
INTRODUCTION

An inseparable component of human life and language, 
metaphor is simply defined as “understanding and expe-
riencing one kind of thing in terms of another” (Lakoff & 
Johnson, 2003, p. 6). A simple example of metaphor use 
is seen when William Shakespeare (2011, p. 83) uses the 
phrase “All the world’s a stage”. Our attempt to understand 
this sentence engages us in pursuit of conceptual metaphors, 
in which we face two distinct conceptual domains, including 
our underlying conceptualizations of what a WORLD is and 
our conceptualizations and ideas of what a STAGE of theater 
is. In this way, we begin to make sense of the WORLD in 
terms of a STAGE.

Metaphors have a profound influence on how people 
think and behave (Thibodeau et al., 2017). In spite of the 
enormous bulk of research dedicated to the study of vari-
ous aspects of metaphor, there remains a great deal of in-
sights yet to be gained. An interesting aspect of metaphor 
to be investigated is studying conceptual domains of met-
aphor across time periods. Kövecses (2010a) believes that 
language changes constantly, and there is a possibility that 
the linguistic and conceptual metaphors change over time. 
It was with respect to this scarcity of studies on source and 
target domains of conceptual metaphors across time periods 
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that the present study was undertaken. Diachronic study of 
metaphor is an under-researched area (Mischler, 2013) and 
this particular study was intended to contribute a small brick 
to the body of knowledge in this field. Kövecses (2010a) 
outlined the most common source and target domains, a 
framework that we applied to samples from two established 
novels Persuasion (1818) and The Fault in Our Stars (2012), 
belonging to two disparate time periods, aiming to explore 
the common source and target domains employed by the au-
thors and running them against Kövecses’s outline. The aim 
was to see whether the use of source and target domains in 
metaphorical conceptualization fluctuates over time as the 
constancy or variation of this might have implications for 
metaphor use and conceptualization in human language and 
particularly the language of language learner. To the best of 
the researchers’ knowledge, no particular study has tried to 
apply Kövecses’s framework to natural works of art, namely 
novels which belong to distant time periods.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

What Is Metaphor?

Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT) was first introduced in 
George Lakoff and Mark Johnson’s seminal book Metaphors 
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We Live By (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980) and then revised by 
2003 in a second edition. Kövecses (2010a, p. 4) defines 
metaphor as “understanding one conceptual domain in terms 
of another conceptual domain”, where a conceptual domain 
refers to “any coherent organization of experience”. In line 
with Cameron (2003, p. 11), “a domain is not just a col-
lection of concepts or entities”, but it also consists of “the 
relations between the entities”. A domain is “a background 
knowledge structure which includes related words, concepts, 
and inferences” (Nabeshima, 2017, p. 123). Following this 
definition, any metaphor includes two conceptual domains. 
The domain from which linguistic metaphorical expressions 
borrow to make sense of the other (target domain) is called 
the source domain, while the more abstract harder-to-under-
stand domain (needing to be) understood and communicat-
ed in this way is called the target domain. For instance, in 
an explicit metaphor like LOVE IS A JOURNEY, we have 
JOURNEY as the source domain and LOVE as the target do-
main. Therefore, the main function of metaphors is to allow 
us to use more concrete domains to understand abstract con-
cepts (Jamrozik, McQuire, Cardillo, & Chatterjee, 2016).

The two domains are “quite distinct and distant from 
each other” (Goatly, 2002, p. 72). What connects these two 
domains is “a set of systematic correspondences” or map-
pings between them (Kövecses, 2010a, p. 7). Mappings are 
paths along which meaning is transferred from one domain 
to another. The distinguishing characteristic of source and 
target domains is that the source domain is generally con-
crete and physical while the target domain is mostly abstract 
(Kövecses, 2010a; Lakoff & Johnson, 2003; Nabeshima, 
2017). In the example mentioned, LOVE is a more abstract 
concept than JOURNEY, and it is LOVE that stands in need 
of being communicated and conveyed in discourse, to the au-
dience, by recourse to a conceptual metaphor, i.e. to a more 
tangible source domain. So in this sense, and from a semiotic 
point of view, a conceptual metaphor is a ‘sign’, a coin with 
two sides. This accounts for the validity of conceptual met-
aphor theory from both a Cognitive Linguistics standpoint 
(which was its main parent discipline), and a semiotic one. 
The theory has also attracted discourse analytic accounts and 
support, as well as ones from Pragmatics. 

Metaphor and Learning 
The role of metaphor as a communication tool which can 
overcome our cognitive limitations is undeniable in educa-
tion (Sticht, 1993). Metaphors can potentially convey a lot 
more than what is on the surface and their power in creating 
vividness and imagery can well contribute to the memorabil-
ity of concepts. More often than not, we opt for conceptual 
metaphors because the abstract elusive target concept, even 
if lexicalized, cannot convey the full force and communica-
tive discursive impact intended by the speaker in a situation. 
There is a consensus that the importance and place of all 
this cognitive engagement, from the upper-intermediate lev-
els and beyond, will obviously need to be imparted to the 
learners. 

Metaphorical thinking leads students to engage in analyt-
ical thought processes, which in turn leads to the facilitation 

of learning (Sticht, 1993). As claimed by Philip (2006, p. 
895), “there is strong evidence to suggest that encouraging 
students to reflect on the metaphorical origins of figurative 
expressions makes learning and recall of vocabulary demon-
strably more effective”. A study conducted by Pearson et al. 
(1981) confirmed the facilitative role of metaphor on com-
prehension and recall of metaphorical texts in comparison 
with literal texts. 

