement for the speech 

production system” (Kita & Öyzürek 2003: 17). For instance, a certain concept may parallel 

an accessible specific expression in one language but not in another. Such linguistic 

difference is thought to be visible in co-speech gestures according to the Growth Point 

Theory in which the organization of speech involves the interaction of imagistic thinking and 

linguistic thinking. The growth point refers to the speaker’s minimal idea unit which can 

develop into a full utterance with gesture, and it is a combination of image and linguistic 

meaning (McNeill 1992). There is a mutual influence between image and language; 

furthermore, image and language are not the translation of each other (McNeill & Duncan 

2000). From this perspective, image and language are equal to thinking-for-speaking. Based 

on these arguments, the Interface Hypothesis claims that the imagery underlying a gesture is 

shaped by the formulation of language as well as the spatio-motoric properties of the referent 

which may not be expressed in language (Kita & Öyzürek 2003: 18). 
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     Kita and Öyzürek further proposed a speech and gesture production model which 

builds on Levelt’s (1989) speech production model, with some modifications. In their model, 

Levelt’s Conceptualizer is split into two parts: the Communication Planner and the Message 

Generator. The Communication Planner generates communicative intention and decides 

which modalities of expression to be involved. Once the communicative intention is 

generated in the Communication Planner, it is sent to the Message Generator and the Action 

Generator. The Message Generator takes the communicative goal and discourse context into 

account, formulating a proposition to be verbally expressed. The gesture, on the other hand, is 

generated from the Action Generator. A spatio-motoric representation produced by the Action 

Generator can be transformed into a propositional format and passed onto the Message 

Generator. A proposition produced by the Message Generator can be transformed into a 

spatio-motoric format and passed onto the Action Generator as well. The contents generated 

by the two generators incline to converge through the exchange of information (Kita & 

Öyzürek 2003: 29). The message produced by the Message Generator is sent to the 

Formulator. Before a proposition is readily verbalized, the Message Generator receives direct 

feedback from the Formulator (Kita & Öyzürek 2003: 29). In the model, the information 

exchange between the Message Generator and the Action Generator and the interaction 

between the Formulator and the Message Generator are on-line and bi-directional. Therefore, 

The content of a gesture is decided by: (a) the communicative intention which does not fully 
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specify the gestural content, (b) action schemata selected according to features of imagined or 

real space, (c) on-line feedback from the Formulator through the Message Generator (Kita & 

Öyzürek 2003: 28). 

     Kita and Öyzürek’s hypothesis suggests that the Action Generator influenced by 

possibilities of linguistic formulation is a general process for generate gestures. Furthermore, 

the spatio-motoric representation in the Action Generator is the “interface representation 

between speaking and spatial thinking that makes use of action planning process” (Kita & 

Öyzürek 2003: 29). In general, the Interface Hypothesis predicts that a gesture is shaped 

concurrently by the linguistic formulation possibilities (which makes it unlike the Free 

Imagery Hypothesis) and the spatio-motoric information that are not encoded in the 

accompanying speech (which makes it unlike the Lexical Semantics Hypothesis). 

2.4 Summary 

     Opposing the traditional view, Lakoff and Johnson advocated the following thoughts: 

metaphor is conceptual; metaphor can be realized in our ordinary language; metaphor is 

based on cross-domain correlations/structure similarities; and metaphor is grounded in our 

body experience or social cultural values (Lakoff & Johnson 1980a, 1980b, 1980c, 2003; 

Lakoff 1993). It was also suggested that an abstract concept can be understood in terms of 

various metaphors. The metaphors of a single concept may profile different aspects of the 

metaphorical concept (Lakoff & Johnson 1980b). Kövecses’s (2002) study on metaphors in 
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English supported that source domain is more concrete and that target domain is more 

abstract. His research also proved that the mapping direction between a source and a target is 

asymmetrical. Also, several investigations on metaphoric expressions in Chinese support the 

belief that an abstract concept can be understood in terms of various metaphors. Gesture is 

thought to be another independent modality that can reflect our thinking of metaphors (Cienki 

2008; Cienki & Müller 2008; Müller 2008; Gibbs 2008b). Gestural data provides visible 

evidence for the presence of metaphors in mind (Calbris 2008; Müller 2008; Chui 2008). Yet, 

metaphoric gestures do not just reduplicate what is realized in linguistic modality. There are 

metaphoric expressions which might not occur in language but in gesture (Cienki 2008; 

Cienki & Müller 2008). Moreover, gestural data enhance the psychological reality for the 

embodied nature of conceptual metaphors (Calbris 2008; Núñez 2008; Chui 2011, 2013).  

Insights about conceptual metaphor have been provided by previous studies on 

linguistic and gestural data; nevertheless, many of them focus on qualitative data exclusively. 

The present study then attempts to examine the metaphoric expressions from both the 

qualitative and quantitative perspectives. The quantitative analysis can provide reliable 

information about the habitual expressions metaphors. Additionally, most of the past studies 

paid attention to metaphoric expressions in single modality, but the present study would take 

both the linguistic and gestural representations into account. Based on the quantitative 

analysis of conversational data, the present study compares the metaphors expressed in 
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language and gesture with the metaphors expressed in gesture-only and discusses the 

collaboration of speech and gesture in conveying metaphorical concepts.  

In order to seek a general picture about the habitual expressions of metaphors in 

face-to-face conversation, the present study categorizes the metaphoric expressions into 

different types. Meanwhile, the present study examines the ordinary source domains and 

target domains of the metaphoric expressions. The sources and targets involved in the 

one-to-many/ many-to-one correspondences are investigated as well. Concerning the above 

issues, the analysis of the cross-modal manifestations of metaphors is presented in Chapter 4. 

Regarding the collaboration of language and gesture in conveying metaphors, the present 

study surveys the temporal patterning of speech and gesture production. Findings about the 

temporal synchronization between the two modalities are shown in Chapter 4 as well. The 

collaboration of the two modalities may provide a way to look at the theoretical hypotheses 

of speech and gesture production. Discussion about the collaboration of speech and gesture in 

relation to the theoretical hypothesis is shown in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 3 

DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

This chapter presents the data and methodology utilized in the present study. Section 

3.1 introduces the conversational data. Section 3.2 presents the selection criteria of the 

metaphoric expressions examined in the present study. The metaphor types adopted to 

categorize the metaphoric expressions are presented in Section 3.3. The source-domain and 

target-domain concepts identified in the present study are shown in Section 3.4. The temporal 

patterning of speech and gesture are introduced in Section 3.5. A summary is in Section 3.6. 

3.1 Data 

     The linguistic data used in this study is taken from the NCCU Corpus of Spoken 

Chinese (Chui & Lai 2008). The corpus contains spoken data of Mandarin, Southern Min, 

and Hakka. The sub-corpus of spoken Mandarin includes daily face-to-face conversations. 

Most of the conversations have been collected since 2006 and this portion of the data is 

accessible online.3 The participants in the conversations were schoolmates, family members, 

friends or colleagues familiar with each other. They were free to talk about any topics and 

were filmed for about an hour. From each conversation, a stretch (about twenty to forty 

minutes) was selected for transcription. In each selected stretch, the participants became 

                                                      
3 The website of the NCCU Corpus of Spoken Chinese is http://spokenchinesecorpus.nccu.edu.tw/ 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

36 

 

accustomed to talk in front of a visible camera. The linguistic data used in this study come 

from twenty-six face-to-face conversations in the sub-corpus of spoken Mandarin, and these 

conversations totally take about nine hours and fifty seconds. The gestural data relevant for 

this study are obtained from the gesture analysis of the twenty-six transcribed conversations.4 

The gestural data are coded by another trained coder as well. 

3.2 Selection Criteria of Metaphoric Expressions 

Since this study explores how language and gesture collaborate to express metaphorical 

concepts, metaphors occurring alone in speech were excluded. The present study focuses on 

the metaphors concurrently manifested in speech and gesture (‘language-gesture’ or ‘L-G’), 

as well as the metaphors merely realized in gesture (‘gesture-only’ or ‘G-only’, i.e., a concept 

is metaphorically expressed in gesture but literally conveyed in speech). The distinction 

between ‘language-gesture’ metaphors and ‘gesture-only’ metaphors can be demonstrated by 

the occurrence of two common types of metaphors—Entity metaphor and Orientation 

metaphor (see Table 5). Example 1 is an instance of the entity metaphor STATE OF 

CONFUSION IS AN OBJECT in the language-gesture group, since the target-domain concept, 

nàzhŏng shīkùng de zhuàngkuàng ‘that kind of situation of confusion’, is a nominal phrase in 

the utterance. Meanwhile, the speaker’s right hand forms a cupped shape with slightly curled 

fingers as if she were supporting a bounded object in her hand (Panel 2 in Figure 1). This 
                                                      
4 The gestural analysis was part of the language-gesture projects led by Prof. Kawai Chui; the projects were 
funded by the National Science Council. 
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gesture metaphorically represents STATE as a physical object. 

(1)  F: 今年..如果要避免我剛剛講那種失控的狀況的話 

  
Figure 1. STATE OF CONFUSION IS AN OBJECT in gesture 

The gesture-only group involves metaphors like the entity metaphor HARDSHIP IS AN 

OBJECT in Example 2. The speaker says that her parents work hard to earn money. The 

concept of hardship is literally represented by the predicate xīnkŭ ‘hard’ in the utterance. The 

metaphorical idea is rather conveyed manually as an object with boundary while the 

speaker’s left hand forms a cupped shape with curled fingers (Panel 2 in Figure 2).  

(2)  F: 就是...(1.2)就是覺得...爸爸媽媽很辛苦啊這樣子 

  
Figure 2. HARDSHIP IS AN OBJECT in gesture 

     For orientation metaphors, the language-gesture group includes metaphors like the one 

in Example 3. In this example, the orientation metaphor THE NEXT ACADEMIC YEAR IS 

(1)                                                 (2)                                                

(1)                                                 (2)                                                
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DOWN belongs to the language-gesture group. The speaker says that one of her classmate is 

junior to her. She utters xiàyíjiè ‘next academic year’ in speech. The sequence of the 

academic year is linguistically represented by the spatial term xia ‘down’. Corresponding to 

the linguistic terms is the speaker’s manual movement. The speaker’s right hand moves 

downward from head level to shoulder level (Panel 3 in Figure 3). The gesture provides 

visible spatial orientation for the abstract target-domain concept ‘next academic year’. 

(3)  F1: ...可是我們學校那個學妹...就是我的同學...然後他其實是我下一屆的 

   

Figure 3. THE NEXT ACADEMIC YEAR IS DOWN in gesture 

On the other hand, Example 4 presents an instance of orientation metaphors in the 

gesture-only group. In this case, the metaphors THE FIRST CHOICE IS UP and THE THIRD 

CHIOCE IS DOWN are conveyed in gesture exclusively. The speaker talks about the 

examination and the choice of schools. She utters dìyī zhìyuàn ‘the first choice’ and dìsān 

zhìyuàn ‘the third choice’ without referring to any spatial terms in speech. However, the 

speaker’s manual movement conveys the metaphorical ideas. Her right hand rises to a rather 

high position to enact the metaphor THE FIRST CHOICE IS UP when she utters dìyī zhìyuàn 

(Panel 2 in Figure 4). Next, her right hand comes down to a rather low position to convey the 

(1)                                                 (2)                                                 (3) 
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metaphor THE THIRD CHOICE IS DOWN when she utters dìsān zhìyuàn (Panel 3 in Figure 4). 

The gestures metaphorically represent the abstract concept of the sequence of the choices by 

upward and downward orientations. 

(4)  F1: ..然後你..你今天很細心你變第一志願...再粗心一點就第三志願 

   

Figure 4. THE FIRST CHOICE IS UP and THE THIRD CHOICE IS DOWN in gesture 

With regard to the metaphors in the language-gesture group, speech and gesture may 

convey the same or different types of metaphors. Examples 1 and 3 shown above are 

instances that the same kinds of metaphors are expressed across modalities. Example 5 

presents an instance where the metaphor in language differs from the one in the gesture. The 

speaker talks about the movies released during summer vacation. The body-part metaphor 

THE END OF SUMMER VACATION IS A TAIL is conveyed in language. She utters wĕiba de 

shíhòu ‘tail of time’ (Line 2) to refer to the end of the vacation. The end of a period of time is 

metaphorically conceptualized as the tail of an animal. On the other hand, the entity metaphor 

THE END OF SUMMER VACATION IS AN OBJECT is expressed in gesture. The speaker’s hands 

are placed vertically with palm facing to palm as if she were holding a bounded object in 

hands (Figure 5). The end of summer vacation is then metaphorically represented as a 

(1)                                                 (2)                                                 (3) 
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discrete object. 

(5) 1 F: 他們就是整個暑假...前面都是一些...就是比較那個...前面都是一些屬於比較熱門 
 2   影片啊...就這樣咚咚咚咚咚咚..好...到後面尾巴的時候..已經快要...開學了 

 
Figure 5. THE END OF SUMMER VACATION IS AN OBJECT in gesture 

There are 110 instances in which speech and gesture express the same metaphors and 7 

instances where the two modalities show different metaphors. The present study would put 

emphasis on the ones where language and gesture manifest the same types of metaphor. 

Concerning the metaphors expressed in the gesture-only group, there are two instances in 

which metaphoric gestures are produced during silence because the speakers have difficulty 

retrieving the words in speech. Since the referents of this kind of metaphors are not definite 

and such metaphors only account for a small portion, they are not included in the present 

study. In addition, if there are repetitions of a metaphor (i.e., two or more metaphoric 

expressions are conveyed with the same linguistic terms and the same gesture), the metaphor 

is only counted once. In general, there are totally 247 metaphors examined in the present 

study. These metaphors are divided into two main groups: the language-gesture group and the 

gesture-only group. The language-gesture group contains 110 (44.5%) metaphoric 
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expressions with the same types of metaphors across the two modalities; the gesture-only 

group involves 137 (55.5%) metaphors. 

3.3 Classification of Metaphor Types 

     To discuss people’s habitual expression of metaphor in daily conversation, the present 

study sorts the metaphoric expressions by different metaphor types. Several metaphor types 

have been proposed in the past studies. Lakoff and Johnson (1980c) stated there are three 

main types of metaphors realized by linguistic expressions: structural metaphor, orientational 

metaphor, and ontological metaphor. Nonetheless, Lakoff and Johnson (2003) later clarified 

that all metaphors are structural in that they map the structure of one concept to another 

concept; hence, the present paper does not adopt the category of structural metaphor. 

Orientational metaphor is based on the spatial image schemas; it is identified as a type of 

metaphor and called orientation metaphor in the present study. Ontological metaphor projects 

physical status on things without inherent physical status. Ontological metaphor can be 

further divided into container metaphor, entity metaphor, and personification (Lakoff & 

Johnson 1980c). The present study uses the three specific types of metaphors rather than the 

general ontological metaphor to sort the data. Since CAUSATION could be metaphorically 

conceived as a forced movement (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c; Lakoff 1993), metaphor of 

causation is treated as an independent type and called causation metaphor in this study. In 

McNeill’s (1992) study on gesture in narratives, he classified metaphoric gestures into four 
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types: spatial metaphor, metaphor of change, conduit metaphor, and metaphor based on beam 

and aura. Spatial metaphor parallels Lakoff and Johnson’s “orientational metaphor”, and 

metaphor of change overlaps with Lakoff and Johnson’s “metaphor of causation”. McNeill’s 

conduit metaphor follows Reddy’s (1979) framework of conduit metaphor, and the present 

study regards it as an independent type. Metaphor based on beam and aura illustrates vision 

or mental state as lights (the substance); such a metaphor is seen as a kind of entity metaphor 

in the present study. 

Fictive motion refers to the static entity which is realized in terms of motion. Although 

Lakoff and Johnson (1980c) did not consider it as an independent type of metaphor, Talmy 

(1996) suggested the notion of fictive motion is associated with conceptual metaphor. 