Metaphor Universality and Variation 
Based on claims made by cognitive linguists, metaphors are 
grounded in embodied experience (Kövecses, 2019; Gibbs, 
2017). It follows that a great number of metaphors are found 
in genetically unrelated and remote languages and cultures. 
However, there is a great degree of metaphor variation 
across languages, cultures, and even individuals as well. For 
example, although metaphors like LOVE IS A JOURNEY 
or LIFE IS A JOURNEY are found consistently in a wide 
variety of languages and cultures, these nearly universal 
metaphors are elaborated at a specific level within different 
languages or cultures (Kövecses, 2000, 2005). 

Overview and Purpose
Metaphor analysis of literary texts has presented the field 
with insightful findings. Metaphors have the power to reveal 
the subjective views and beliefs of the writers in literary 
texts. They result in creation of novel and complex textual 
patterns (Dorst, 2011). As claimed by Weisberg (2012, p. 42), 
“[l]iterary metaphors can transport a reader into exotic, un-
charted conceptual realms”. Yamina (2016) examined the 
use of metaphor and the motive behind using this device in 
the novel Hard Times by Charles Dickens. She concluded 
that Dickens uses metaphor to portray his characters and the 
setting in a lively and vivid manner. The motive behind his 
use of metaphor is to convey his thoughts and opinions to 
the reader, and increase the comprehension and the memora-
bility of the text. Moreover, Andreev and Fomicheva (2016) 
investigated metaphorical language in a corpus of contempo-
rary fiction, concluding that analyzing metaphor in a work of 
fiction “can throw significant light on its subject and theme” 
(Andreev & Fomicheva, 2016, p. 263). 

Diachronic study of metaphor has also attracted the at-
tention of metaphor enthusiast. Gentner and Grudin (1985) 
investigated the evolution of mental metaphors over a period 
of 90 years by tracing changes in the kinds of metaphors 
used for describing mental phenomenon. They concluded 
that the nature of the mental metaphors changes over time. 
Boers (1999) conducted a case study of HEALTH domain 
used to conceptualize the abstract domain of socio-eco-
nomics, with the aim of examining its variation over time. 
The procedure involved counting the instances of HEALTH 
metaphor in the editorials of all the weekly issues of The 
Economist over a period of ten years. The frequency results 
pointed to the popularity of the HEALTH metaphor in winter 
times because of its saliency in this season. Musolff (2017) 
discussed the metaphor NATION IS A BODY. In his attempt 
to examine the use of Body-State analogy across centuries, 
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Musolff (2009) noted that conceptualization of a state as the 
human body does not decline. However, it can get extensions 
and complexity as a result of context-related necessities. 

In addition to these studies, Trim (2011) investigated 
diachronic universality of language of emotions, especially 
that of love. Through a corpus-assisted approach, Mischler 
(2013) conducted a diachronic study on metaphorical con-
ceptualization of ANGER, particularly blood and spleen 
metaphors, an interesting result of which was that “the blood 
and spleen metaphors were prototypical forms of anger” 
during the studied period (Mischler, 2013, p. 161). Finally, 
to investigate the history of emotions and related metaphors, 
Izdebska (2015) examined how ANGER is represented in 
Old English. In discussing the influence of Latin on Old 
English, Izdebska (2015) emphasized the predominance of 
ANGER IS HEAT metaphor.

The literature reveals a scarcity of research regarding the 
diachronic study of metaphor. In this particular regard, the 
framework of common source and target domains offered by 
Kövecses (2010a) has not been applied to any written dis-
course in an explicit way. The argument here is that, should 
Kövecses’s common source and target domains are seen 
here to largely overlap in two established representations of 
English fiction produced two centuries apart, syllabus de-
signers and teachers engaged with upper-intermediate EFL 
groups of learners and beyond, should move to integrating 
such awareness into such classes, a cognitive awareness that 
the Applied Linguistics research on metaphors frequently 
and amply refers to (Zanotto et al, 2008). 

METHOD AND FRAMEWORK
Aside from some simple quantitative reports in terms of 
frequency counts, this study is a descriptive qualitative text 
analysis. The samples analyzed, chosen through random 
purposive selection, are Persuasion by Jane Austen (1818) 
and The Fault in Our Stars by John Green (2012). Random 
purposive sampling both reflects the properties of the text 
being analyzed and is more rigorous given the constraints on 
manual analysis, which meant that, in order to achieve the 
commensurate criterion of practicality, every tenth page of 
each novel was picked for analysis, which amounted to 40 
pages. The results of the analysis were checked against the 
outline of the most common source and target domains by 
Kövecses (2010a), which appears in Appendix A.

Data Analysis 
The present analysis took place at the theory level. The re-
searchers looked for the potentiality of a linguistic expression 
in triggering a conceptual mapping. Moreover, the analysis 
followed an inductive or bottom-up approach, in that all of 
the cases were analyzed on a one-by-one basis.

The analysis was conducted in two phases: linguistic anal-
ysis, and conceptual analysis. First, the instance of linguistic 
metaphors was determined following Metaphor Identification 
Procedure (MIP) proposed by the Pragglejaz Group (2007) 
and later referred to as Metaphor Identification Procedure VU 
University Amsterdam (MIPVU) (Steen et al., 2010). Decisions 

were then made about the existence of comparable conceptual 
domains which might be linked by a set of cross-domain map-
pings. The two domains were established in the form of A IS 
B, following the original and pace-setting conceptual metaphor 
theory by Lakoff (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980 & 2003). 

MIP is “an explicit, reliable, and flexible method” 
(Pragglejaz Group, 2007, p. 2). Below is an illustration of the 
steps followed in the identification of metaphorically used 
words based on stages indicated by Pragglejaz Group (2007, 
p. 3). To represent the process, a single sentence taken from 
the sample of Persuasion is provided along with its detailed 
analysis. In order to apply the method, all the steps of the 
basic procedure of MIP were followed along with a consid-
eration of the guidelines provided by MIPVU. 