Because the mechanism of the metaphor based on fictive-motion is different from the 

metaphors introduced above, the present study identifies such metaphor and calls it 

fictive-motion metaphor. The metaphor using body-parts as source domain also functions 

differently from other kinds of metaphors; thus, it is also considered as an independent type 

and called a body-part metaphor. It should be noted that there are metaphors that do not 

directly correlate with the image schemas (e.g., LOVE IS JOURNEY) and the grounding of 

them depends on the primary metaphors (e.g., PURPOSE ARE DESTINATIONS and ACTIONS 

ARE MOTIONS) that comprise them. Such a metaphor is called a “complex metaphor” or 

“compound metaphor” (Lakoff & Johnson 1999; Gibbs 2005, 2006), and they are identified 
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in the present study as well. Based on the studies mentioned above, the present study 

recognizes nine kinds of metaphors which are utilized to analyze both the linguistic and 

gesture data. The following shows the definitions of these metaphors. 

     The body-part metaphor refers to the metaphor in which its target domain is conceived 

in terms of a body part (e.g., head, mouth, tail, and so on). This metaphor relates to the 

OBJECT image schema. The body is a bounded object, and it is a unified whole consisting 

various parts (Santibáñez 2002). An expression of the body-part metaphor THE FOCUS OF A 

PROBLEM IS A HEART can be found in the expression ‘the heart of the problem’ (Kövecses 

2002: 16). Problem is conceived as a unified object, and its focus is regarded as a heart, an 

important body-part.  

     Causation is a basic human concept. The causation metaphor treats causes as forces 

and causations/changes as movements (Lakoff 1993). This metaphor is based on the 

COMPULSION image schema, a kind of FORCE schema. The prototype of causation is direct 

manipulation, and infants first learn about causation through the realization that they can 

directly manipulate objects around them (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c). They may throw their 

toys and find some change of state in the toys. The inference that something moves if people 

apply force to it is mapped onto the logic of causation. That is, the concept of causation is 

metaphorically understood as a physical force resulting in motion or change of something. 

The metaphor CAUSATION IS A FORCED MOVEMENT is indicated by the verb propel in the 
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sentence ‘The news propelled the stock market to record heights’ (Lakoff & Johnson 1999: 

184). The news is regarded as a FORCE leading to the movement of the stock market to 

record heights.  

The conduit metaphor conceptualizes human communication as a conduit which can 

physically transfer our thoughts or feelings (Reddy 1979). The process of communication is 

metaphorically conceived as sending the ideas which are seen as physical entities. The 

conduit metaphor COMMUNICATING IS TRANSFERING OBJECTS is conveyed in the sentence 

‘I gave you that idea’ (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 10). The verb gave shows that idea is 

conceived as a discrete object that we can manipulate and that communication is 

conceptualized in terms of sending the object. McNeill (1992: 149) describes the conduit 

metaphor in gesture as “the hand creating a bounded, supportable object that represents an 

abstract concept”. However, such description better fits the definition for an entity metaphor, 

since it neglects an important feature of the conduit metaphor—the process of sending. In the 

present study, a metaphoric gesture is identified as a conduit metaphor only when the gesture 

involves the action of passing a visional object (the idea) to the listener. Namely, a speaker 

not only presents an idea with palm-up-open hand but also sends the idea through moving the 

hand to a listener. 

     The container metaphor is the metaphor in which its target domain is conceived in 

terms of the containers with a bounded surface and in-out orientation. The metaphor is 
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associated with the CONTAINER image schema. Our physical bodies are bounded by the 

surface of our skins and we can experience things outside us. With this bodily basis, we map 

the in-out orientation onto other things (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c). The container metaphor 

THE WOODS IS A CONTAINER is expressed in the sentence ‘We are in the woods’ (Lakoff & 

Johnson 1980c: 29). The forest (a bounded land area) is seen as a container and the 

preposition in specifies that people are inside the container. The container metaphor allows us 

to impose an artificial boundary on the physical phenomenon. Moreover, a metaphoric 

gesture is recognized as the container metaphor when the relationship between the container 

and the content is depicted. If the speaker just gestures a bounded object without specifying 

the in-out orientation, the gesture is treated as an entity metaphor rather than a container 

metaphor.  

     The entity metaphor conceptualizes a target domain in terms of discrete object or 

substances. This metaphor is grounded in the OBJECT image schema. We see ourselves as an 

independent entity separated from the other discrete entities in the world. Objects are 

perceived as a unified whole with distinct boundaries, and we can manipulate objects in 

different ways (Santibáñez 2002). The expression ‘It will take a lot of patience to finish this 

book’ (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 26) shows the entity metaphor PATIENCE IS THE 

SUBSTANCE. Since the abstract PATIENCE is metaphorically realized as a physical substance, 

we can use the phrase a lot of to quantify the patience. According to Lakoff and Johnson 
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(1980c: 27), “merely viewing a nonphysical thing as an entity or substance does not allow us 

to comprehend very much about it, [b]ut ontological metaphors may be further elaborated”. 

An elaboration of the entity metaphor THE MIND IS AN ENTITY can be found in the sentence 

‘My mind just isn't operating today’ (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 27). In this case, the metaphor 

THE MIND IS A MACHINE is indicated by the verb operating. The metaphor focuses on the 

operating condition of the mind. The mind is regarded as a machine having an on-off state, 

efficiency, and energy. 

     The fictive-motion metaphor refers to the metaphor in which static things or abstract 

concepts are conceived in terms of dynamic motions. Such motion is called “fictive motion” 

(Talmy 1996), since it does not have physical occurrences. The motion metaphor relates to 

the SELF-MOTION image schema which involves a trajectory that moves on its own. The 

metaphor THE SUCCESSION OF TIME IS FICTIVE MOTION is conveyed in the sentence 

‘Christmas is coming’ (Talmy 1996: 269). The temporal succession is mapped onto the 

dynamic spatial relation of approach (Talmy 1996: 269); this metaphor is realized by the verb 

coming.  

     The orientation metaphor is the metaphor in which the target domain is conceptualized 

in terms of spatial concepts, including spatial orientations, path, location, etc. This metaphor 

relates to the SPACE image schema which is associated with our experience of perceptual 

space and the PATH image schema which connects to our spatial world and the concept of 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

47 

 

oriented motion (Johnson 1987; Krzeszowski 1993). The SPACE schema involves several 

basic orientations defined by how the human body is oriented in the three dimensional world. 

The orientation metaphor HIGH STATUS IS UP is specified by the phrase rise to the top in the 

sentence ‘She'll rise to the top’ (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 16). The structure of PATH schema 

consists of a starting point, an end point, and a sequence of contiguous locations connecting 

the starting point and the end point. The metaphor MEANS ARE PATH is conveyed in the 

sentence ‘Do it this way’ (Lakoff & Johnson 1999: 191). The word way shows that the 

method to carry out a task is regarded as a path. 

     The personification metaphor makes us able to “comprehend a wide variety of 

experiences with non-human entities in terms of human motivations, characteristics, and 

activities” (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 33). This metaphor is an extension of the ontological 

metaphor (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c), and it relates to the OBJECT image schema. Different 

personification metaphors can be realized in different aspects of human beings. For instance, 

the metaphor is not merely INFLATION IS A PERSON in the sentence ‘Inflation has robbed me 

of my savings’ (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 33). The verb robbed shows that the metaphor is a 

more specific INFLATION IS AN ADVERSARY, which give us a particular way to think about 

inflation. In the current data, no personification metaphor is found. 

      The complex metaphor refers to the metaphor which has no direct and independent 

correlation to our sensory-motor experiences. However, we still need the knowledge of our 
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bodily experience or socio-cultural practices to comprehend such metaphor. The sentence 

‘The foundation of his theory is strong’ is an expression of the complex metaphor THEORIES 

ARE BUILDINGS, which comprises the primary metaphors: STRUCTURES ARE PHYSICAL 

STRUCTURES and PERSISTING IS REMAINING ERECT (Gibbs 2005: 79). There is no 

straightforward connection between THEORIES and BUILDINGS. Yet the knowledge of the 

experience that buildings remain erect due to their strong structure and foundation motivates 

the metaphorical inference of THEORY.  

      In this section, nine kinds of metaphor are presented: body-part metaphor, causation 

metaphor, conduit metaphor, container metaphor, entity metaphor, fictive-motion metaphor, 

orientation metaphor, personification metaphor, and complex metaphor. The present study 

analyzes the metaphoric expressions based on the definitions provided in this section. Except 

for the body-part metaphor and the personification metaphor, the other kinds of metaphors 

are produced from the current data. 

3.4 Classification of Source-Domain and Target-Domain Concepts 

     The present study also attempts to investigate the sources and targets involved in the 

metaphors. To examine the sources employed in the metaphoric expressions, the notion of 

image schema is taken into account in the present study. Image schema is a recurring pattern 

of our body experiences and has been studied as the embodied sources for metaphoric 

extensions in past research. Hence, the source-domain concepts are categorized based on the 
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image schemas. It is proposed that an image schema may relate to other image schemas 

(Johnson 1987; Cienki 1997; Clausner & Croft 1999; Santibáñez 2002). Based on the 

selective image schemas proposed by Johnson (see Table 3 in Chapter 2), Cienki (1997) 

suggested some schemas are more general and represent cover terms for the more specific 

schemas as shown in Table 4. For instance, OBJECT schema has several specified version of 

schemas like PART-WHOLE, MASS-COUNT, etc.  

Table 4. Image schemas proposed by Cienki (1997: 12) 

More general More specific   
PROCESS MATCHING MERGING CONTACT LINK 

 
SPLITTING 

   
PATH STRAIGHT SCALE CYCLE ITERATION 

OBJECT PART-WHOLE CENTER-PERIPHERY SURFACE MASS-COUNT 

 
COLLECTION 

  
CONTAINER FULL-EMPTY SURFACE CENTER-PERIPHERY IN-OUT 

FORCE ATTRACTION ENABLEMENT COMPLUSION 

 
COUNTERFORCE BLOCKAGE RESTRAINT REMOVAL 

Clausner and Croft (1999: 16-20) proposed that image schemas are a subtype of 

domain called “image schematic domain” which has internal structure and supports profiles 

of different concepts. They offered an inventory similar to Cienki’s list and suggested that the 

image schemas are related. The SPACE schema is added as a more general image schema 

which involves several specific image schemas like UP-DOWN, FRONT-BACK, and NEAR-FAR 

in Clausner and Croft’s study. Santibáñez (2002) put emphasis on the OBJECT schema and its 

dependent schemas. He argued that the OBJECT schema is a basic image schema that 

comprises other more specific embodied patterns (e.g., PART-WHOLE, MASS-COUNT). The 
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OBJECT schema in Santibáñez’s study includes the specific schemas (e.g., MATCHING, 

MERGING, CONTACT, LINK, and SPLITTING) which are grouped as the sub-schema of the 

PROCESS schema in Cienki’s study. The OBJECT schema is based on the experience that we 

can manipulate objects which may change their property or relations with other objects. This 

knowledge of OBJECT provides a guideline for the LINK schema, which consists of two or 

more objects connected by some linking devices.  

     Although the grouping of image schemas is varied in different research projects, there 

is a consensus that some image schemas are subordinate to the more general image schemas. 

Following the framework of the above studies, the present study utilizes the more general 

image schemas (PATH, OBJECT, CONTAINER, FORCE, and SPACE) to classify the source 

-domain concepts. 5  The present study also identified BODY-PARTS, PERSON, and 

FICTIVE-MOTION as the sources. BODY-PARTS and PERSON are based on the OBJECT image 

schema. The two concepts are the elaborations of a basic object; hence, BODY-PART and 

PERSON are separated from OBJECT in the present study. The concept of fictive-motion 

relates to the SELF-MOTION image schema proposed by Mandler (1992); this image schema 

involves a trajectory that moves on its own. Moreover, it should be noted that Johnson and 

Lakoff did not claim that all metaphors require an image-schematically based source domain. 

The complex metaphors are not directly associated with our sensory-motor experiences, and 

                                                      
5 The present study follows Santibáñez’s work to treat the image schemas like CONTACT, LINK, and SPLITTING 
(which were regarded as the specific schema of the PROCESS schema by Cienki) as the specific schema of the 
more general OBJECT schema. 
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they may not be directly related to image-schematic patterns. In the current data, all the 

complex metaphors are based on physical activities we practice in ordinary life (e.g., picking 

an object and weighing an object); therefore, ACTIVITY is identified as a kind of source. To 

generalize, 9 kinds of sources are identified: ACTIVITY, BODY-PART, CONTAINER, 

FICTIVE-MOTION, FORCE, OBJECT, PATH, PERSON, and SPACE. Except for BODY-PART and 

PERSON, the other kinds of sources can be found in the current data. 

     A great variety of notions can be realized via metaphors. A target domain is typically 

concrete; in some cases, a target can be abstract. Among the 247 metaphoric expressions 

examined in the present study, 197 (79.8%) of them involve abstract targets (e.g., STATE and 

TIME) and 50 (20.2%) of them include concrete targets (e.g., ACTIVITY and COLOR). In the 

current data, 61 kinds of targets were found; however, not all of the target-domain concepts 

appear frequently. Regarding the issue about the targets realized in habitual metaphoric 

expressions, the present study respectively identified 8 kinds of targets that have at least five 

tokens in the current data: GROUP, MENTAL ACTIVITY, (physical) ACTIVITY, DEGREE, 

SEQUENCE, SPEECH CONTENT, STATE, and TIME. The remaining 53 kinds of targets will be 

generalized as ‘others’.  

3.5 Temporal Patterning of Speech and Gesture 

     In order to see the collaboration between language and gesture, the present study 

examines how speech and gesture patterned temporally in expressing metaphor. According to 
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McNeill (1992: 83), there are three phases of gesture: “preparation”, “stroke”, and 

“retraction”. In the preparation phase, “the limb moves away from its rest position to a 

position in gesture space where the stroke begins” (ibid.). In the stroke phase, “the meaning 

of the gesture is expressed” (ibid.). The retraction phase is “the return of the hand to a rest 

position” (ibid.). Both the preparation and the retraction are optional, but the stroke is 

obligatory. The metaphoric expression in Example 6 involves the metaphoric gesture with the 

three gesture phases. 

          |~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~*******-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-| 
(6)  F: ..大學之前的那個...兩個你都認識啊..不是啊..就現在那個之前的兩個你都認識啊 

   

 

Figure 6. THE FORMER IS THE FRONT in gesture 

The speaker states that the listener indeed knows her ex-boyfriends with whom she was 

in a relationship before she entered college. The metaphor THE FORMER IS THE FRONT is 

expressed in both language and gesture. The metaphoric idea is verbally expressed by spatial 

(1)                                                 (2)                                                (3) 

(4)                                                
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term zīqiān ‘front’ and manually represented by the frontward movement. The manual 

movement starts from the negative morpheme bù; during the preparation phase, the speaker’s 

both hands move from her knee to the front of her chest (Panel 1 to 2 in Figure 4). The stroke 

of the gesture refers to the lexical affiliate zīqiān, as the speaker’s hands move forward (Panel 

3). Finally, the retraction phase is the return of the speaker’s hands to her knee (Panel 4) when 

she utters liăng ‘two’. 

Regarding the temporal relationship between gestures and accompanying speech, the 

present study analyzes the stroke phases which are relevant to conveying information. The 

gestural strokes can be further sorted into three types: those synchronizing with the associated 

words (the synchronizing gestures), those coming before the associated words (the preceding 

gestures), and those coming after the associated words (the following gestures). 

3.6 Summary 

In this chapter, the data and methodology adopted in the present study were introduced. 

The linguistic and gestural data were obtained from twenty-six face-to-face conversations 

from the NCCU Spoken Corpus of Mandarin. The present study pays attention to the 

metaphors concurrently manifested in speech and gestural modalities and the metaphors 

merely realized in gesture. To see people’s metaphoric expressions in ordinary conversations, 

nine types of metaphor are identified to categorize the metaphoric expressions: body-part 

metaphor, causation metaphor, conduit metaphor, container metaphor, entity metaphor, 
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motion metaphor, orientation metaphor, personification metaphor, and complex metaphor.6 

The present study also identifies the source-domain and target-domain concepts involving in 

the metaphors and examines the correspondences between each source/target and the 

metaphor types. Based on the notion of image schema, the source-domain concepts are 

classified into nine kinds: ACTIVITY, BODY-PART, CONTAINER, FICTIVE-MOTION, FORCE, 

OBJECT, PATH, PERSON, and SPACE. The target domains include a great variety of concepts. 

The present study distinguishes eight target domains which have at least five tokens in the 

current data while discussing the common target-domain concepts in Mandarin conversations. 