Step 1: The researchers read the entire novel in order to 
have a grasp at general idea of the story. The following sen-
tence used for illustrating the steps of analysis is part of the 
context in which Anne and Admiral Croft, two characters in 
Persuasion, have had a conversation, but Anne is not satisfied 
with the information she wished to draw from this conversa-
tion, and she perceives it to be useless to ask for more details.

Step 2: In the second step, attempt was made to deter-
mine the lexical units in the text as follows:

/ Anne / did / not / receive / the / perfect / conviction / 
which / the / Admiral / meant / to / convey/, but / it / would 
/ have / been / useless / to / press / the / enquiry / farther /. 
(Austen, 1818, p. 207)

In this sentence, four lexical units have been identified 
as metaphorically used, namely receive, convey, press, and 
farther. Applying the third step of MIP to these words, the 
following results are yielded.

Step 3: This step consists of determining the contextual 
and basic senses of the lexical units: 
RECEIVE
 3.a.  Contextual meaning: ‘to react to something in 

a particular way’ (Macmillan sense 3)
 3.b.  Basic meaning: ‘to get something that some-

one gives or sends to you’ (Macmillan sense 1)
 3.c.  Contrast: The basic meaning is more concrete and 

concerns movement and action while the contextu-
al meaning is more abstract and concerns behavior 
and feelings.

Step 4. Comparison: We can make sense of “under-
standing” and “reacting” in terms of movement.
CONVEY
 3.a.  Contextual meaning: ‘to communicate ideas or feel-

ings indirectly’ (Macmillan sense 1)
 3.b.  Basic meaning: ‘to move someone or something 

from one place to another’ (Macmillan sense 3)
 3.c.  Contrast: The basic meaning is more concrete and 

concerns movement while the contextual meaning 
is more abstract and concerns communication.

Step 4. Comparison: We can understand communica-
tion in terms of movement.
PRESS
3.a.  Contextual meaning: ‘to try in a determined way 

to make someone do something or tell you something’ 
(Macmillan sense 1)
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3.b.  Basic meaning: ‘to push one thing against another’ 
(Macmillan sense 3)

3.c.  Contrast: The basic meaning is more concrete and con-
cerns force while the contextual meaning is more ab-
stract and concerns convincing and persuading someone.

Step 4. Comparison: We can understand making some-
one do something in terms of physical forces.
FARTHER
3.a. Contextual meaning: ‘more’ (Macmillan sense 3)
3.b. Basic meaning: ‘in or to a place that is more distant’ 

(Macmillan sense 1)
3.c. Contrast: The basic meaning is more concrete and con-

cerns distance while the contextual meaning is more ab-
stract and concerns amount of something.

Step 4. Comparison: We can understand amount of 
something in terms of distance.

After identifying metaphorically used lexical units, the 
second phase of the analysis was to identify the source and 
target domains of a particular metaphorical lexical unit. This 
phase was conducted on the basis of the researchers’ intuitions, 
and this is the tradition that has been followed in all metaphor 
studies. However, the process was not a fully subjective one 
since the information obtained from the first phase equipped 
the researchers well enough to decide upon the domains. This 
phase is demonstrated below for each lexical unit.
RECEIVE

Target domain: COMMUNICATION
Source domain: MOVEMENT
Conceptual metaphor: COMMUNICATION IS 

MOVEMENT
A sub-metaphor of this more general metaphor is the con-

ceptual metaphor IDEAS ARE OBJECTS. 
CONVEY

Target domain: COMMUNICATION
Source domain: MOVEMENT
Conceptual metaphor: COMMUNICATION IS 

MOVEMENT
Here, communicating one’s ideas is described in terms of 

physical movement. A sub-metaphor can be the conceptual 
metaphor IDEAS ARE OBJECTS.
PRESS

Target domain: COMMUNICATION
Source domain: FORCE
Conceptual metaphor: COMMUNICATION IS 

FORCE
In this context, the basic meaning of the lexical unit press 

signifies force, while it has been used metaphorically to sig-
nify asking questions in communication. Thus, communica-
tion is understood in terms of physical force.
FARTHER

Target domain: AMOUNT
Source domain: PATH
Conceptual metaphor: AMOUNT IS A PATH
Here, the amount of enquiry is conceptualized in terms of 

distance, or more concretely, in terms of a path. Therefore, 
amount is understood in terms of a physical path.

Identifying the conceptual domains of each metaphor-
ical expression was followed by running them against 

the common source and target domains in Kövecses’s 
framework. The purpose was to see if the identified do-
mains overlap those outlined by Kövecses (2010a). If they 
do, and given the ubiquity of conceptual metaphors in al-
most all genres to some extent as attested by the literature, 
then EFL pedagogy at upper-intermediate contexts and be-
yond, especially in terms of tasks involving reading and 
writing, would need to integrate some awareness raising 
of these conceptual domains and their important role in 
negotiation of meaning into tasks, conscious raising work, 
and strategy-based moments of teaching (Wong & Nunan, 
2011; Christison, 2003).

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS 

Source Domains of Persuasion and The Fault in Our 
Stars 

Table 1 maps out the source domains identified in the two 
samples of English fiction from two disparate time periods, 
i.e. Persuasion and The Fault in Our Stars. The source do-
mains not outlined by Kövecses in his common source and 
target domains are marked in italics.

The outsider domains, those outside Kövecses’s proposal 
that appeared only once or twice in the samples, are pre-
sented in Table 2.

Target Domains in Persuasion and The Fault in Our 
Stars 

The target domains identified in the two samples of English 
fiction are presented in Table 3, with those lying outside 
common target domains shown in italics.

Some of these non-common target domains were found 
to occur only once or twice. This says a lot about why and 
how Kövecses argues on the basis of all previous CMT re-
search that these “common” source and target domains des-
ignate human cognition’s recourse to experiential and bodily 
bases as source domains to express a commensurately lim-
ited but limited cognitive intangible experience. In other 
words, a (seemingly) limited (but vast) cognitive range of 
abstract experience (including thoughts, feelings, and opin-
ions) stand in need of lexicalization and semiotic packaging 
by using analogy to certain experiential and tangible coun-
terparts in bodily experience or sheer embodiment if they are 
to be communicated and lexicalized and conveyed at all in 
real-time discourse. This leads to the observation that these 
common source and target domains that a lot of research in 
CMT also attest to are basic to both abstract cognition and 
concrete cognition. The non-common target domains occur-
ring in both novels at only a single frequency of instance are 
presented in Table 4.

To shed light on the use of metaphor in the samples taken 
from Persuasion and The Fault in Our Stars, a number of 
examples have been provided in Appendix B. These exam-
ples include the sentences taken from the samples alongside 
interpretations to manifest the source and target domains in-
volved in the metaphor (Please see Appendix B).
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Table 1. Source domains of conceptual metaphors in the 
novels Persuasion and The Fault in Our Stars
Novel Source domains of conceptual 

metaphors
f

Per-
suasion

THE HUMAN BODY 10
HEALTH AND ILLNESS 15
ANIMALS 4
PLANTS 4
BUILDINGS AND CONSTRUCTION 8
MACHINES AND TOOLS 7
GAMES AND SPORTS 6
MONEY AND ECONOMIC TRANS-
ACTIONS

13

COOKING AND FOOD 5
HEAT AND COLD 11
LIGHT AND DARKNESS 8
FORCES 31
MOVEMENT AND DIRECTION 103
CONTAINERS 152
SUBSTANCES/PROPERTIES OF 
SUBSTANCES

21

OBJECTS/PROPERTIES OF OBJECTS 105
PERSON 39
PERCEPTION 51
ACTIONS 12
PATH 21
WAR 10
PLAYS 2
ORGANIZATIONS 1
LIFE 1

The 
Fault 
in Our 
Stars

THE HUMAN BODY 4
HEALTH AND ILLNESS 4
ANIMALS 8
PLANTS 4
BUILDINGS AND CONSTRUCTION 9
MACHINES AND TOOLS 4
GAMES AND SPORTS 4
MONEY AND ECONOMIC TRANS-
ACTIONS

10

COOKING AND FOOD 5
HEAT AND COLD 7
LIGHT AND DARKNESS 4
FORCES 11
MOVEMENT AND DIRECTION 85
CONTAINERS 57

SUBSTANCES/PROPERTIES OF 
SUBSTANCES

7

OBJECTS/PROPERTIES OF OBJECTS 60
PERSON 46

Table 2. Non-common source domains
Novel Source domain f
Persuasion PLAYS 2

ORGANIZATIONS 1
LIFE 1

The Fault in 
Our Stars

MEDICINE/DRUGS 2
NATURAL RESOURCES 1
STARS 1

PERCEPTION 10
ACTIONS 15
PATH 7
WAR 12
MEDICINE/DRUGS 2
NATURAL RESOURCES 1
STARS 1

Table 1. (Continued)
Novel Source domains of conceptual 

metaphors
f

(Contd..)

DISCUSSION 

The Case of Source Domains

Totally, 24 source domains were identified in the samples of 
Persuasion and The Fault in Our Stars. All 13 of the source 
domains listed by Kövecses appeared in the samples along-
side 11 further domains, most of which were identical in both. 
The ones lying outside of the framework occurred at varying 
frequencies, some more frequently than others. The frequent 
ones have been referred to and discussed elaborately in the 
literature on metaphor; Kövecses (2010a) has named some 
of these as further source domains. The low-frequency ones 
(at 1 or 2 instances) can have originated from the authors’ 
personal creativity. 

Through comparing the source domains identified in 
these two novels from two distinct historical eras of English 
fiction, it was observed that 21 out of 24 source domains 
were the same in both samples, irrespective of the frequency 
and supporting the same ‘relative’ universality of cognitive 
experience and conceptualization that Kövecses and others 
talk about. Similarly, this might also suggest that human 
conceptualization of various concepts in terms of particu-
lar source domains has not changed significantly over time. 
A large number of existing conceptual metaphors are well-
known and have been widely used in a speech community 
(Kövecses, 2010a). Therefore, it is not beyond expectation 
that a large portion of the domains identified belong to the 
conventional domains known to be in use in a particular cul-
ture over a long period of time. 

Studies conducted by scholars such as Kövecses (1995, 
2017) have proved that there exist some universal conceptual 
metaphors found in all languages and cultures. The reason for 
universality is basic embodied experience usually referred to 
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Table 3. Target domains of conceptual metaphors in the 
novels Persuasion and The Fault in Our Stars 
Novel Target domains of conceptual 

metaphors
f

Persuasion EMOTION 59
DESIRE 6
MORALITY 54
THOUGHT (IDEAS) 126
SOCIETY/NATION 7
POLITICS 8
ECONOMY 7
HUMAN RELATIONSHIPS 23
COMMUNICATION 17
TIME 70
LIFE AND DEATH 4
RELIGION 9
EVENTS AND ACTIONS 109
AMOUNT 28
PERSON 16
CHARACTERISTICS 10
VOICE/SOUND 4
OBJECTS 4
THE WORLD 1
BUILDINGS 1
FOOD 1
THE HUMAN BODY 1

The Fault 
in Our 
Stars

EMOTION 19
DESIRE 4
MORALITY 12
THOUGHT (IDEAS) 57
SOCIETY/NATION 6

POLITICS 5

ECONOMY 4

HUMAN RELATIONSHIPS 5

COMMUNICATION 9

TIME 38

LIFE AND DEATH 22

RELIGION 5

EVENTS AND ACTIONS 59

AMOUNT 29

PERSON 13

CHARACTERISTICS 9

VOICE/SOUND 4

OBJECTS 10

THE WORLD 1
(Contd..)