The source-to-target correspondences are investigated as well; the correspondences from a 

single source to multiple targets and the correspondences from many sources to a single 

target are focused on. Regardless of their frequency, each kind of target is considered 

independently to look at the one-source-to-many-targets correspondences and the 

many-sources-to-one-target correspondences. Furthermore, the temporal patterning of speech 

and gestures in conveying metaphors are examined to see the cognitive process underlying 

speech and gesture production. The present study pays attention to the stroke phases which 

are relevant in a gesture and recognizes the synchronizing gestures, the preceding gestures, 

and the preceding gestures. Analyses concerning the methodology mentioned above will be 

presented in Chapter 4.  

                                                      
6 The current data does not include have the body-part metaphor and the personification metaphor. 
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CHAPTER 4 

METAPHORS IN LANGUAGE AND GESTURE 

This chapter includes the investigation of the cross-modal manifestations of metaphors 

in daily communication. The 247 metaphoric expressions analyzed are divided into two main 

groups. The language-gesture group includes 110 (44.5%) expressions with the same types of 

metaphors across linguistic and gestural modalities. The gesture-only group contains 137 

(55.5%) metaphoric expressions. To understand the habitual expressions of metaphors in 

Mandarin conversations, the present study examines the cross-modal instantiations of 

metaphor types, source domains, target domains, and source-to-target correspondences. The 

analysis of the metaphor types is shown in Section 4.1. The source domains of the metaphors 

are presented in Section 4.2. The target domains are presented in Section 4.3. The 

correspondences between the sources and targets are discussed in Section 4.4. The temporal 

relationship between speech and gestures in conveying metaphors is presented in Section 4.5. 

Section 4.6 is a summary. 

4.1 Cross-Modal Manifestation of Metaphors 

     The present study identifies different types of metaphor to classify the metaphoric 

expressions obtained from the face-to-face conversations: body-part metaphor, causation 

metaphor, conduit metaphor, container metaphor, entity metaphor, fictive-motion metaphor, 
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orientation metaphor, personification metaphor, and complex metaphor. Most of the metaphor 

types are found in the current data, but the expressions of body-part metaphor and 

personification metaphor are not included in the current data. Distribution of the metaphor 

types in Mandarin conversations is presented in Table 5. 

Table 5. Types of metaphors in Mandarin conversations 

Metaphor Type Example 
 

Group 
Total 

Language-Gesture Gesture-Only 

Entity metaphor 講一些什麼東西 
(SPEECH CONTENT IS AN 

OBJECT) 

Frequency 79 113 192 

 
% Within Type 41.1% 58.9% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 71.9% 82.5% 77.8% 

Orientation metaphor 早上有下午都是德國那一個 

(MORNING IS UP; 

AFTERNOON IS DOWN) 

Frequency 24 19 43 

 
% Within Type 55.8% 44.2% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 21.8% 13.9% 17.4% 

Fictive-motion 一學期就過了 
(PASSAGE OF A SEMESTER 

IS MOTION) 

Frequency 3 0 3 
metaphor % Within Type 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 2.7% 0.0% 1.2% 

Container metaphor 盆地裝水 
(TAIPEI BASIN IS A 

CONTAINER) 

Frequency 2 0 2 

 
% Within Type 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 1.8% 0.0% .8% 

Conduit metaphor 灌輸我們很多知識 
(PROVIDING KNOWLEDGE IS 

SENDING OBJECTS) 

Frequency 1 0 1 

 
% Within Type 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 0.9% 0.0% 0.4% 

Causation metaphor 一直逼他 
(PSYCHOLOGICAL 

COMPELLING IS PUSHING) 

Frequency 0 1 1 

 
% Within Type 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 0.0% 0.7% 0.4% 

Complex metaphor 撿客人 
(CHOOSING PASSENGERS IS 

PICKING OBJECTS) 

Frequency 1 4 5 

 
% Within Type 20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 0.9% 2.9% 2.0% 

Total  Frequency 110 137 247 

 
% Within Type 44.5% 55.5% 100.0% 

 % Within Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

     In the language-gesture group, six metaphor types are found. A large number of the 

expressions belong to entity metaphor (71.9%) and orientation metaphor (21.8%). 

Fictive-motion metaphor, container metaphor, conduit metaphor, and complex metaphor 
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comprise less than 10% of the metaphors in language and gesture. No causation metaphor is 

realized by the metaphor in the language-gesture group. However, this finding does not imply 

that causation metaphor exclusively belongs to the gesture-only group, since the current data 

just involve one instance of this metaphor type. Within the gesture-only group, four metaphor 

types are found. Entity metaphor is the overwhelming majority (82.5%), and orientation 

metaphor takes the second place (13.9%). Causation metaphor and complex metaphor just 

account for a small portion of metaphors in gesture-only. Instances of fictive-motion 

metaphor, container metaphor, and conduit metaphor are not found in the metaphors 

conveyed merely in gesture. The finding does not indicate that fictive-motion, container, and 

conduit metaphors can merely occur in the language-gesture group because these metaphor 

types are also rare in the language-gesture group (each metaphor type has less than three 

tokens). 

     In both the language-gesture and the gesture-only groups, entity metaphor is the one 

that people use more commonly to conceptualize metaphoric thoughts. Next to entity 

metaphor, orientation metaphor is inclined to be expressed. The remaining metaphor types 

are not as frequent as entity metaphor and orientation metaphor. The difference between the 

language-gesture and the gesture-only groups is statistically significant regarding the 

metaphor types.7 It is entity metaphor that causes the difference between the two groups. 

                                                      
7 The Chi-square test for the distribution of the metaphor types in the L-G group and that in the G-only group 
yields χ2.95(6) = 12.601 (p-value = 0.049). The standardized residuals for entity metaphor are -2.0 in the L-G group 
and 2.0 in the G-only group. 
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Entity metaphors are prone to occur in the gesture-only group rather than the 

language-gesture group. While speaking, we can profile a concept with the gestural imagery 

of a bounded object supported in hand(s). For instance, the speaker literally expresses bàba 

māmā hěn xīnkŭ ‘father and mother work hard’ in utterance in Example 2 in Section 3.2; 

whereas, she naturally presents an object gesture to enact the entity metaphor HARD IS AN 

OBJECT to emphasize the abstract idea of ‘hardship’. We can easily provide a boundary for a 

concept by gesture; hence, it is likely that more entity metaphors are found in the 

gesture-only group. The following introduces the cross-modal manifestations of each 

metaphor type in the order based on their frequency. 

     With entity metaphors, we conceive target domains in terms of discrete objects or 

substances. We are able to reason about abstract concepts with entity metaphor which may 

allow us to group the concepts, quantify them, categorize them or identify aspects of them 

(Lakoff & Johnson 1980c). In Example 7, OBJECT is employed with a view to quantified 

speech contents. The metaphor SPEECH CONTENT IS AN OBJECT is manifested in both 

language and gesture. The term yìxiē ‘some’ (Line 1) is verbally expressed to quantify the 

speech content, showing that SPEECH CONTENT is metaphorically conveyed as an object in 

language. At the same time, the speaker’s right open palm faces up with slightly curled 

fingers to represent SPEECH CONTENT as a discrete object held in her hand (Panel 2 in Figure 

7). 
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(7) 1 F1: ..蠻有用的..就你可能講一些什麼東西他可能覺得蠻有用他也..搞不好他也會聽一 
 2   下..因為他真的沒有別的事可以做啊 

   

Figure 7. SPEECH CONTENT IS AN OBJECT in gesture 

Example 8 presents another instance of the entity metaphor. The metaphor A GROUP 

OF PEOPLE IS A BOUNDED AREA is manifested in gesture exclusively. The speaker explains 

that all the players need to share the rent for the volleyball court. The speaker literally 

expresses THE GROUP OF PEOPLE as zhèxiē rén ‘these people’ in speech (Line 1). 

Simultaneously, the speaker’s right hand moves counterclockwise to draw a scope with a 

boundary (Panel 3 in Figure 8). This gesture represents the abstract concept of GROUP as a 

bounded area which relates to the OBJECT image schema—a unified whole with a distinct 

boundary. Lakoff and Johnson (1980c: 60) has proposed a similar metaphor SOCIAL GROUPS 

ARE CONTAINERS, in which GROUP is not just a bounded object but a container with a 

bounded surface. Because Example 8 only profiles the boundary, not the in-out orientation or 

the interior of a container, the present study identifies the metaphoric expression about 

GROUP as entity metaphor. 

(8) 1 F1: (0)因為等於說你就這些人要分攤場地費..但是他要…確保我們打球的品質他每 
 2   次都控管人數 

(1)                                                (2)                                               
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Figure 8. A GROUP OF PEOPLE IS A BOUNDED AREA in gesture 

Orientation metaphors enable us to understand target domains in terms of spatial 

concepts. Most of them are concerned with spatial orientation: up-down, front-back, 

deep-shallow, central-periphery, and so on. Example 9 includes the orientation metaphors 

MORNING IS UP and AFTERNOON IS DOWN in both language and gesture. The speaker says 

that the teacher offering the classes in the morning and afternoon is from Germany. She utters 

zăoshàng ‘morning’ and xiàwŭ ‘afternoon’ in speech. The spatial terms shàng ‘up’ and xià 

‘down’ show that up-down orientation is used to refer to the abstract concept TIME. The 

speaker’s left hand moves up when she utters zăoshàng (Panel 2 in Figure 9), and her hand 

moves down when she speakers xiàwŭ (Panel 3). The gestures provide upward and downward 

orientations for the abstract concept of time.  

(9)  F2: ..早上有...下午都是..德國那一個嗎 

   

Figure 9. MORNING IS UP and AFTERNOON IS DOWN in gesture 

(1)                                                 (2)                                                 (3) 

(1)                                                 (2)                                                (3) 
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Another instance of orientation metaphor can be found in Example 10. The metaphor 

HIGH TEMPERATURE IS UP is conveyed in both language and gesture. The speaker verbally 

expresses wēndù shàngshēng ‘temperature rise’ to conceptualize the increasing heat in terms 

of the spatial concept UP. At the same time, her right hand rises up to enact the metaphor 

(Panel 2 in Figure 10). The upward orientation made by gesture shows the metaphoric 

thought about the degree of temperature.  

(10)  F: ...(0.7)然後其實現在地球的溫度已經有在上升所以現在好像 

  

Figure 10. HIGH TEMPERATURE IS UP in gesture 

PATH is a kind of spatial image schema on which orientation metaphors may be based. 

In Lakoff (1993), he distinguished various aspects of event structure—states, changes, 

process, actions, causes, purposes, and means—and asserted they may be metaphorically 

characterized via space, motion, or force. The metaphor MEANS ARE PATHS (Lakoff 1993: 

220) is a sub-mapping of the event structure metaphor. In the current data, we also find the 

metaphoric expressions based on PATH as shown in Example 11.The speaker talks about his 

experience of taking an examination and says what he has studied is in accordance with the 

(1)                                                 (2)                                               
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examination questions. The metaphor THE DIRECTION OF PREPARATION IS THE 

DIRECTION OF PATH is conveyed in language and gesture concurrently. Path is a route for 

the movement between two points, and the concept of PATH includes the notion about the 

direction of the route. In this case, the speaker verbally expresses the phrase zhŭnbèi de 

fāngxiàng ‘direction of the preparation’ (Line 2) which manifests the orientation metaphor 

and profiles the direction of path. At the same time, the speaker’s hands move forward, 

depicting the imagery of the path to metaphorically conceptualize the concept of 

PREPARATION (Panel 3 in Figure 11). 

(11) 1 M1: 有些就是...題目的深淺度就是..比較有差...對啊..就才會差在這個地方啊..就方向 
 2   都還算對準備的方向都還算對只是可能深淺就...可能還不夠這樣子 

   
Figure 11. THE DIRECTION OF PREPARATION IS THE DIRECTION OF PATH in gesture 

Fictive-motion metaphor allows us to conceive static things or abstract concepts in 

terms of fictive motion which does not have physical occurrences. In Talmy’s (1996) study, 

TIME PASSING IS MOTION is seen as a kind of metaphor based on fictive motion. This kind of 

metaphor is widely discussed in studies in English and Chinese (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c; 

Lakoff 1993; Yu 1998; Chui 2011). The current data have similar expressions like the 

(1)                                                (2)                                                 (3)  



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

63 

 

metaphor shown in Example 12. The speaker says that she has realized that time has elapsed 

rapidly since she entered high school. The metaphor THE PASSAGE OF A SEMESTER IS 

MOTION is conveyed in both language and gesture. A semester does not actually move, but 

the speaker linguistically represents the temporal progression of a semester with the verb guò 

‘pass’ (Line 2). Simultaneously, the speaker’s left hand sweeps to the left for several times to 

metaphorically express the passage of time through the motion (Panel 3 to 7 in Figure12). 

(12) 1 F: 我自從上高中以後我就覺得時間過超快我覺得好像每三次段考...就就是..反正三 
 2   次段考...一下一下..一學期就過..半學期一學一學期就過了 

   

   

   

Figure 12. THE PASSAGE OF A SEMESTER IS MOTION in gesture 

(4)                                                 (5)                                                 (6)  

(1)                                                 (2)                                                (3)  

(7)                                                 (8)                                                 (9)  
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Example 13 presents another instance of fictive-motion metaphor. The metaphor SHIFT 

OF SPEECH CONTENT IS MOTION is realized in both language and gesture. The speaker states 

that a teacher’s speech content always changes abruptly. The speech content of a 

conversation does not move, but it is conceptualized in terms of fictive motion as the speaker 

express the verb tiào ‘jump’ in the utterance. Moreover, the manner of the fictive motion is 

also marked by the term tiào in language. At the same time, speaker’s one hand moves to 

upper left or upper right position as the other hand stays in the center position for three times 

(Panel 3 to 5 in Figure 13). The gestural imagery of the movement to different spaces 

metaphorically represents the abstract concept, SHIFT OF THE SPEECH CONTENT, via motion.  

(13)  M: [講這邊也<L3 嘛想說L3>]這邊講又跳那邊..跳那邊..跳那邊這樣子啊 

   

   

Figure 13. SHIFT OF THE SPEECH CONTENT IS MOTION in gesture 

(1)                                                (2)                                                 (3)   

(4)                                                (5)                                                 (6)  
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With regard to container metaphor, we can conceptualize targets as the containers with 

bounded surface and in-out orientation. In Example 14, the metaphor STOCK MARKET IS A 

CONTAINER is manifested in both language and gesture. The speaker asks another participant 

when will be the best time to buy stocks. A stock market is a virtual place without a physical 

boundary. A stock market is conceived as a bounded container in the utterance jìnchăng ‘go 

into the market’ which indicates the in-out orientation, an important notion relating to 

CONTAINER. Simultaneously, the speaker’s hands move downward (Panel 3 in Figure 14); 

this gesture represents the route to a container and profiles the in-out orientation. 

(14)  M1: ..學長你覺得最近在股市震盪期然後要..要進場還要再等一下就對了 

   
Figure 14. STOCK MARKET IS A CONTAINER in gesture 

We project our own in-out orientation onto the natural environment such as land areas 

(Lakoff & Johnson 1980c). With container metaphor, we can impose a bounded surface to a 

land area without a physical or delineated boundary. In the current data, we also find the 

container metaphor about land area as shown in the metaphor TAIPEI BASIN IS A CONTAINER 

in Example 15. The metaphor is realized by both language and gesture. The speaker says that 

the terrain of Taipei is low-lying so Taipei is prone to flooding when the sea level is rising. 

(1)                                                (2)                                                 (3)   
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The utterance péndì zuāng shuĭ ‘basin is filled with water’ shows that a basin is seen as a 

container. The physical land area is provided with artificial boundary which enables the land 

to have the function of a container to keep liquid in its interior. The metaphor is also 

expressed by the downward movement of the speaker’s hands which depicts the image of 

pouring water into a container (Panel 3 in Figure 15) and shows the in-out orientation about 

the concept of CONTAINER. 

(15)  F: ...然後台北也會..因為台北地勢低窪..[盆地..裝水]@@ 

 

 
Figure 15. TAIPEI BASIN IS A CONTAINER in gesture 

In conduit metaphors, communication is understood in terms of a conduit which can 

physically transfer our thoughts or feelings. This metaphor type involves an important 

mechanism in which communication is seen as the action of sending. The current data merely 

include an instance of conduit metaphor as shown in Example 16. The speaker says that the 

(1)                                                (2)                                                (3)   

(4)                                                
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teachers taught well and that they had offered an abundance of knowledge to the students. 