BUILDINGS 1

FOOD 1

THE HUMAN BODY 8

MEDICINE 1

ILLNESS 14

PLANTS 1
BUSINESS 1

Table 3. (Continued)
Novel Target domains of conceptual 

metaphors
f

Table 4. Non-common target domains
Novel Target domain f
Persuasion THE WORLD 1

BUILDINGS 1
FOOD 1
THE HUMAN BODY 1

The Fault in 
Our Stars

THE WORLD 1
BUILDINGS 1
FOOD 1
MEDICINE 1
PLANTS 1
BUSINESS 1

as embodiment (Kövecses, 2014). According to Gibbs (2006, 
p. 3), “human cognition is fundamentally shaped by embod-
ied experience” and this embodied experience shapes the 
way we think and use language. Embodiment is a universal 
phenomenon in a sense that our basic human experiences 
are common to all human beings. For instance, people all 
over the world and from the very early times of existence 
experience heat and pressure when they are angry. This is 
why anger is universally and conventionally conceptualized 
in terms of heat, yielding the universal metaphor ANGER IS 
HEAT. Universality can also be defined in terms of time pe-
riods. That is, it can refer to the existence of some conceptual 
metaphors in all time periods.

The important finding that 21 out of 24 of the source 
domains identified are identical in both samples is in line 
with the studies that have explored a particular conceptual 
metaphor within various languages or cultures. One of these 
studies is the one conducted by Kövecses (1995), which re-
vealed that conceptualizing human beings as a container and 
emotions as fluid is present in highly distant languages in-
cluding English, Chinese, Japanese, and Hungarian. By the 
same token, the fact that two samples from the same genre 
of literary language, albeit 2 centuries apart, are tapping into 
almost the same ‘cognitive template’ (Kövecses, 2005) is 
little wonder from this perspective, but diachronically it is 
very significant. Diachronic variation has been the subjec-
tive of cognitive linguistic studies, but the finding that these 
two time periods in the same genre evidence diachronic 
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consistency of cognitive conceptualization speaks of a much 
more solid and rooted existence of metaphorical thought pat-
terns in a culture and the genres branched off therein. What 
would complement this current study and this observation 
is future work using a number of languages and samples of 
literary work in them spanning a diachronic scale of, say, the 
same two centuries, to see to what extent the conceptual do-
mains used show up in these samples from the same literary 
genre in all these languages. 

There were also a very limited number of source domains 
in either sample that did not tally with the sources identi-
fied in the other one. They include the domains of PLAYS, 
ORGANIZATIONS and LIFE in the sample of Persuasion, 
and the domains of MEDICINE/DRUGS, NATURAL 
RESOURCES and STARS in the sample of The Fault in 
Our Stars. There are two points worth noting about these 
non-matching source domains. First, these do not appear as 
common source domains in Kövecses’s framework. Second, 
the frequency of occurrence of these sources was consid-
erably low, with the frequency of one or two in the whole 
sample. This is suggestive of these source domains being the 
product and manifestation of the author’s creative mind, in 
the online real-time literary discourse, in an attempt to add 
some variety, angle and color to the readers’ comprehension 
process. 

Variation and creativity can also be induced by context 
(Kövecses, 2010b, 2014, 2017). The role of the topic of the 
novel cannot be ignored in triggering creativity. For ex-
ample, the use of the domain of MEDICINE/DRUGS as a 
source domain in the sample of The Fault in Our Stars is 
stimulated by the topic of the story, which revolves around 
an illness. Moreover, the immediate linguistic context is also 
highly influential in causing novelty (Kövecses, 2010b). The 
use of the metaphorical expression “Cancer kids are essen-
tially side effects of the relentless mutation that made the 
diversity of life on earth possible.” (Green, 2012, p. 22) is 
clearly motivated by the immediate linguistic context, which 
includes words like cancer as an illness, which belongs to 
the same category to which side effects of medicine belong. 

Looking at these low-frequency and non-matching source 
domains as opposed to the common source domains listed in 
the original framework, it can be said that the non-matching 
domains mostly capture specific concepts. For example, the 
concept of STARS is not as general as the sources such as 
RELIGION or ECONOMY. This leads to the suggestion that 
these specific, non-matching source domains are instances of 
general source domains like SPACE in the case of STARS. 
What can be considered another line of future research 
would be to investigate whether the general source domains 
derived from specific instances do exist or not. 

A further point to be discussed is that a number of the 
source domains identified, which appeared frequently in both 
samples, go beyond this framework. These include the do-
mains of CONTAINERS, SUBSTANCES/PROPERTIES OF 
SUBSTANCES, OBJECTS/PROPERTIES OF OBJECTS, 
PERSON, PERCEPTION, ACTIONS, PATH, and WAR. In 
other words, the sources of CONTAINERS, SUBSTANCES/
PROPERTIES OF SUBSTANCES, and OBJECTS/

PROPERTIES OF OBJECTS, as argued by Kövecses 
(2010a), are further sources which have been discussed in 
the literature on metaphor. For example, Kövecses (1990) 
offered an extensive discussion of the Container Metaphor. 
Johnson (1987) and Lakoff (1987) discussed the image sche-
mas of CONTAINER and PATH (as cited in Hampe, 2005). 
These two sources as well as the source of OBJECTS have 
also been discussed by Boers (1999). Kövecses (2005) dis-
cussed the sources of SUBSTANCES, OBJECTS, PATH 
and WAR. The source domain of PERCEPTION has been 
mentioned in Kövecses (2010a) as a domain used for con-
ceptualizing less-active aspects of thought. He has also 
discussed the conceptual metaphors POLITICS IS WAR, 
ARGUMENT IS WAR, and SPORT IS WAR, suggesting 
that the source domain of WAR is an active and common 
source domain used for conceptualizing a range of target 
concepts. Knowles and Moon (2006) talked about the source 
domains of WAR and PERCEPTION in terms of the con-
ceptual metaphors ARGUMENT IS WAR, SPORT IS WAR, 
and UNDERSTANDING IS SEEING. The source domains 
of PATH, OBJECTS, and SUBSTANCES have also been 
noted of by Nabeshima (2017). Finally, Johannessen (2014) 
who examined the conceptual metaphors of The Fault in Our 
Stars has commented on the frequent use of the conceptual 
metaphor TREATING ILLNESS IS FIGHTING A WAR in 
this novel, something we came upon a lot too. 

The source domain of ACTIONS is evident in the ge-
neric-level conceptual metaphor EVENTS ARE ACTIONS 
(Kövecses, 2010a). Comprehending external events as ac-
tions entails that we view events as produced by an agent. 
Actions have an agent, and viewing events in terms of ac-
tions entails that events have also an agent. This results 
in the personification of events (Kövecses, 2010a). The 
source domain of PERSON, which denotes a human being 
with his/her physical as well as non-physical characteris-
tics, abounds in language. Employing the source domain of 
PERSON to conceptualize various target concepts results in 
Personification. This source domain has been discussed in 
various works such as Kövecses (2000), Lakoff and Johnson 
(2003), Knowles and Moon (2006) and Kövecses (2010a). 
In light of this extensive treatment in the literature of these 
important source domains lying outside Kövecses’s common 
source domains framework, we believe it might be a good 
idea for Kövecses to consider incorporating more of these 
into a coherent framework for common source domains. 

The Case of Target Domains
Overall, 22 and 26 target domains were identified in the sam-
ples of Persuasion and The Fault in Our Stars, respectively, 
with 22 target domains identical in both samples. All the tar-
get domains included by Kövecses’s (2010a) common target 
domains were identified in the samples. Similar to diachronic 
consistency in borrowing from source domains over a rela-
tively long time span of literary meaning-making in English, 
human metaphorical conceptualization of the meanings we 
‘intend’ to convey, i.e. the target conceptual domains, has 
barely seen significant change over time. This is, of course, 
a more intuitive insight and a more natural case, in light of 
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the universality of human experiences and embodiment, as 
discussed before. It would be an intuitive thing to say that, 
when it comes to the meanings we ‘mean’ to express and 
conceptualize, human experience, cognition and affect are 
more resistant to change, even over time. One would expect 
to see them change only if something in the environment or 
context lies beyond our long-standing cultural heritage. But 
this, at least in literature, would not happen a lot. Again, this 
makes for a region of insights that can be explored further, 
i.e. diachronic variation in target concepts in culture, genres 
and cross-generically. 

There were a number of target domains in the sample of 
The Fault in Our Stars, not observed in Persuasion. They 
include such target domains as MEDICINE, ILLNESS, 
PLANTS, and BUSINESS. Similarly to the case of the 
source domains above, these non-matching target domains 
lie outside Kövecses’s framework. Except for the target do-
mains of ILLNESS and THE HUMAN BODY, the rest oc-
curred only once. These outliers could, thus, be the product 
of the authors’ exercise of creativity. 

The target domains of ILLNESS and THE HUMAN 
BODY popped up frequently in the sample of The Fault in 
Our Stars, though they are not listed in Kövecses’s frame-
work. Metaphorical conceptualization of these domains 
is closely related to the topic of the novel, which revolves 
around the cancer-driven life of an individual who is gener-
ally conscious of her body. The topic seems to have fed into 
a creative conceptual space for the author to conceptualize 
these concepts metaphorically, as the mainstay of the story.

The analysis revealed that THE HUMAN BODY was 
repeatedly conceptualized in terms of a CONTAINER or a 
PERSON, based on the metaphors THE HUMAN BODY IS 
A PERSON and THE HUMAN BODY IS A CONTAINER. 
The review of the literature reveals that THE HUMAN 
BODY as a target domain is fairly conventional, common-
ly serving as a target domain. Along the same lines, the 
metaphors THE BODY IS A CONTAINER and A BODY 
IS A PRISON FOR THE SOUL have been discussed by 
Steen (2007), as was the BODY IS A CONTAINER FOR 
EMOTIONS metaphor by Kövecses (1990). 

The domain of ILLNESS was creatively conceptualized 
in terms of various source domains such as WAR, PERSON, 
and GAMES AND SPORTS in the sample of The Fault in 
Our Stars. Knowles and Moon (2006) mentioned the con-
ceptual metaphor ILLNESS IS WAR, which was frequently 
observed in this sample. The concepts of ILLNESS and THE 
HUMAN BODY are common target domains but those of 
THE WORLD, BUILDINGS, and FOOD occurred in both 
samples only once. These low-frequency target domains can 
likewise be accounted for in terms of the authors’ creativity. 