The metaphor PROVIDING KNOWLEDGE IS TRANSFERRING OBJECTS is conveyed in both 

language and gesture. The speaker linguistically expresses the verb guàn shū ‘transport’ 

(Line 2) which indicates that the process of providing knowledge is conceived as sending 

discrete entities. The speaker also depicts the imagery of transferring something toward 

herself twice by her hand movement (Panel 3 to 5 in Figure 16). Such a gesture is metaphoric 

because it does not refer to the physical action of sending but the abstract concept of offering 

knowledge. 

(16) 1 F: 我..我以前...(.8)是不會覺得課本東西不夠因為那時候我覺得老師..老師都教我很 
 2   好了...就教得已經灌輸我們很多了 

   

   

Figure 16. PROVIDING KNOWLEDGE IS TRANSFERRING OBJECTS in gesture 

      

(1)                                                 (2)                                                 (3)   

(4)                                                 (5)                                                 (6)   
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We learn about causation through the experience that we can directly manipulate 

objects and then affect the objects in different ways. Hence, causation is metaphorically 

conceptualized via a physical force which may result in motion or change of something. Such 

a metaphorical realization is called causation metaphor. Lakoff and Johnson (1999: 184) 

proposed that bring, drive, pull, push, throw are all verbs of forced movement in their 

physical senses and they can be used to indicate abstract causation. From the current data, we 

find an instance of causation metaphor as shown in Example 17. The speaker states that she 

does not want to urge her boyfriend to marry her. The metaphor PSYCHOLOGICAL 

COMPELLING IS PUSHING is merely represented by the manual movement. There is a literal 

expression of the psychological operation bī ‘compel’ in language. On the other hand, the 

speaker’s hands forcefully push forward (Panel 2 in Figure 17). The speaker does not 

physically push her boyfriend, yet the gesture metaphorically represents the abstract concept 

of causation through the action of pushing. A physical force is utilized to conceptualize a 

psychological force to cause someone to carry out a certain action. 

(17)  F1: ..那不能說…不能說..啊..eh..他沒有想要結..那我很想要結..那我就一直逼他 

  
Figure 17. PSYCHOLOGICAL COMPELLING IS PUSHING in gesture 

(1)                                                 (2)                                               
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     Unlike the metaphor types discussed above, complex metaphors do not have direct 

correlations between the targets and the image schemas which represent the recurrent pattern 

of our bodily experiences. However, complex metaphors are embodied. Our understanding of 

complex metaphors still needs the knowledge from everyday sensory-motor experiences and 

socio-cultural practices. Example 18 includes the expression of complex metaphor.  

(18) 1 F: ..對啊..這樣還賺一百五..然後我們就在..就是..有沒有..撿客人..當計程車..撿三個 
 2   客人..我們就賺錢了[@@@]好壞喔 

 

 

Figure 18. CHOOSING PASSENGERS IS PICKING OBJECTS in gesture 

The metaphor CHOOSING PASSENGERS IS PICKING OBJECTS can be found in both 

speech and gesture. The speaker and her friend plan to drive to attend a conference and 

mention that they can choose three slender girls to go with them. The speaker then makes a 

joke that the passengers need to pay for the ride because they serve the roles as taxi drivers. 

(1)                                                (2)                                                (3) 

(4)                                               (5)                                                 (6)  
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She utters jiăn kèrén ‘pick passenger’ (Line 1) and jiăn sānge kèrén ‘pick three passengers’ 

(Line 1 to 2) to describe the mental process of choosing people to go with them. At the same 

time, the speaker’s right index finger and thumb make a pinch and move from the rather right 

position to her left hand at the center position two times (Panel 3 to 5 in Figure 18). Such a 

gesture represents the idea of CHOOSING PASSENGERS as the imagery of picking objects. 

The physical activity of picking objects is the socio-cultural practice we perform in ordinary 

life, and it provides the basis for the complex metaphor in this case. 

     According to Cienki (1998: 83), the gesture of weighing reflects the consideration of 

the importance of different factors, and the gesture is “like balancing all these things”. In 

Chui’s (2011) study, she provides an example of the metaphor CHOOSING IS WEIGHING in 

which weighing is used in comparing the shapes of tea leaves. In the current data, we also 

find the metaphors in which the activity of weighing is used in comparing the importance of 

different things to do. Example 19 presents the complex metaphor PLANNING IS WEIGHING 

which is manifested in gesture exclusively. The F2 speaker thinks their friend indeed planned 

to have a child. In language, the mental activity of planning is represented by the literal 

speech, guēihuà ‘plan’ (Line 2). In gesture, the F2 speaker moves one hand up and the other 

down three times to enact the metaphor PLANNING IS WEIGHING (Panel 3 to 5 in Figure 19). 

Importance is seen as weight and we compare the weight (importance) of different factors 

when we plan. In this case, weighing is used to conceptualize the mental activity of planning. 
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(19) 1 F1: ..連做老公的心理準備都還沒有..[一下子]...就跳做爸爸 
 2 F2: [他不是]...在規劃中嗎...(0.8)不是計畫中要試看看有沒有<L2 baby L2>嗎 

   

   

Figure 19. PLANNING IS WEIGHING in gesture 

4.2 Cross-Modal Manifestation of Source Domains 

Source domain is the conceptual domain from which we draw metaphoric expressions. 

Actually, source-domain concepts provide hints to identify to which metaphor types a 

metaphor belongs. In the present study, categorization of the source-domain concepts is 

mainly based on image schemas, the source domains of the current data are sorted into nine 

classes: ACTIVITY, BODY-PART, CONTAINER, FICTIVE-MOTION, FORCE, OBJECT, PATH, 

PERSON, and SPACE. Except for BODY-PART and PERSON, the other sources are found in the 

current data. In the current data, the source domains include basic entities (e.g., object and 

container), the concepts related to space (e.g., space and path). We also find dynamic 

concepts in the source domains, such as fictive motion, force, and activities. These concepts 

are concrete, physical, and delineated to us. The cross-modal manifestations of the sources 

(4)                                                (5)                                                 (6) 

(1)                                                (2)                                                 (3) 
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can be found in the examples given in the previous section. Table 6 briefly presents the 

expressions for each source; the sources are arranged according to their total frequency. 

Table 6. Source-domain concepts and examples 

Source Linguistic representation Gestural representation Note 
Object 講一些什麼東西 The object gesture in Fig. 7 Example 7 in Section 4.1 
Space 早上有下午都是德國那一個嗎 The up-down gesture in Fig. 9 Example 9 in Section 4.1 
Path 準備的方向都還算對 The path gesture in Fig. 11 Example 11 in Section 4.1 
Activity 撿客人當計程車撿三個客人 The picking gesture in Fig. 18 Example 18 in Section 4.1 
Fictive  
motion 

一學期就過了 The sweeping gesture in Fig. 12 Example 12 in Section 4.1 

Container 台北地勢低窪盆地裝水 The pouring water gesture in Fig.15 Example 15 in Section 4.1 
Force 那我就一直逼他 The pushing gesture in Fig. 17 Example 17 in Section 4.1  

Distributions of the source domains are shown in Table 7. In the language-gesture 

group, we find six kinds of sources. Most of the metaphors are based on the concept of 

OBJECT (71.9%) and then the concept of SPACE (20.0%). The other source-domain concepts 

only account for a small portion. Within the gesture-only group, five kinds of sources are 

found. A great number of expressions depend on the concept of OBJECT (82.5%); the other 

sources comprise the remaining 17.5% of all the sources. In the current data, the concept of 

FORCE is not found in the language-gesture group; FICTIVE MOTION and CONTAINER are 

absent from the gesture-only group. Although these sources are not found in one group, they 

are also infrequent in the other group; hence, the findings do not suggest that FORCE, FICTIVE 

MOTION, and CONTAINER are merely used by the metaphors in a certain group. Concerning 

the distribution of these source-domain concepts, the difference between the language-gesture 
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and gesture-only groups is statistically significant.8 The difference between the two groups is 

derived from OBJECT and SPACE. The metaphors in the gesture-only group are more likely to 

use OBJECT as the sources; SPACE is inclined to be used by the metaphors conveyed in the 

language- gesture group. 

Table 7. Source-domain concepts in Mandarin conversations 

Source Example 
 

Group 
Total 

Language-Gesture Gesture-Only 

Object 講一些什麼東西 
(SPEECH CONTENT IS AN OBJECT) 

Frequency 79 113 192 

 
% Within Source 41.1% 58.9% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 71.9% 82.5% 77.8% 

Space 早上有下午都是德國那一個嗎 

(MORNING IS UP; AFTERNOON IS 

DOWN) 

Frequency 22 12 34 

 
% Within Source 64.7% 35.3% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 20.0% 8.8% 13.8% 

Path 準備的方向 
(THE DIRECTION OF PREPARATION 

IS THE DIRECTION OF PATH) 

Frequency 2 7 9 

 
% Within Source 22.2% 77.8% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 1.8% 5.1% 3.6% 

Activity 撿客人 
(CHOOSING PASSENGERS IS 

PICKING OBJECTS) 

Frequency 2 4 6 

 
% Within Source 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 1.8% 2.9% 2.4% 

Fictive  一學期就過了 
(PASSAGE OF A SEMESTER 

IS MOTION) 

Frequency 3 0 3 
motion % Within Source 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 2.7% 0.0% 1.2% 

Container 盆地裝水 
(TAIPEI BASIN IS A CONTAINER) 

Frequency 2 0 2 

 
% Within Source 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 1.8% 0.0% 0.8% 

Force 一直逼他 
(PSYCHOLOGICAL COMPELLING IS 

PUSHING) 

Frequency 0 1 1 

 
% Within Source 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 0.0% 0.7% 0.4% 

Total  Frequency 110 137 247 

 
% Within Source 44.5% 55.5% 100.0% 

 % Within Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

                                                      
8 The Chi-square test for the distribution of the sources in the L-G group and that in the G-only group yields 
χ2.95(6) = 15.624 (p-value = 0.16). The standardized residuals for OBJECT are -2.0 in metaphors in the L-G group and 
2.0 in the G-only group. The standardized residuals for SPACE are 2.5 in metaphors in the L-G group and -2.5 in 
the G-only group. 
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Table 8. Correspondences between the source domains and the metaphor types  

Metaphor Type 
 Source 

Total  
Object Space Path Activity 

Fictive 
motion 

Container Force 

Entity metaphor Frequency 192             192 

 
% Within Metaphor Type 100.0%             100.0% 

 
% Within Source 100.0%             77.8% 

Orientation metaphor Frequency   34 9         43 

 
% Within Metaphor Type   79.1% 20.9%         100.0% 

 
% Within Source   100.0% 100.0%         17.4% 

Fictive-motion metaphor Frequency         3     3 

 
% Within Metaphor Type         100.0%     100.0% 

 
% Within Source         100.0%     1.2% 

Container metaphor Frequency           2   2 

 
% Within Metaphor Type           100.0%   100.0% 

 
% Within Source           100.0%   0.8% 

Conduit metaphor Frequency       1       1 

 
% Within Metaphor Type       100.0%       100.0% 

 
% Within Source       16.7%       0.4% 

Causation metaphor Frequency             1 1 

 
% Within Metaphor Type             100.0% 100.0% 

 
% Within Source             100.0% 0.4% 

Complex metaphor Frequency       5       5 

 
% Within Metaphor Type       100.0%       100.0% 

 
% Within Source       83.3%       2.0% 

Total Frequency 192 34 9 6 3 2 1 247 

 
% Within Metaphor Type 77.8% 13.8% 3.6% 2.4% 1.2% 0.8% 0.4% 100.0% 

 % Within Source 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

In addition, Table 8 presents the correspondence between the sources and the metaphor 

types. We can see that most of the metaphor types are associated with a single source: entity 

metaphor corresponds to OBJECT, fictive-motion metaphor to FICTIVE MOTION, container 

metaphor to CONTAINER, conduit metaphor to ACTIVITY, causation metaphor to FORCE, and 

complex metaphor to ACTIVITY. Because sending objects is seen as a physical activity in the 

present study, ACTIVITY may be the source domain for both conduit metaphor and complex 

metaphor. Orientation metaphor has two possible sources—SPACE and PATH. 
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4.3 Cross-Modal Manifestation of Target Domains 

This section focuses on the target-domain concepts that are metaphorically 

conceptualized. Actually, there is a great diversity of the target-domain concepts. Among the 

110 tokens in the language-gesture group, 52 kinds of targets are found. Among the 137 

tokens in the gesture-only group, 26 kinds of targets are found. This section focuses on 8 

kinds of target-domain concepts which have at least five tokens: GROUP, MENTAL ACTIVITY, 

(physical) ACTIVITY, DEGREE, SEQUENCE, SPEECH CONTENT, STATE, and TIME. The 

remaining targets are generalized as “others”. Except for ACTIVITY, most of the targets can 

be found in the examples shown in the previous sections. Example 20 involves the metaphor 

GOING TO THE LAVATORY IS AN OBJECT. Time is literally represented by the verb phrase 

shàng cèshŏu de shíhòu ‘when one defecates’ in speech. In gesture, the speaker’s palms face 

each other and make a boundary to metaphorically represent the activity of defecating as a 

bounded object (Panel 3 in Figure 20). 

(20) 1 F2: ..他爸爸z-..他爸爸發明的是...(0.9)你知道...(1.0)上廁所的時候它會...有時候那個 
 2   馬桶...會..反濺..你知道[嗎] 

   
Figure 20. GOING TO THE LAVATORY IS AN OBJECT in gesture 

(1)                                                (2)                                                 (3)  
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Table 9 briefly presents the examples for each target, and the targets are organized 

based on their total frequency. Table 10 shows the distribution of the target-domain concepts 

in daily conversations. In the language-gesture group, TIME (14.5%) and SPEECH CONTENT 

(11.8%) are the more frequent targets. The target, GROUP, is not found in the 

language-gesture group. In the gesture-only group, STATE (24.2%), PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 

(16.8%), GROUP (13.1%), and TIME (11.7%) are the more common targets. 

Table 9. Target-domain concepts and examples 

Target Linguistic representation Gestural representation Note 

State 那種失控的狀況 The object gesture in Fig. 1 Example 1 in Section 3.2 

Time 早上有下午都是德國那一個嗎 The up-down gesture in Fig. 9 Example 9 in Section 4.1 
Physical 
activity 

上廁所的時候 The object gesture in Fig. 20 Example 20 in Section 4.3 

Group of 
people 

這些人要分攤場地費 The surface gesture in Fig. 8 Example 8 in Section 4.1 

Mental 
activity 

他不是在規劃中嗎 The weighing gesture in Fig. 19 Example 19 in Section 4.1 

Speech 
content 

你可能講一些什麼東西 The object gesture in Fig. 7 Example 7 in Section 4.1 

Sequence 現在那個之前的男友 The front-ward gesture in Fig. 6 Example 6 in Section 3.5 

Degree 溫度已經有在上升 The upward gesture in Fig. 10 Example 10 in Section 4.1 

With regard to the distribution of the target domains, the difference between the two 

groups of metaphors is statistically significant; STATE, PHYSICAL ACTIVITY, GROUP, 

MENTAL ACTIVITY, and SPEECH CONTENT cause the differences.9 People tend to use 

metaphors in the language-gesture group to conceive SPEECH CONTENT. On the other hand, 

                                                      
9 The Chi-square test for the distribution of the targets in the L-G group and that in the G-only group yields 
χ2.95(8) = 85.451 (p-value = 0.000). The standardized residuals for STATE are -4.5 in the L-G group and 4.5 in the 
G-only group. The standardized residuals for PHYSICAL ACTIVITY are -3.6 in the L-G group and 3.6 in the G-only 
group. The standardized residuals for GROUP are -3.9 in the L-G group and 3.9 in the G-only group. The 
standardized residuals for MENTAL ACTIVITY are -2.0 in the L-G group and 2.0 in the G-only group. The 
standardized residuals for SPEECH CONTENT are 3.7 in the L-G group and -3.7 in the G-only group. 
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people are apt to use metaphors in the gesture-only group to understand concepts like STATE, 

PHYSICAL ACTIVITY, GROUP and MENTAL ACTIVITY. 