A number of target domains manifesting themselves in 
both samples with a considerable frequency of occurrence 
have not been included by Kövecses (2010a). These include 
the domains of AMOUNT, PERSON, CHARACTERISTICS, 
VOICE/SOUND, and OBJECTS. Metaphor research has 
extensively analyzed these target domains. For example, 
MORE or LESS have been commonly conceptualized in 
terms of UP and DOWN, respectively (Kövecses, 2010a; 

Lakoff & Johnson, 2003). INANIMATE OBJECTS ARE 
PEOPLE is also a possible metaphor (Kövecses, 2010a). 
Kövecses (2010a) mentions the metaphors A PERSON 
IS AN ANIMAL, A PERSON IS A CONTAINER, and A 
PERSON IS A BUILDING. Various characteristics of ob-
jects and human beings, such as stability, indifference, 
importance, difficulty and the like have also been meta-
phorically conceptualized in terms of PROPERTIES OF 
OBJECTS AND SUBSTANCES. According to Kövecses 
(2010a), there is the HUMAN PROPERTIES ARE THE 
PROPERTIES OF INANIMATE THINGS metaphor. As 
suggested by Knowles and Moon (2006), HUMAN VOICE 
can be treated as an agent who can do things. This amounts 
to personification of the HUMAN VOICE. Moreover, when 
the verbs such as scream, howl, whisper, and shriek, which 
more literally describe human or animal noises, are used to 
describe the sound made by the wind, machines, or other in-
animate things, the result is the metaphorical conceptualiza-
tion in the form of personification (Knowles & Moon, 2006). 

Since the domains of AMOUNT, PERSON, 
CHARACTERISTICS, VOICE/SOUND, and OBJECTS 
appeared at considerable frequencies in both samples, and 
since their status as target domains has been regularly rec-
ognized in the literature, a framework along the lines of 
Kövecses’s common target domains might consider incor-
porating them into a more coherent outlook. However, this 
suggestion calls for more refining research.

To reiterate, this study suggested that metaphorical con-
ceptualization, more specifically, the use of particular con-
cepts as source domains or target domains, is not prone to 
much variation across time. The results obtained can be 
linked to the concept of embodiment. Since metaphor is a 
matter of the mind, the brain, and the body, and since these 
aspects of people are universal, conceptual metaphors are 
(near-) universal and diachronically constant (Kövecses, 
2006). The results are also in line with Sweetser (1990) who 
pointed out that many of the metaphors we live by today 
have been with us for thousands of years (as maintained and 
cited by Kövecses (2006) too). 

Follow-up research can address common source and tar-
get domains in bigger corpuses and styles of English fiction, 
and other text types. Further studies can concentrate mere-
ly upon the creative and novel uses of metaphor in various 
texts from a comparative angle. Finally, research might trace 
variation in metaphorical expressions denoting the same un-
derlying conceptual metaphor over time.

EFL Pedagogy and the Role of Conceptual Metaphors 
The present work bears some implications for upper-inter-
mediate and advanced EFL pedagogy, as well as teachers 
and syllabus designers. This is especially immediate when 
literature-text, as part and parcel of the upper-intermediate/
advanced EFL context, is introduced to the classroom.

As discussed earlier in our own terms, in a conceptual 
metaphor like LOVE IS A JOURNEY, LOVE is a more ab-
stract concept than JOURNEY, and it is LOVE (the target 
domain) that stands in need of being communicated and 
conveyed in discourse, to the audience, by recourse to a 
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conceptual metaphor, i.e. to a more tangible source domain. 
We would like to argue that in this sense, and from a se-
miotic point of view, a conceptual metaphor is a ‘sign’, a 
coin with two sides, accounting for, we would maintain, 
the validity of conceptual metaphor theory from both a 
Cognitive Linguistics standpoint (which was its main parent 
discipline), as well as a semiotic one. Conceptual metaphors 
have also been looked at from discourse analytic (Musolff 
& Zinken, 2009; Moder, 2008; Cameron, 2008) as well as 
Pragmatic (Tendahl, 2009) angles. 

More often than not, we opt for conceptual metaphors be-
cause the abstract elusive target concept, even if lexicalized, 
cannot convey the full force and communicative discursive 
impact intended by the speaker in a situation. Usually, when 
some language-related phenomenon rests on all these si-
multaneous cognitive, Pragmatics, discourse analytic, com-
municative, Applied Linguistics, and semiotic bearings, a 
consensus is forged among practitioners and researchers that 
the importance and place of all this cognitive engagement, 
from the upper-intermediate levels and beyond, will obvi-
ously need to be imparted to learners in EFL contexts. This 
theme is also treated at length by Picken (2007) where the 
place of CMs in the literary language taken to the classroom 
as well as CM awareness-raising and L2 recognition and in-
terpretation of linguistic metaphor are discussed at a useful 
pace. 

The argument accompanying this study is that, with 
Kövecses’s common source and target domains seen to 
largely overlap in two established representations of English 
fiction penned two centuries apart, syllabus designers and 
teachers engaged with upper-intermediate EFL groups of 
learners and beyond, should move to integrating such aware-
ness into such classes, a cognitive awareness that the Applied 
Linguistics research on metaphors frequently and amply re-
fers to (Zanotto et al., 2008; Cameron, 2003). 

Given the ubiquity of conceptual metaphors in almost all 
genres to some extent as attested by the literature, EFL ped-
agogy at upper-intermediate contexts and beyond, especially 
in terms of tasks involving reading and writing, would need 
to integrate some awareness raising of these conceptual do-
mains and their important role in negotiation of meaning into 
tasks, conscious raising work, and strategy-based moments 
of teaching (Wong & Nunan, 2011; Christison, 2003). What 
we strongly agree with is Cameron’s (2003) argument that 
before approaching metaphor in classroom discourse and 
integrating it in classroom activity, one needs, to start with, 
to be trained in and well-informed of researching metaphor 
interpretation and metaphors in text. 