Table 10. Target-domain concepts in Mandarin conversations 

Target Example 
 

Group 
Total 

Language-Gesture Gesture-Only 

State 失控的狀況 
(STATE OF CONFUSION IS AN 

OBJECT) 

Frequency 4 33 37 
 % Within Target 10.8% 89.2% 100.0% 
 % Within Group 3.6% 24.2% 15.0% 
Time 早上有下午都是德國那一個嗎 

(MORNING IS UP; AFTERNOON IS 

DOWN) 

Frequency 16 16 32 
 % Within Target 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
 % Within Group 14.5% 11.7% 13.0% 
Physical  上廁所的時候 

(GOING TO THE LAVATORY IS AN 

OBJECT) 

Frequency 3 23 26 
activity % Within Target 11.5% 88.5% 100.0% 
 % Within Group 2.7% 16.8% 10.5% 
Group of 這些人要分攤場地費 

(A GROUP OF PEOPLE IS A 

BOUNDED SURFACE) 

Frequency 0 18 18 
people % Within Target 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
 % Within Group 0.0% 13.1% 7.3% 
Mental  他不是在規劃中嗎 

(PLANNING IS WEIGHING) 
Frequency 3 12 15 

activity % Within Target 20.0% 80.0% 100.0% 
 % Within Group 2.7% 8.8% 6.1% 
Speech  你可能講一些什麼東西 

(SPEECH CONTENT IS AN OBJECT) 
Frequency 13 1 14 

content % Within Target 92.9% 7.1% 100.0% 
 % Within Group 11.8% 0.7% 5.7% 
Sequence 現在那個之前的男友 

(THE FORMER IS THE FRONT) 
Frequency 6 4 10 

 % Within Target 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 
 % Within Group 5.5% 2.9% 4.0% 
Degree 溫度已經有在上升 

(HIGH TEMPERATURE IS UP) 
Frequency 4 5 9 

 % Within Target 44.4% 55.6% 100.0% 
 % Within Group 3.6% 3.6% 3.6% 
Others*  Frequency 61 25 86 
 % Within Target 70.9% 29.1% 100.0% 
 % Within Group 55.6% 18.2% 34.8% 
Total  Frequency 110 137 247 

 
 % Within Target 44.5% 55.5% 100.0% 

 
 % Within Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

* The targets of which the total frequency is less than five are not listed individually in this table; they are 
categorized as ‘Others’. 

     Most of the target-domain concepts in the current data are abstract and lack clear 

delineation, yet a concept like PHYSICAL ACTIVITY seems somewhat concrete to us. To 
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know the reason why PHYSICAL ACTIVITY is still conceptualized via metaphors, the present 

study investigates the correspondences between the metaphor types and the target-domain 

concepts (see Table 11). If we compare the target-domain concepts in Table 10 with the 

source-domain concepts in Table 7, we can find that the targets do not overlap with the 

sources (except for ACTIVITY). This supports the view that correspondences between the two 

domains are asymmetrical (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c; Kövecses 2002). The mappings 

between the metaphor types and the targets also help to explain why ACTIVITY can serve as 

source-domain and target-domain concepts at the same time. Table 11 shows that targets like 

STATE, PHYSICAL ACTIVITY, and GROUP are realized by entity metaphor solely. In the 

current data, all the instances about PHYSICAL ACTIVITY are manifested by entity metaphors 

as the one in Example 20. The metaphor GOING TO THE LAVATORY IS AN OBJECT is 

manifested in gesture exclusively. The speaker’s hands make a boundary to metaphorically 

present the activity (shàng cèshŏu ‘defecate’) as a bounded object. In this case, we treat the 

activity as a static whole and ignore the dynamic aspect of the action. PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 

can serve as the source domain as well as the target domain. While PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 

plays the role of source, it is used to understand the more abstract concepts like 

COMMUNICATION (e.g., providing knowledge in Example 14) and MENTAL ACTIVITY (e.g., 

planning in Example 17). When PHYSICAL ACTIVITY is a target, the source employed to 

comprehend it is OBJECT rather than mental activity or communication. The findings imply 
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that the metaphors concerning PHYSICAL ACTIVITY do not oppose the view that the 

metaphorical correspondences between sources and targets are unidirectional. 

Table 11. Correspondences between the target domains and the metaphor types 

Metaphor Type 
Target 

Total State Time Physical 
activity 

Group Mental 
activity 

Speech 
content 

Sequence Degree Others 

Entity 
metaphor 

Frequency 37 17 26 18 9 13 1 2 69 192 

% Within Target 19.3% 8.9% 13.5% 9.4% 4.7% 6.8% .5% 1.0% 35.9% 100.0% 

% Within Group 100.0% 53.1% 100.0% 100.0% 60.0% 92.9% 10.0% 22.2% 80.2% 77.8% 

Orientation 
metaphor 

Frequency   14         9 7 13 43 

% Within Target   32.6%         20.9% 16.3% 30.2% 100.0% 

% Within Group   43.8%         90.0% 77.8% 15.1% 17.4% 

Fictive-motion 
metaphor 

Frequency   1       1     1 3 

% Within Target   33.3%       33.3%     33.3% 100.0% 

% Within Group   3.1%       7.1%     1.2% 1.2% 

Container 
metaphor 

Frequency                 2 2 

% Within Target                 100.0% 100.0% 

% Within Group                 2.3% 0.8% 

Conduit 
metaphor 

Frequency                 1 1 

% Within Target                 100.0% 100.0% 

% Within Group                 1.2% 0.4% 

Causation 
metaphor 

Frequency         1         1 

% Within Target         100.0%         100.0% 

% Within Group         6.7%         0.4% 

Complex 
metaphor 

Frequency         5         5 

% Within Target         100.0%         100.0% 

% Within Group         33.3%         2.0% 

Total Frequency 37 32 26 18 15 14 10 9 86 247 

 % Within Target 15.0% 13.0% 10.5% 7.3% 6.1% 5.7% 4.0% 3.6% 34.8% 100.0% 

 % Within Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

As shown in Table 11, a target may be realized by different types of metaphor. TIME 

can be realized through entity metaphor, orientation metaphor, and fictive-motion metaphor. 

MENTAL ACTIVITY can be manifested by entity metaphor, causation metaphor, and complex 

metaphor. SPEECH CONTENT can be conceptualized via entity metaphor and fictive-motion 

metaphor. SEQUENCE and DEGREE can be conceived through entity metaphor and orientation 
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metaphor. Also, a certain type of metaphor may be used to express various kinds of targets. 

The findings indicate that metaphorical mapping between domains is not restricted to the 

one-to-one correspondence. Section 4.4 will discuss the sources used to conceive several 

targets and the targets conceptualized in terms of multiple sources. 

4.4 Cross-Modal Manifestation of Source-Target Correspondences 

     In sections 4.2 and 4.3, we have seen different source-domain and target-domain 

concepts involved in the daily metaphoric expressions. This section discusses the details 

about conceptual correspondences between the two domains. As shown in Table 12, a single 

source can be utilized to comprehend a single or multiple target(s). We can see that all kinds 

of sources in the language-gesture group can be used to comprehend various targets. 

Nonetheless, two kinds of sources in the gesture-only group just correspond to a single target: 

ACTIVITY and FORCE. Physical ACTIVITY merely maps to MENTAL ACTIVITY (e.g., 

CHOOSING PASSENGERS IS PICKING OBJECTS in Example 18 in Section 4.1), and FORCE 

which has only one token maps to MENTAL ACTIVITY (e.g., PSYCHOLOGICAL COMPELLING 

IS PUSHING in Example 17 in Section 4.1) in the gesture-only group. 

Table 12. Source-to-target correspondences in Mandarin conversations (based on the types of 
sources) 

Source-to-Target Correspondence 
Language-Gesture Gesture-Only 

Types of sources % Types of sources % 
One source to one target 0 0.0 2 40.0 
One source to many targets 6 100.0 3 60.0 
Total 6 100.0 5 100.0 
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The present study put emphasis on the correspondences from one source to many 

targets. In the language-gesture group, 6 kinds of source-domain concepts are utilized to 

conceive 52 kinds of target-domain concepts; all the sources can correspond to multiple 

targets (see Table 13). In the gesture-only group, 26 kinds of targets are realized via 5 kinds 

of sources; three kinds of sources can map to multiple targets (see Table 14).  

Table 13. One-source-to-many-targets correspondences in metaphors in the language-gesture 
group* 
Source Target    
object (79) speech content (12) time (7) state (4) data (3) 
 knowledge (3) language (3) occupation (3) work (3) 
 activity (2) chance (2) choice (2) color (2) 
 mental activity (2) method (2) power (2) quantity (2) 
 ability (1) advertisement (1) agreement (1) category (1) 
 department (1) doctor degree (1) examination (1) experience (1) 
 expression (1) feeling (1) function (1) growth (1) 
 holiday (1) information (1) mind (1) patent (1) 
 pay (1) price (1) procedure (1) secrete (1) 
 sequence (1) status (1) system (1) temperature (1) 
 trick (1)    
space (22) time (8) sequence (5) degree (4) engagement (1) 
 fulfillment (1) living standard (1) relationship (1) status (1) 
fictive motion (3) number (1) speech content (1) time (1)  
activity (2) communication (1) mental activity (1)    
container (2) land (1) stock market (1)   
path (2) career (1) preparation (1)     

* The numbers in parentheses refer to the frequency 

 

Table 14. One-source-to-many-targets correspondences in metaphors in the gesture-only 
group* 
Source Target   
object (113) state (32) activity (23) group (18) 
 mental activity (7) characteristic (2) color (2) 
 mind (2) number (2) beginning (1) 
 conference (1) feeling (1) occupation (1) 
 quantity (1) speech content (1) thought (1) 
 value (1) visual field (1) work (1) 
space (12) sequence (4) time (4) degree (3) 
path (7) procedure (3) career (2) time (2) 

* The numbers in parentheses refer to the frequency 
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Between the language-gesture and gesture-only groups, there is an overlap of the 

sources which are used to conceive multiple targets. The present study then discusses the 

one-source-to-many-targets correspondences in the two groups together; the sources involved 

in such correspondences are: OBJECT, SPACE, FICTIVE MOTION, ACTIVITY, CONTAINER, 

and PATH. The following discusses the metaphorical correspondences concerning each 

source.  

A great number of targets can be conceptualized via OBJECT. These targets include 

both abstract concepts (e.g., time, knowledge, etc.) and concrete concepts (e.g., activity, color, 

etc.). Notwithstanding the concreteness of the targets, these targets lack physical or artificial 

boundary in nature. To comprehend these concepts in terms of OBJECT enables us to reason 

about the targets with a different purpose: quantifying them, referring to them, identifying 

them and so forth (Lakoff &Johnson 1980c: 26-27). Example 7 in Section 4.1 is an instance 

of the metaphor SPEECH CONTENT IS AN OBJECT (jiăng yìxiē shémo dōngxī ‘say something’) 

that the speaker quantifies speech contents by metaphorically representing them as objects. 

The targets that are more frequently conceived through OBJECT include STATE, TIME, 

PHYSICAL ACTIVITY, GROUP, SPEECH CONTENT, and MENTAL ACTIVITY. 

SPACE can map to the targets having a physical or cultural correlation with spatial 

orientations. These targets may have a normative character (e.g., living standard, status, and 

value), continuative character (e.g., time, order, and term), or cumulative character (e.g., 
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degree). In Example 10 in Section 4.1, the metaphor HIGH TEMPERATURE IS UP (wēndù 

shàngshēng ‘the temperature rises’) includes the target DEGREE OF TEMPERATURE with a 

cumulative character. If the temperature reaches forty degrees Celsius, it also reaches thirty 

degrees Celsius. In Example 9 in Section 4.1, the metaphors MORNING IS UP and 

AFTERNOON IS DOWN (zăoshàng ‘morning’ and xiàwŭ ‘afternoon’) include the target TIME 

with a continuative character. The common targets to be conceptualized via SPACE are TIME, 

SEQUENCE, and DEGREE. 

The targets which can be comprehended through FICTIVE MOTION are the abstract 

concepts that cannot really move. In the current data, TIME (c.f., yìxuéqí jiù guò le ‘a 

semester passes’ in Example 12 in Section 4.1), SPEECH CONTENT (c.f., zhèbiān jiăng tiào 

nàbiān ‘he talks about this and the speech content jumps there’ in Example 13 in Section 4.1), 

and NUMBER can map to fictive motion. When we conceptualize a concept via FICTIVE 

MOTION we can even profile the manner of the motion as shown in Example 13 (in which the 

shift of speech content is represented by the verb tiào ‘jump’). 

ACTIVITY can be used to realize MENTAL ACTIVITY or COMMUNICATION (which also 

involves certain psychological interaction). In Example 19 in Section 4.1, the metaphor 

PLANNING IS WEIGHING can be found in gesture. The target-domain concept PLANNING is a 

mental activity relating to the process of comparing the importance of different factors. 

Example 16 in Section 4.1 shows the metaphor PROVIDING KNOWLEDGE IS TRANSFERRING 
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OBJECTS (yĭjīng guànshū wŏmen hěnduō le ‘they has transferring much knowledge to us’); in 

this case, providing knowledge involves certain mental operation. 

Like the targets mapping to OBJECT, the targets conceived through CONTAINER can be 

abstract (c.f., STOCK MARKET in jìnchăng in Example 14 in Section 4.1) or concrete (e.g., 

LAND AREA). These targets usually lack physical or artificial boundaries in nature. By 

realizing the targets in terms of CONTAINER, we can provide a bounded surface to the targets 

and even refer to their internal parts. In the metaphoric expression péndì zhuāng shuĭ ‘the 

basin is filled with water’ in Example 15 in Section 4.1, CONTAINER is employed to conceive 

the land area TAIPEI BASIN. The basin is provided with an artificial boundary by the metaphor, 

and the flood in the basin is then understood through the logic that a container holds liquid in 

its interior. 

PATH can be employed to conceive the targets involving the idea of progress (e.g., 

career, time, procedure). In Example 11 in Section 4.1, the means of preparing for an 

examination is conceptualized in terms of PATH. The speaker uses the phrase zhŭnbèi de 

fānxiàn ‘direction of the preparation’ to profiles the direction of PATH. Preparation for an 

examination may last for a period of time. As time passes, one may study more for the exam, 

which involves the idea of progress.  

     On the other hand, a single target can be conceptualized through a single or many 

source(s). As shown in Table 15, most of the targets merely map to a certain source (92.3% in 
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the L-G group; 88.5% in the G-only group), yet there are still some targets which can be 

realized through multiple sources. The present study focuses on the correspondences from 

many sources to a single target. Among the 52 kinds of targets in the language-gesture group, 

four kinds of them are found to be conceptualized through multiple sources (see Table 16). 

Within the 26 targets of metaphors in gesture-only, three kinds of targets can be understood 

through more than one source (see Table 17). 

Table 15. Source-to-target correspondences in Mandarin conversations (based on the types of 
targets) 

Source-to-Target Correspondence 
Language-Gesture Gesture-Only 

Types of targets % Types of targets % 
One source to one target 48 92.3 23 88.5 
Many sources to one target 4 7.7 3 11.5 
Total 52 100.0 26 100.0 

 

Table 16. Many-sources-to-one-target correspondences in metaphors in the language-gesture 
group* 

Source   Target 

space (8) object (7) fictive motion (1) time (16) 

object (2) activity (1)  mental activity (3) 

object (12) fictive motion (1)  speech content (13) 

space (5) object (1)  sequence (6) 

* The numbers in parentheses refer to the frequency 

 

Table 17. Many-sources-to-one-target correspondences in metaphors in the gesture-only 
group* 

Source   Target 

object (10) space (4) path (2) time (16) 

object (7) activity (4) force (1) mental activity (12) 

space (3) object (2)  degree (5) 

* The numbers in parentheses refer to the frequency 
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Between the two groups of metaphors, there is an overlap of the targets which can be 

conceptualized via multiple sources. The present study then discusses the 

many-sources-to-one-target correspondences in the two groups together. The targets are TIME, 

MENTAL ACTIVITY, SPEECH CONTENT, SEQUENCE, and DEGREE; Table 18 presents the 

examples of the sources map to each target. 

Table 18. The many-sources-to-one-target correspondences and examples 

Target Source Linguistic representation Gestural representation 

time space 早上有下午都是德國那一個嗎 The up-down gesture in Fig.7 

 fictive motion 一學期就過了 The sweeping gesture in Fig.10 

 object 她白天整天都在睡覺 The object gesture 
(see Appendix 2 for the original 
screenshot) 

 
 path 最近在股市震盪期 The path gesture 

(see Appendix 2 for the original 
screenshot) 

 
mental 
activity 

physical 
activity 

他不是在規劃中嗎 The weighing gesture in Fig.17 

 force 那我就一直逼他 The pushing gesture in Fig.15 

 object 我根本就不認識 The object gesture 
(see Appendix 2 for the  
original screenshot) 

 
speech 
content 

object 你可能講一些什麼東西 The object gesture in Fig.1 

 fictive motion 這邊講又跳那邊跳那邊跳那邊 The jumping gesture in Fig.11 

sequence space 現在那個之前的男友 The front-orientation gesture in Fig.4 

 object 按照你抽到的那個順序 The object gesture 
(see Appendix 2 for the  
original screenshot) 

 
degree space 溫度已經有在上升 The up-orientation gesture in Fig 8 

 object 燈光很暗 The object gesture 
(see Appendix 2 for the  
original screenshot) 
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Since a concept contains several aspects, we may employ different sources to profile 

different aspects of the target-domain concepts. The following discusses the details about the 

targets which map to multiple sources. TIME can be realized through SPACE, FICTIVE 

MOTION, OBJECT and PATH. In the current data, OBJECT and SPACE are more likely to be 

used to conceive TIME. If we consider the succession of time, SPACE would be used as the 

source in a metaphor (c.f., MORNING IS UP and AFTERNOON IS DOWN in Example 9 in 

Section 4.1). When we focus on the elapse of time, FICTIVE MOTION is utilized as the source 

of a metaphor (c.f., THE PASSAGE OF A SEMESTER IS FICTIVE MOTION in Example 12 in 

Section 4.1). When we are concerned about the time with start and end points, OBJECT is 

employed as the source which applies a physical boundary to TIME. For instance, the word 

zhěng ‘whole’ in the utterance báitiān zhěngtiān ‘the whole daytime’ represents the metaphor 

DAYTIME IS AN OBJECT and shows that time is conceived as a unified object with a distinct 

boundary. In gesture, the speaker’s hands move respectively to left and right to draw the 

boundary for the daytime. When we focus on the progression of time, PATH is used as the 

source. There is an instance when the metaphor THE UNSTABLE TERM OF STOCKS IS A PATH 

is represented by the gesture imagery of a path. The speaker moves his hands forward to 

show that the stocks rise and fall interchangeably for a period of time, which involves the 

idea of time progression.  

The sources that are employed to conceive MENTAL ACTIVITY are PHYSICAL 
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ACTIVITY, FORCE, and OBJECT. This target is more likely to be conceptualized via OBJECT 

and PHYSICAL ACTIVITY in the current data. We can conceptualize the abstract MENTAL 

ACTIVITY with dynamic concepts. The metaphor PLANNING IS WEIGHING (c.f., Example 19 

in Section 4.1) is an instance where a psychological activity is conceived through the physical 

activity we practice in everyday life. If we focus on the causation relating to a metal activity, 

we may utilize FORCE to conceptualize MENTAL ACTIVITY. In the metaphor 

PSYCHOLOGICAL COMPELLING IS PUSHING (c.f., Example 17 in Section 4.1), the 

psychological force to cause a person to marry is profiled and conceived through a physical 

force. When we conceive a target via OBJECT, we focus on the aspect that the concept is a 

unified whole. Therefore, we can “refer to them, categorize them, group them, and quantify 

them—and, by this means, reason about them” (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 25). In the 

metaphor KNOWING IS AN OBJECT, the mental activity is represented by the gesture imagery 

of holding an object in one’s hands. The object gesture lets the speaker refer to the abstract 

concept of KNOWING in the conversation. 

     SPEECH CONTENT can be realized in terms of OBJECT and FICTIVE MOTION. The 

current data shows SPEECH CONTENT is more often conceived in terms of OBJECT. Example 

7 in Section 4.1 shows the metaphor SPEECH CONTENT IS AN OBJECT. The speaker then can 

quantify the speech content while uttering jiăng yìxiē shémo dōngxī ‘say something’. If we 

consider the development of speech, the source FICTIVE MOTION is employed as shown in 
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Example 13 in Section 4.1 In this case, conceptualizing SPEECH CONTENTS via FICTIVE 

MOTION helps us reason about the situation where the contents always change abruptly while 

someone is developing an entire thought.  

     SEQUENCE can be conceived via SPACE and OBJECT. We find more cases where 

SEQUENCE is conceptualized through SPACE in the current data. If we consider the 

succession of SEQUENCE, SPACE is utilized as the source of the metaphor. In Example 6 in 

Section 3.5, the metaphor THE FORMER IS THE FRONT is expressed. In this case, the 

succession of the speaker’s boyfriends is profiled. To conceive SEQUENCE through OBJECT, 

we are able to refer to and identify the concept of sequence. There is an instance where a 

speaker utters nàge shùnxù ‘that order’ and makes an object gesture to manifest the metaphor 

SEQUENCE IS AN OBJECT. The classifier ge shows that SEQUENCE is conceptualized as a 

discrete object with a boundary. Meanwhile, the speaker can identify the order she draws by 

lot as she uses the demonstrative nàge ‘that’.  

     The sources employed to conceive DEGREE are SPACE and OBJECT. When we focus on 

the cumulative feature of DEGREE, we utilize SPACE as the source. Example 10 in Section 4.1 

contains the metaphor HIGH TEMPERATURE IS UP. The word shàngshēng ‘rise’ and the 

upward movement of the speaker’s right hand imply that the temperature goes from a lower 

degree to a higher degree. Thus, the accumulation of the degree of the temperature is profiled 

in this metaphor. To conceptualize DEGREE via OBJECT enables us to refer to DEGREE and 
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present this abstract concept to the listeners. In the current data, we can find the metaphor 

LIGHT INTENSITY IS AN OBJECT in gesture exclusively. The speaker enacts the metaphor 

with an object gesture. In this case, LIGHT INTENSITY is seen as a discrete object with a 

boundary, so that the speaker can present the concept to the listeners by the object gesture. 

In general, almost all the sources included in the current data can map to various targets. 

These sources are OBJECT, SPACE, ACTIVITY, PATH, FICTIVE MOTION, and CONTAINER. 

We use a small number of sources to comprehend and talk about a great variety of abstract 

concepts in daily communication. On the other hand, the targets involved in the 

many-source-to-one-target correspondence are TIME, MENTAL ACTIVITY, SPEECH CONTENT, 

SEQUENCE, and DEGREE. When we employ different sources to conceptualize a 

target-domain concept, different aspects of the target could be profiled. 

4.5 Different Types of Cross-Modal Temporal Patterning 

     In order to see the collaboration between language and gesture, the temporal 

relationship between speech and gesture in expressing metaphors is examined. The present 

study focuses on the stroke phase which is the relevant part to conveying information in a 

gesture. There are three kinds of temporal patterning of speech and gestures: a stroke 

synchronizes with the associated word (the synchronizing gesture); a stroke comes before the 

associated word (the preceding gesture); and a stroke comes after the associated word (the 

following gesture). The distribution of each kind of gesture is shown in Table19.  
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Table 19. Temporal patterning of speech and gestures 

Temporal Patterning 
  Group 

Total 
  Language-Gesture Gesture-Only 

Synchronizing Gesture Frequency 93 116 209 

 
% Within Temporal Patterning 44.5% 55.5% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 84.5% 84.7% 84.6% 

Preceding Gesture Frequency 14 21 35 

 
% Within Temporal Patterning 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 12.7% 15.3% 14.2% 

Following Gesture Frequency 3 0 3 

 
% Within Temporal Patterning 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 2.7% 0.0% 1.2% 

Total Frequency 110 137 247 

 
% Within Temporal Patterning 44.5% 55.5% 100.0% 

 
% Within Group 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

In each group, synchronizing gestures comprise the majority (84.5% in the L-G group 

and 84.7% in the G-only group). Example 6 in Section 3.5 is an instance of the synchronizing 

gesture. The speech zīqiān and the gestural stroke (the forward movement in Panel 3 in 

Figure 6) produced at the same time to realize the metaphor THE FORMER IS THE FRONT. 

                   |~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~*******-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-| 
F: ..大學之前的那個...兩個你都認識啊..不是啊..就現在那個之前的兩個你都認識啊 

   

 
Figure 6. THE FORMER IS THE FRONT in gesture 

(1)                                                 (2)                                                (3) 

(4)                                                
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It is reasonable that most of the gestures temporally synchronize with speech, since it 

would be difficult to interpret the hand movement without the affiliated word semantically 

associated with the gesture. 

(21) 1 M: 所以他們那時候就是反對說..捷運開過來..他說雖然說...(0.4)那個..房租會..漲價 

     |~~********-.-.-.-.| 
 2   ...(0.3)但是我們的..水準就會..降低...(0.4)這樣 

   

   

  
Figure 21. LOW LIVING STANDARD IS DOWN in gesture 

There are several instances of preceding gestures (12.7% in the L-G group and 15.3% 

in the G-only group) as shown in Example 21. The speaker mentions that the living standard 

will become worse if the MRT connects to a community. The metaphor LOW LIVING 

(1)                                                 (2)                                                 (3) 

(4)                                                 (5)                                                 (6) 

(7)                                                 (8)                                               
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STANDARD IS DOWN is expressed verbally by the word jiàng dī ‘lower’ (Line 2). The 

speaker presents the metaphor with a preceding gesture by moving down his right hand three 

times (Panels 3 to 7 in Figure 21). The gestural stroke is performed as the speaker utters 

shuěizhŭn jiù huì ‘living standard will’ (Line 2), which is prior to the lexical affiliate jiàngdī 

of the gesture. 

The following gestures are not common in each group of metaphoric expressions (2.7% 

in the L-G group and 0.0% in the G-only group). Example 15 in Section 4.1 contains the 

following gesture. The speaker’s manual movement represents the image of pouring water 

into a container (Panel 3 in Figure 15). This gesture is a following gesture, because it is 

performed after the speaker utters the associated speech zhuāng shuĭ. 

     |~~~**-.-.| 
F: ...然後台北也會..因為台北地勢低窪..[盆地..裝水]@@ 

 

 
Figure 15. TAIPEI BASIN IS A CONTAINER in gesture 

(1)                                                (2)                                                (3)   

(4)                                                
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With regard to the synchronization between speech and gesture, the differences 

between the language-gesture group and the gesture-only group are statistically 

insignificant.10 The temporal patterning that speech accompanies synchronizing gestures is 

quite common in conveying metaphors. Since speech plays an important role in interpreting 

idiosyncratic gestures, speech and gesture should be in close temporal synchrony. Moreover, 

results concerning the temporal patterning of speech and metaphoric gestures may allow us to 

see the collaboration of the two modalities. In the next chapter, there is a discussion about the 

collaboration of speech and gesture vis-à-vis the theoretical hypotheses about speech-gesture 

production. 

4.6 Summary 

     This chapter examines the linguistic and gestural representations of metaphors from 

different aspects to see people’s habitual expressions of metaphors. The distributions of 

metaphor types show that entity metaphor is the most frequent choice for speakers to 

manifest metaphorical expressions and it is likely to be realized in gesture exclusively. The 

source-domain concepts utilized by these metaphors include basic entities (object and 

container), concepts relating to space, and physical actions (fictive motion, force, activity) 

which are concrete, clearly delineated, and familiar to us. Among these sources, the most 

frequent sources are OBJECT and SPACE. OBJECT is apt to be employed as the source domain 
                                                      
10 The Chi-square test for the distribution of the temporal patterning of speech and gesture in the L-G group and 
that in the G-only group yields χ2.95(2) = 4.028 (p-value = 0.133). 
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of metaphors in the gesture-only group, and SPACE is used more frequently in metaphors in 

the language-gesture group. The target domains comprehended through metaphors involve a 

great diversity of concepts, including GROUP, MENTAL ACTIVITY, (physical) ACTIVITY, 

DEGREE, SEQUENCE, SPEECH CONTENT, STATE, and TIME which have at least five tokens. 

The targets can be the basic ideas and many other abstractions. In general, the target-domain 

concepts do not overlap with the source-domain concept, providing evidence for the 

unidirectional characteristic of cross-domain mapping. Except for FORCE which only appears 

once in the current data, all the other sources can be employed to conceptualize multiple 

targets. We use a small number of source-domain concepts to reason out a large number of 

more abstract concepts in ordinary communication. A single target is not restricted to be 

understood in terms of a single source. Several targets (e.g., time, mental activity, speech 

content, sequence, and degree) can be realized via many different sources, suggesting that we 

are able to use different ways to make sense of abstract concepts. Regarding the habitual 

expressions of metaphors, the two groups of metaphors reveal quantitative differences. On 

the other hand, the temporal patterning of speech and gesture shows no statistical difference 

between the two groups of metaphors. The stroke of a metaphoric gesture is inclined to 

synchronize with the accompanying speech. The temporal synchronization of speech and 

gesture in conveying metaphor may provide a way for us to see the relationship between the 
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language and gesture during the process of production. Discussion of the speech-gesture 

production and their collaboration will be presented in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

     The purpose of the present study is to investigate the habitual expressions of metaphors 

and the collaboration of language and gesture in conversational discourse. The present study 

focuses on two groups of metaphors: the metaphors concurrently expressed in language and 

gesture and the metaphors conveyed in gesture exclusively. Cross-modal manifestations are 

analyzed regarding the metaphor types, the source-domain concepts, the target-domain 

concepts, and the metaphorical correspondences between source and target domains. Results 

concerning the two groups of metaphors are combined and discussed together in this chapter, 

since there are merely quantitative differences between them. Also, the present study surveys 

the temporal patterning of speech and gesture in conveying metaphors. From the temporal 

patterning and the collaboration of language and gesture, we see how the current data 

supports the theoretical hypotheses of speech-gesture production. Section 5.1 discusses the 

findings about the expressions of the metaphor types. Section 5.2 discusses the results 

concerning the source and target domains in metaphoric expressions. Section 5.3 discusses 

the correspondences between the two domains. Section 5.4 pays attention to the temporal 

patterning and collaboration between speech and gesture with regard to the theoretical 

hypotheses about speech-gesture production. Section 5.5 is a summary. 
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5.1 The Habitual Expression of Metaphor Types 

     The present study investigates the metaphor types realized in face-to-face 

conversations. Seven kinds of metaphors are found in the current data, including causation 

metaphor, complex metaphor, conduit metaphor, container metaphor, entity metaphor, 

fictive-motion metaphor, and orientation metaphor. Expressions of these metaphor types can 

be found in past research on language and gesture. In fact, past studies on English and 

Chinese shows there are expressions of body-part metaphors (c.f., Kövecses 2002; Lin 2003) 

and personification metaphors (c.f., Lakoff & Johnson 1980c; Kövecses 2002; Chui 2011). 

Nonetheless, these two types of metaphors are absent in the current data. Unlike the previous 

research which merely utilized qualitative analysis, the present study surveys the occurrence 

of cross-modal representations of metaphors. The current data shows that entity metaphor is 

the most frequent metaphor type (77.8%), orientation metaphor takes the second place 

(17.4%), and the remaining metaphor types only comprise a small portion (4.8%) of the total 

of 247 metaphors (see Table 5 in Chapter 4). When we conceive concepts in terms of entity 

metaphor, we are able to “refer to them, categorize them, group them, and quantify 

them—and, by this means, reason about them” (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 25). Entity 

metaphors serve various purposes, so they are widely used in everyday life. In some cases, 

spatialization is an essential part of a concept (e.g., HIGH STATUS), and it is hard for us to 

imagine any alternative way to reason about the concept (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 18). It 
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seems we cannot avoid using orientation metaphor to talk about HIGH STATUS in Chinese 

either. Likewise, it is natural for us to use spatial terms to talk about temporal concepts. We 

expressed shàng lĭbài to indicate LAST WEEK, and it is difficult to figure out a 

non-metaphorical expression to represent this concept in Chinese. Hence, orientation 

metaphors which are related to several spatial orientations are habitually expressed in daily 

conversations. Results from current data agree with one of McNeill’s (1992) claims in his 

study on metaphoric gestures in narratives. It was asserted that entity metaphor and 

orientation metaphor are “instantly available” (McNeill 1992: 163).11 He also stated that 

Chinese lacks the gestures in which abstract ideas are represented as bounded and supported 

objects. However, the present study denies such a view. The gestural imagery to represent 

ideas as the bounded objects held in hand(s) is not rare in the current data. This kind of 

gestural expression is classified as the entity metaphor in the present study (c.f., the object 

gesture for the metaphor SPEECH CONTENT IS AN OBJECT in Example 7 in Chapter 4). 

Within the entity metaphors, 73.4% (141 out of the total of 192 entity metaphors) of them 

involve the gestural representation of a bounded object supported in hand(s).12 This finding 

based on the current data then opposes McNeill’s assertion that the image of a bounded and 

supported object is not a major source of metaphoric expressions in Chinese culture.  

                                                      
11 McNeill’s (1992: 163) original words were: “[c]onduit and spatial metaphors are instantly available.” The 
conduit metaphor defined by McNeill is parallel to entity metaphor (rather than conduit metaphor) in the present 
study, since McNeill’s definition did not involve the important feature of the conduit metaphor—the process of 
sending. His spatial metaphor is the orientation metaphor in the present study. 
12 Regarding all the 247 metaphoric expressions, 57.1% of them involve the gestural representation of a 
bounded object supported in hand. 
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5.2 The Sources and Targets in the Expression of Metaphors 

     Different source-domain and target-domain concepts are investigated in the present 

study as well. The present study categorizes these concepts and counts the frequency of each 

kind of source and target. In the past studies on Chinese, different sources (e.g., body-part, 

space, journey, etc.) and targets (e.g., emotion, time, love. etc.) have been discussed; however, 

none of the studies provide an investigation of the possible sources and targets of conceptual 

metaphor in face-to-face conversations. Among the studies in English, Kövecses’s (2002) 

research offers an organized survey of the potential sources and targets for metaphors. He 

collected the metaphoric expressions from English dictionaries and proposed several common 

sources and targets. However, quantitative evidence was not included in his study.  

The sources provided in Kövecses’s study are compared with the sources found in the 

present study. Seven kinds of source-domain concepts are found in the current data: 

ACTIVITY, CONTAINER, FICTIVE MOTION, FORCE, OBJECT, PATH, and SPACE. Kövecses 

proposed thirteen common sources of metaphors (see Table 1 in Chapter 2). Several sources 

offered by him are also found in the present study, such as forces, movement (associated with 

FICTIVE MOTION), direction (relate to SPACE) and games and sports (relate to ACTIVITY). The 

basic entities are not in Kövecses’s list, but he suggested metaphors can be based on further 

sources including physical objects, containers, and several others. Some of the sources given 

by Kövecses are not available in the current data, such as the attributes (health/illness, 
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heat/cold, and light/darkness) and the elaboration of basic entities (animals, plants, machines, 

and so forth). All the data analyzed in the present study comprise the metaphoric expressions 

in gestures. It is likely that the current data lack the sources which are difficult to be realized 

in gesture (e.g., light/darkness) or the sources which need effort to be gestured (e.g., the 

imagery of holding an object in hand is not sufficient to depict machines). Even though the 

sources found in the present study are not as many as those Kövecses offered, most of them 

parallel the sources in his research. Furthermore, results based on the current data (see Table 

7 in Chapter 4) show that OBJECT is commonly employed in metaphoric expressions (77.8% 

of the total 247 metaphors); next to OBJECT is SPACE (which accounts for 13.8%). The other 

five kinds of sources comprise the remaining 8.4% of all the 247 instances. The present study 

examines the correspondences between the sources and the metaphor types as well. Except 

for ACTIVITY, which can be used in conduit metaphor and complex metaphor, the other 

sources are associated with a single metaphor type: OBJECT to entity metaphor, SPACE and 

PATH to orientation metaphor, FICTIVE MOTION to fictive-motion metaphor, CONTAINER to 

container metaphor, and FORCE to causation metaphor.  

     There are a variety of targets, and the present study merely lists and discusses the ones 

that have at least five tokens (see Table 10 in Chapter 4). Eight kinds of targets are focused on: 

DEGREE, GROUP, MENTAL ACTIVITY, (physical) ACTIVITY, SPEECH CONTENT, SEQUENCE, 

STATE, and TIME. These targets are compared with the targets proposed by Kövecses (2002) 
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in his studies on metaphors in English (see Table 2 in Chapter 2). Kövecses roughly classified 

the targets into psychological states (emotion, desire, morality, and thought), social groups 

and process (society, nation, politics, economy, human relationship, and communication), 

personal experiences (time, life, death, and religion), events, and actions. In general, the 

targets found in the present study are consistent with the targets (e.g., psychological states, 

social groups, time, and events) offered by Kövecses. Some targets found in the current data 

(e.g., SPEECH CONTENT, SEQUENCE, and DEGREE) are not included in Kövecses’s list, but 

these abstract targets are also fundamental concepts in our lives. According to the current data 

(see Table 11 in Chapter 4), the targets that are commonly conceived through metaphors 

involve STATE (15.0% out of the total of 247 tokens), TIME (13.0%), and PHYSICAL 

ACTIVITY (10.5%). Kövecses’s investigation did not present how the targets are conceived 

through different types of metaphor. Yet, the present study examined the correspondence 

between the targets and the six metaphor types. In the current data, concepts like TIME, 

MENTAL ACTIVITY, SPEECH CONTENT, SEQUENCE, and DEGREE are found to be 

conceptualized via multiple kinds of metaphors. On the other hand, concepts like STATE, 

PHYSICAL ACTIVITY, and GROUP are only found in entity metaphors.  

Through his survey of the sources and targets in English, Kövecses further concluded 

that his findings reinforce the view that conceptual metaphors are mostly 

unidirectional—metaphorical correspondence goes from concrete to abstract domains. 
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Regarding the present study, the sources and targets do not overlap with each other (except 

for ACTIVITY). In the current data, the metaphorical correspondences generally follow the 

direction from the more concrete domains to the more abstract domains. Though ACTIVITY 

can serve as the source and the target, it does not contradict the notion that metaphorical 

correspondences are unidirectional. When ACTIVITY is a source, it is used to conceptualize 

MENTAL ACTIVITY or COMMUNICATION. When ACTIVITY is a target, the source employed 

in a metaphor is OBJECT rather than MENTAL ACTIVITY or COMMUNICATION. The current 

data then supports the view that the direction of the correspondences between sources and 

targets is not reversible. 

5.3 The Correspondences between the Source and Target Domains 

     Past studies have shown that a source may map to different targets. In Lin’s (2003) 

study on Southern Min, the body parts in the BODY domain were found to conceptualize 

OBJECT, SPACE, and TIME domains. Liu’s (2010) research showed that the source domain 

JOURNEY can realize LOVE, DREAM PURSUIT, CULTURE PRESERVATION, and so forth. 

Likewise, studies (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c; Kövecses 2002) in English provide different 

metaphors that shared the same sources. For example, the source domain OBJECT can map to 

NONPHYSICAL ENTITIES, EVENTS, and ACTIONS (Kövecses 2002: 35); SPATIAL 

ORIENTATIONS can map to CONSCIOUSNESS, QUANTITY, STATUS (Lakoff & Johnson 1980c: 

15-17); CONTAINER can map to LAND AREAS, VISUAL FIELDS, and STATES (Lakoff & 
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Johnson 1980c: 29-32). Although past studies have offered different instances of the 

one-source-to-many-targets correspondences, they do not provide evidence from a 

quantitative perspective. The present study surveys the frequency of the source-to-target 

correspondences in metaphors in daily conversation. Results based on the current data are in 

line with previous research. All the sources which have at least two tokens—OBJECT, SPACE, 

ACTIVITY, FICTIVE MOTION, CONTAINER, and PATH—can correspond to various targets (see 

Tables 13 and 14 in Chapter 4). In the current data, OBJECT maps to 52 kinds of targets, and it 

is usually used to conceptualize STATE, PHYSICAL ACTIVITY, GROUP, TIME, SPEECH 

CONTENT and many other targets. The source SPACE corresponds to 10 kinds of targets, and 

it is commonly employed to conceive concepts like TIME, SEQUENCE, DEGREE, and so forth. 

PATH is used to realize four kinds of targets. FICTIVE MOTION maps to three kinds of targets, 

ACTIVITY and CONTAINER respectively map to two kinds of targets. In the current data, 

OBJECT is used to conceive most kinds of targets. This may be due to the fact that OBJECT 

serves various purposes (e.g., quantifying, identifying aspects, categorizing, etc.) to help us 

reason about abstract concepts. We also utilize SPACE to conceptualize many targets, which is 

in agreement with Lakoff and Johnson’s (1980c: 17) claim that most of our basic concepts 

can be organized in terms of orientation metaphor. We can find a small number of 

source-domain concepts are utilized to conceive numerous target-domain concepts. In 

Kövecses’s (2002: 20) words, “[t]his is an extremely simplified world, but it is exactly the 
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simplified nature of this world that enable us to make use of part of it in creating more 

abstract ones”.  

     Most of time, a single abstract concept is not completely or exactly defined by a single 

concrete concept. Lakoff and Johnson (1980b) suggested that an abstract concept is usually 

conceptualized in terms of more than one concrete concept. Different metaphors will define 

different aspects of an abstract concept. Study on Chinese has provided evidence for this view. 

Yu’s study showed that EMOTION can be conceptualized through FIRE, GAS, and spatial 

orientations. It was also found TIME is conceived in terms of MOTION, SPACE, and PATH. 

Both Wang (2010) and Lai (2011) collected the expressions of LOVE metaphors from pop 

songs in Mandarin/Southern Min. It is found LOVE could be realized by OBJECT, 

CONTAINER, ANIMAL, PLANT, JOURNEY, SPACE, and so forth. Studies in English also 

provide a great amount of evidence for the many-sources-to-one-target correspondences. For 

example, INFLATION can be conceptualized through ENTITY and PERSON (Lakoff & Johnson 

1980c). LIFE can be metaphorically manifested by PLAY and GAMBLING GAME (Kövecses 

2002). However, most of the studies did not offer evidence from a quantitative perspective. 

The present study surveys the targets which can map to multiple sources together with their 

frequency. In the current data, several targets can be understood in terms of different sources; 

the targets are TIME, MENTAL ACTIVITY, SPEECH CONTENT, SEQUENCE, and DEGREE (see 

Tables 16 and 17 in Chapter 4). TIME can be conceived via four kinds of sources, MENTAL 
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ACTIVITY can be conceptualized via three kinds of sources, SPEECH CONTENT can map to 

two kinds of sources. The source OBJECT is the common concept used to reason about TIME, 

MENTAL ACTIVITY, and SPEECH CONTENT in daily conversations. Both SEQUENCE and 

DEGREE can correspond to SPACE and OBJECT; we find more cases where the two targets are 

conceptualized in terms of SPACE. Findings from the present study then offer more empirical 

evidence to support the notion that an abstract concept is commonly conceived through more 

than one concrete concept and the idea that metaphors based on different sources may profile 

different aspects of a concept. 

5.4 Speech and Gesture Production 

     Different theoretical hypotheses about the production of speech and gesture—the Free 

Imagery Hypothesis, the Lexical Semantic Hypothesis, and the Interface Hypothesis—are 

proposed in previous studies. According to the Free Imagery Hypothesis, the content of 

speech will not affect what is encoded in gesture. All the data examined in the present study, 

however, involve the gestures that are affiliated with corresponding lexicons.13 The referent 

of a metaphoric gesture is not the concrete imagery presented but the abstract concept that is 

also conveyed in the accompanying speech. Language and gesture cooperate to express 

metaphorical thinking, and the content of speech closely relates to manual movement. While 

                                                      
13 Two metaphoric gestures in the conversational data were produced during silence where the speakers had 
difficulty retrieving words. Because the referents of these metaphoric gestures were not clear, they were not 
included in the present study.  
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the Free Imagery Hypothesis provides a view about the production process of speech and 

gesture, this hypothesis is not suitable for discussing the findings based on the analysis taken 

in the present study. The present study then puts emphasis on the Lexical Semantic 

Hypothesis and the Interface Hypothesis.  

     To begin with, the temporal patterning of speech and gesture in conveying metaphors is 

discussed to examine the theoretical hypotheses. The Lexical Semantic Hypothesis suggests 

gestures are generated from the semantics of the lexical items. If a person has difficulty to 

produce a word for a concept in language, the production of gesture may help he/she to 

search a lexical item for such a concept. Hence, it is claimed that a gesture (both its 

preparation phase and stroke phase included) usually precedes the lexical component it 

depicts. In Schegloff’s (1984: 275) words, “[t]he critical property of iconic gestures...is that 

they are pre-positioned relative to their lexical affiliates, achieving their affiliation by means 

other than co-occurrence with them”. Iconic gestures are thought to be generated from the 

result of the computational stage of the selecting of the lexical items (Butterworth & Hadar 

1989). The Interface Hypothesis, on the other hand, suggests that gestures are generated from 

the interactions between speaking and spatial thinking. The hypothesis incorporates the 

Growth Point Theory of speech and gesture production: “[t]he growth point is seen in the 

gesture stroke, together with the linguistic segment with which it co-occurs” (McNeill 1992: 

221). In McNeill’s (1985; 1992) framework, he proposed that a stroke of a gesture lines up in 
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time with the equivalent linguistic unit in speech. The temporal synchronization shows that 

speech and gesture belong to the same psychological structure and share a computational 

stage. With regard to the current data, results from the two groups of metaphors are combined 

and discussed together, because they do not show a statistical difference in the temporal 

patterning of speech and gesture. Among the 247 metaphoric expressions, 84.6% of them 

include metaphoric gestures synchronized with their linguistic referent. Only 14.2 % of them 

comprise metaphoric gestures produced before their associated speech. A small proportion 

(1.2%) of metaphoric gestures is performed after the related speech (see Table 19 in Chapter 

4). The current data shows that gestures commonly synchronize with their associated speech 

in expressing metaphors, and provides evidence to support the Interface Hypothesis rather 

than the Lexical Semantic Hypothesis. 

     Next, the relevant linguistic unit accompanying the metaphoric gesture is discussed. 

According to the Lexical Semantic Hypothesis, gesture can help lexical search. If a person 

has difficulty to find a lexical item for a concept, he/she may produce a gesture to represent 

the idea. The production of such a gesture then helps the person utter the word for that 

concept in language. Thus, gestures are thought to be dominated by the computational stage 

in which a lexical item is selected from a semantically organized lexicon (Butterworth & 

Hadar 1989). The Lexical Semantic Hypothesis stands for the notion that the relevant 

linguistic unit to affect the content of a gesture is a single word. In contrast, the Interface 
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Hypothesis suggests gestures are involved in the process of arranging the spatio-motoric 

imagery into informational units suitable for speech production (Kita & Öyzürek 2003). The 

informational unit suitable for speech formulation is what can be encoded in a clause in 

language. Based on the Interface Hypothesis, the relevant linguistic unit to affect the content 

of a gesture can be a unit larger than a single word. The present study sorts the relating 

speech of the metaphoric gestures into words or phrases. A word refers to the realization of a 

lexeme (Katamba & Stonham 2006), such as xīnkŭ ‘hard’, zăoshàng ‘morning’, and the 

compound huàzhuāng ‘put on makeup’. A phrase is a group of words, such as tiào nàbiān 

‘jump there’, zhuāng shuĭ ‘filled with water’, shàng cèsuŏ ‘go to lavatory’. Table 20 shows 

the linguistic unit of the corresponding lexical affiliates of the metaphoric gestures examined 

in the present study. Results concerning the two groups of metaphors are discussed together. 

Within the 247 metaphoric expressions, the majority of the lexical affiliates associated with 

the gestures are single words (82.6%). Phrases comprise 17.4 % of the lexical affiliates 

accompanying the gestures. 

Table 20. Linguistic units of the lexical affiliates of the metaphoric gestures 

Linguistic unit 
Group 

Total 
Language-Gesture Gesture-only 

Word 99 90.0% 105 76.7% 204 82.6% 
Phrase 11 10.0% 32 23.3% 43 17.4% 
Total 110 100.0% 137 100.0% 247 100.0% 
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Example 13 in Chapter 4 is an instance where the grammatical unit of the lexical 

affiliate is a phrase. The speaker complains that a teacher always changes his speech content 

abruptly and verbally expressed the metaphor SHIFT OF THE SPEECH CONTENT IS MOTION 

with the statement zhèbiān jiăng yù tiào nàbiān tiào nàbiān tiào nàbiān ‘(he) talks about this 

and then (the speech content) jumps there, jumps there, and jumps there’. Accompanying the 

phrase tiào nàbiān ‘jump there’, his gesture depicts the imagery of the motion to different 

places. The gesture not only depicts the manner verb tiào but also the trajectories to the 

different places which are expressed by nàbiān in language. In this case, the information 

encoded in the gesture corresponds to the unit lager than a single word. Contrasting to the 

prediction of the Lexical Semantic Hypothesis, the relevant unit to influence the content of a 

gesture is not obligatory to be a lexical item (a word). A substantial portion of the lexical 

affiliates are phrases. This finding is in opposition to the claim of Lexical Semantic 

Hypothesis but supports the Interface Hypothesis. 

     Last, the informational coordination between language and gesture is discussed. In the 

Lexical Semantic Hypothesis, gestures are generated from the semantics of the lexical items 

in the corresponding speech (Schegloff 1984; Butterworth & Hadar 1989). Thus, the 

hypothesis predicts that gestures do not convey the information which is not encoded in the 

accompanying speech. In the Interface Hypothesis, gestures are generated from the imagery 

representations which interact on-line with the linguistic representations (Kita & Öyzürek 
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2003). The Interface Hypothesis then predicts that gesture may encode the information 

conveyed in speech or the information which is not included in speech. The present study 

examined two groups of metaphors: metaphors realized in both language and gesture; and 

metaphors realized in gesture exclusively. In the gesture-only group, a concept is 

metaphorically expressed in gesture but literally conveyed in speech. The entity metaphor 

HARDSHIP IS AN OBJECT in Example 2 in Chapter 3 is an instance of the gesture-only 

metaphors. In the utterance bàba māmā hěn xīnkŭ ‘father and mother work hard’, the concept 

of hardship is literally represented by the predicate xīnkŭ ‘hard’. Whereas, the speaker’s left 

hand forms a cupped shape to represent hardship as an object with boundary. Language 

merely conveys the target-domain concept HARDSHIP; on the other hand, the source-domain 

concept OBJECT is conveyed in gesture even though this information is not included in 

speech. In such kind of expression, linguistic and gestural modalities encode different 

semantic contents which are relevant for realizing the metaphorical thought. Concerning the 

current data, the gesture-only metaphors comprise over a half of all the metaphoric 

expressions and provide considerable amount of evidence for the Interface Hypothesis, which 

suggests language and gesture can convey different information. In addition, 7 expressions 

where the metaphor in language differs from the one in gesture (c.f., Example 5 in Chapter 3) 

are found in the twenty-six conversations examined in the present study. These cases show 

that the content of a gesture is not necessary to be restricted by what is conveyed in a given 
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speech. Because expressions with different types of metaphors in language and gesture are 

not widely found in the current data, more instances of such expressions are needed to discuss 

the collaboration of language and gesture. 

     The cross-modal expression of metaphor shows that the stroke of a metaphoric gesture 

usually synchronizes with its lexical affiliate. Results also suggest that the lexical affiliate of 

a metaphoric gesture could be a linguistic unit larger than a lexical item. Regarding the 

semantic coordination between language and gesture, the gesture-only metaphors which 

contain different information in the two modalities reveal that gesture can encode what is not 

conveyed in a given speech. The evidence from the current data then supports the Interface 

Hypothesis more, which suggests that gesture is generated from the interface representation 

between spatio-motoric information and linguistic information.  

5.5 Summary 

     In this chapter, the findings from the present study are compared with the ones in the 

past research. Regarding the metaphor types, the results from the present study partially agree 

with McNeill’s (1992) gestural study on narratives. Results from the present data sustain 

McNeill’s claim that entity metaphor and orientation metaphor are instantly accessible. On 

the other hand, the current data opposes his assertion that Chinese does not use the imagery 

of a bounded object as the common source. The source-domain and target-domain concepts 

found in the present study are generally consistent with the common sources and targets 
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proposed by Kövecses (2002) in his survey on metaphors in English. Similar to past studies, 

the present study finds the metaphors with one-source-to-many-targets correspondences. 

Excluding FORCE, which merely has one token in the current data, all the other 

source-domain concepts can be employed to conceptualize multiple targets. It also found that 

several targets can be conceptualized through various sources. These targets involve TIME, 

MENTAL ACTIVITY, SPEECH CONTENT, SEQUENCE, and DEGREE. The present study 

provides more instances to support the view that different metaphors may profile different 

aspects of a concept. 

     The theoretical hypotheses about speech and gesture production are discussed as well. 

The temporal patterning between speech and gesture in conveying metaphor, the linguistic 

unit of the lexical affiliate accompanying the metaphoric gesture, and the semantic 

coordination between language and gesture in expressing metaphors are discussed to examine 

the hypotheses. The Lexical Semantic Hypothesis suggests that gestures are generated from 

the semantics of a lexical item; on the other hand, the Interface Hypothesis proposes that 

gestures are originated from the interaction between spatio-motoric and linguistic 

representations. Results show that a gesture stroke usually co-occurs with its lexical affiliate, 

which supports the Interface Hypothesis. It is found that not all the lexical affiliates belong to 

a single word, which contradicts the claim of the Lexical Semantic Hypothesis. The great 

portion of the gesture-only metaphors offers evidence clashes with the prediction of the 
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Lexical Semantic Hypothesis but agrees with the prediction of the Interface Hypothesis. 

Generally, the present study on the cross-modal expressions of metaphors support the 

Interface Hypothesis more. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

An important claim of the Conceptual Metaphor Theory is that the locus of metaphor is 

in thought. This view indicates that metaphors can be realized in different modalities. 

Following this view, the thesis examined the linguistic and gestural manifestations of 

conceptual metaphors in conversational discourse. Section 6.1 provides a summary of the 

thesis. Section 6.2 presents the limitations and direction for future study. 

6.1 Summary of the Thesis 

     The thesis aimed to explore people’s habitual cross-modal expression of metaphors in 

daily conversation, and to investigate the collaboration of language and gesture in the 

expression of metaphorical thoughts. The present study focused on the metaphors realized 

concurrently in language and gesture, and the metaphors realized in gesture exclusively. 

These two groups of metaphors were investigated with regard to metaphor types, 

source-domain concepts, target-domain concepts, source-to-target correspondences, and 

temporal patterning of speech and gesture. The present study also examined whether the two 

groups of metaphors were similar or different with regard to the above issues.  

     According to the past research (Lakoff &Johnson 1980c, 1999; McNeill 1992; Talmy 

1996), nine metaphor types were identified. In the current data seven of them were found: 
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causation metaphor, conduit metaphor, container metaphor, entity metaphor, fictive-motion 

metaphor, orientation metaphor, and complex metaphor. Entity metaphor is prone to be 

conveyed in metaphors in the gesture-only group. In both the language-gesture and 

gesture-only groups, entity metaphor and orientation metaphor are the most common 

metaphor types to be expressed in daily communication. Our experience of discrete objects 

offers “a further basis...that goes beyond mere orientation” (Lakoff and Johnson 1980c: 25). 

Understanding abstract concepts in terms of objects then allow us to project various 

experiences of object to the concepts. Thus, it is likely that entity metaphor is frequently used 

to conceive abstract concepts. Spatial orientations provide an “extraordinary rich basis” for 

reasoning about other concepts, and orientation metaphor are closely relate to our physical 

and cultural experiences (Lakoff and Johnson 1980c: 25). In some cases, it is difficult to find 

an alternative to talk about a concept without the help of the orientation metaphor. Hence, the 

orientation metaphor is often utilized to conceptualize abstract concepts. 

Based on the notion of image schemas (Johnson 1987; Cienki 1997; Clausner & Croft 

1999; Santibáñez 2002), nine kinds of source-domain concepts were distinguished in 

previous studies. Seven of them were found in the current data: ACTIVITY, CONTAINER, 

FICTIVE-MOTION, FORCE, OBJECT, PATH, and SPACE. Metaphors in the language-gesture 

group tend to employ SPACE as their sources; metaphors in the gesture-only group are apt to 

utilize OBJECT as their sources. Taken the two groups together, OBJECT is the most frequent 
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source for entity metaphors; SPACE and PATH is the second most frequent source for 

orientation metaphors. Concerning the target-domain concepts, the present study focused on 

the targets that had at least five tokens in the data. Eight kinds of targets were identified: 

GROUP, MENTAL ACTIVITY, (physical) ACTIVITY, DEGREE, SEQUENCE, SPEECH CONTENT, 

STATE, and TIME. SPEECH CONTENT is inclined to be conceived by metaphors in language 

and gesture. Targets like STATE, PHYSICAL ACTIVITY, GROUP and MENTAL ACTIVITY are 

prone to be conceptualized by metaphors in gesture exclusively. Among all the 247 

metaphoric expressions, STATE, TIME, and PHYSICAL ACTIVITY are the common targets to 

be manifested through metaphors. 

     With regard to the metaphorical mappings between the two domains, the present study 

analyzed the one-source-to-many-targets correspondences and the many-sources-to-one target 

correspondences. Excluding FORCE which has merely a token, all the sources could be used 

to conceive multiple targets. OBJECT can be employed to conceptualize a great variety of 

targets; concepts like STATE and TIME are the common targets mapping to OBJECT. SPACE is 

usually employed to conceive concepts like TIME, SEQUENCE, and DEGREE. The sources 

PATH, FICTIVE-MOTION, ACTIVITY, and CONTAINER are utilized to conceptualize multiple 

targets as well. According to Lakoff and Johnson (1980b), metaphors have partial nature in 

the way that a metaphor only profiles a certain aspect of a concept. An abstract concept is 

likely to be conceptualized in terms of more than one concrete concept. In the current data, 
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TIME, MENTAL ACTIVITY, SPEECH CONTENT, SEQUENCE, and DEGREE are the targets 

which are conceived through multiple sources. These results demonstrate the common types 

of metaphors, the source- and target-domain concepts, and the source-target correspondences 

in daily conversations. 

     Furthermore, the collaboration of speech and gesture enables us to look at the 

hypotheses of speech-gesture productions—the Lexical Semantic Hypothesis and the 

Interface Hypothesis. The present study examined the two hypotheses from the following 

aspects: the temporal patterning of speech and gesture, the linguistic unit to influence the 

content of a metaphoric gesture, and the semantic coordination of speech and gesture in 

conveying metaphors. According to the Lexical Semantic Hypothesis, gestures can help 

lexical search when one has difficulty to retrieve a word in speech; hence, gesture strokes 

may precede the associated speech. Since gestures are thought to be generated from the 

semantics of the lexical items, it is predicted that gestures can only encode information that is 

conveyed in accompanying speech and that the linguistic unit to determine the content of 

gestures is a single word. However, the Interface Hypothesis suggests that gestural content is 

shaped on-line by information which is exchanged between linguistic and spatio-motoric 

thinking. Thus, gestures temporally synchronize with related speech, and the relevant unit to 

influence the content of a gesture is a processing unit—which can be a clause to a certain 

extent—for speech production. Since gestures are thought to be produced from an interface 
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between linguistic and spatio-motoric information, they may encode what is conveyed or not 

conveyed in accompanying speech. Results from the current data show that many metaphoric 

gestures synchronize with their associated speech, which supports the view of the Interface 

Hypothesis more. Although most of the lexical affiliates of the metaphoric gestures are words, 

a substantial portion has the gesture associated with a phrase rather than with a single word. 

This portion of data provides evidence in contrast to the Lexical Semantic Hypothesis. In the 

current data, over a half of the metaphoric expressions are gesture-only metaphors in which 

language expresses the target-domain concepts and gesture expresses the sour-domain 

concepts. Gesture-only metaphors reveal that the information encoded in speech and gesture 

may differ from each other in conveying metaphors. This portion of data opposes to the 

prediction of the Lexical Semantic Hypothesis but agrees with the Interface Hypothesis. In 

general, results based on the current data support the Interface Hypothesis more than the 

Lexical Semantic Hypothesis. 

6.2 Limitations and Future Study 

     The investigation of the cross-modal expressions of metaphors can be extended in 

future study to explore several issues which are not discussed in this thesis. The first issue is 

how metaphors are embodied in daily experiences. Image schemas have been introduced to 

the studies on metaphors (c.f., Johnson 1987; Lakoff 1987). Image schemas, the recurring 

dynamic patterns of our sensory-motor experience, are seen as the primary sources of 
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metaphors. The present study also incorporates the notion of image schema to categorize the 

source-domain concepts. Scholars proposed that some schemas are more general and cover 

more specific schemas (Johnson 1987; Cienki 1997; Clausner & Croft 1999; Santibáñez 

2002). Nevertheless, this thesis merely employs the image schemas at the general level (e.g., 

OBJECT, SPACE, and FORCE) to investigate the sources. According to past studies (Clausner 

& Croft 1999; Santibáñez 2002), the image schemas in the specific level comprise more 

specific embodied patterns, and they can profile different aspects of the image schemas at a 

general level. To see the common experiential bases of metaphors, both the image schemas in 

the general and specific levels should be taken into account for further study. The second 

issue is associated with the semantic coordination of speech and gesture. In this thesis, we 

have discussed a case in which different metaphor types are expressed in language and 

gesture (c.f., Example 5 in Chapter 3). Since expressions are rare in the current data, we need 

to find more expressions where different metaphors are expressed across modalities in the 

future study. Moreover, the present study does not put emphasis on the details about how 

information is conveyed in the expressions with the same type of metaphors across modalities. 

Although language and gesture manifest the same type of metaphors, the two modalities may 

profile different aspects of the same concept. In the current data, we can find the instances 

that different aspects are profiled by the same type of metaphors in language and gesture. A 

speaker utters néngliàng nàmo dài ‘the power is so big’ to represent POWER in terms of the 
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entity metaphor POWER IS OBJECT. The speaker simultaneously makes the gesture imagery 

of an object supported in hand to enact the entity metaphor POWER IS OBJECT. The size of an 

object is profiled in language; however, the speaker’s manual representation merely focuses 

on the boundary of an object without referring to the size. In this case, the information 

encoded in speech is not equivalent to information encoded in gesture. To explore how 

language and gesture cooperate to convey metaphors, we need to consider not only the 

metaphor types but also the profiled aspect in the two modalities in future study. 

Simultaneously, we are able to discuss the hypotheses of speech-gesture production from 

another perspective by examining whether semantic aspects profiled by the metaphors in 

language and gesture are the same or not. In addition, we find more entity metaphor in the 

group of metaphors conveyed in gesture only in the current data. It is likely that gesture can 

easily provide a boundary for a concept to emphasize that concept. The present study, 

however, does not discuss the occasion for linguistic and gestural metaphors to occur together 

and the occasion for gestural metaphors to occur exclusively. Such an issue may relate to the 

semantic coordination of speech and gesture and need to be explored in future research.  
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APPENDIX 1: Gesture and speech transcription conventions 

 

Transcription of speech 

Du Bois and colleagues’ (1992) framework of discourse transcription was used. 
Relevant expressions in the examples are in boldface. 

[ ] speech overlap 
= lengthening 
...(N) long pause 
... medium pause 
.. short pause 
(0) latching 
@ laughter 
<L2  L2> code-switch to English 
<L3  L3> code-switch to Southern Min 
 
 
 
Transcription of gesture 

Relevant linguistic expressions in the examples are in boldface. The time code shown 
at the bottom of each Panel in the figures is expressed in hours:minutes:seconds.milliseconds. 
The transcription of gesture phases above the line of accompanying speech follows Kendon’s 
(2004) transcription convention: 

| gesture phase boundary 
~ ~ ~ preparation phase 
***** stroke phase 
-.-.-.-. recovery phase 
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APPENDIX 2: Screenshots for the line drawings in Table 18 

 
 
F1: 她白天整天都在睡覺 

 
Figure 22. DAYTIME IS AN OBJECT in gesture 
 
 
 
 
M1: 最近在股市震盪期 

 
Figure 23. THE UNSTABLE TERM OF STOCKS IS A PATH in gesture 
 
 
 
 
F2: 我根本就不認識 

 
Figure 24. KNOWING IS AN OBJECT in gesture 
 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

133 

 

 
 
F: 按照你抽到的那個順序 

 
Figure 25. SEQUENCE IS AN OBJECT in gesture 
 
 
 
 
F1: 燈光很暗 

 
Figure 26. LIGHT INTENSITY IS AN OBJECT in gesture 
 
 
 