By possibly implicit means, students can be made aware, 
for both use in writing and speaking and in comprehension, 
that there could be common source and target domains des-
ignating human cognition’s recourse to experiential and 
bodily bases as source domains to express a commensurately 
limited but limited cognitive intangible experience. To com-
prehend demanding advanced text, like the norm in political 
writing and literature now is, the upper-intermediate and ad-
vanced learner we want to be reflective is to be aware that 
a (seemingly) limited (but vast) cognitive range of abstract 

experience (including thoughts, feelings, and opinions) 
stand in need of lexicalization and semiotic packaging by 
using analogy to certain experiential and tangible counter-
parts in bodily experience or sheer embodiment if they are 
to be communicated and lexicalized and conveyed at all in 
real-time discourse, that these source and target domains that 
a lot of research in CMT also attest to (Lakoff et al., 1989 
& 1991) are basic to both abstract cognition and concrete 
cognition.

Considering the importance of metaphor analysis, assist-
ing language learners in recognizing the metaphoric bases 
underlying common linguistic expressions and drawing 
their attention to the ubiquity of metaphor in their everyday 
productions of language should constitute pedagogical ob-
jectives in their own rights. In this spirit, the present study 
would inform language teachers, textbook designers, and 
course designers to recognize the importance of metaphori-
cal language, and to incorporate metaphor awareness raising 
activities into language learning syllabi.

The Building of Literacy, Cognitive Linguistics, and the 
Role of Conceptual Metaphors
The necessity of raising metaphorical awareness on an in-
tellectual and literacy level has been recognized by many 
scholars including Deignan et al. (1997), Boers (2000a, b), 
Cameron (2003) and Zanotto et al. (2008). The fact that 
conceptual metaphors constitute an integral component of 
human mind tallies with the need to raise the conscious-
ness/awareness of learners in terms of knowledge struc-
tures held by them over and above mere ability in language. 
Conceptual metaphors play a crucial role here, in ‘building’ 
literacy. CMs are a profound component in ‘shaping’ and 
building cognitive structures in the mind, with proponents 
of CMT maintaining that knowledge is born metaphorically 
(Kövecses, 2015, 2005, 2006), that literacy too is shaped and 
sculpted in metaphorized cognitive templates in the mind. 

Thus, in shaping, sculpting and breathing life into liter-
acy in schools, there is a need to practice and engage the 
minds of the learners in metaphorical ways of thinking, so 
that there are allowances made for the claim of conceptual 
metaphor theory to the effect that primary emotions, for in-
stance, are given cognitive status in metaphorized reality to 
begin with, which are then, similarly, born into linguistic ex-
istence and realization in the form of a linguistic metaphor; 
ANGER is not given cognitive life in early first language 
acquisition just as a lexical cognitive in-vitro meaning-form 
signifier; rather, what is more plausible for cognitive lin-
guists is that the very first cognitive and conceptual ‘life’ 
of ANGER begins as A HOT LIQUID IN A CONTAINER 
(Kövecses, 2015, 2005, 2000) and its parallel linguistic ex-
pression WILL carry that cognitive origin.

Therefore, literary practices WILL need to allow for 
and remain sensitive towards the need to incorporate such 
cognitive involvement as will introduce the learners’ criti-
cal abilities and thinking to metaphorized ways of reality, 
thinking and linguistic creation NOT as alternative mean-
ing-making practices but rather moving equal and parallel 
to non-metaphorical ones, at the very least, if at all such 
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non-metaphorical cognitive templates could be envisaged 
for primary linguistic and semantic content. In this regard, 
it seems urgent to respond to Seitz’s (1999) call for curric-
ulum reform and literacy practices by means of metaphor 
research, the least epistemological base of which is main-
taining and presenting metaphorized cognition as alternative 
reality, if not the primary one.

CONCLUSION
This study was dedicated to the analysis of common source 
and target domains within two samples taken from two 
novels, namely Jane Austen’s Persuasion (1818) and John 
Green’s The Fault in Our Stars (2012), which belong to 19th 
and 21th centuries, respectively. It was observed that the ma-
jority of the source and target domains identified in the two 
samples were the same, suggesting that human conceptual-
ization does not change significantly over time. Moreover, 
the identified domains matched with the common source and 
target domains proposed by Kövecses (2010a). There were 
a few common source and target domains identified in both 
samples, which are not listed in Kövecses’s framework. The 
review of literature revealed that these domains have been 
recognized and evaluated by different metaphor enthusiasts. 
Therefore, Kövecses might consider adding these domains 
to the original framework.

In addition, some source and target domains were also 
identified in one sample, which did not match with the ones 
identified in the other. The presence of these domains was ex-
plained in terms of the creativity of the writer. Furthermore, 
the creativity had been induced by contextual factors, espe-
cially the topic of the stories.

It should be noted that metaphor study is a vast area of 
research and it can be addressed from different perspectives. 
The present study sought to make a small contribution to 
this broad field of research. Future scholars might address 
diachronic variation or universality of metaphor in various 
genres and different time periods.
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APPENDIX A

Common source and target domains of conceptual meta-
phors outlined by Kövecses (2010a)

Common Source Domains Common Target Domains
1. THE HUMAN BODY 1. EMOTION
2.  HEALTH AND ILL-

NESS
2. DESIRE

3. ANIMALS 3. MORALITY
4. PLANTS 4. THOUGHT
5.  BUILDINGS AND 

CONSTRUCTION
5. SOCIETY/NATION

6.  MACHINES AND 
TOOLS

6. POLITICS

7. GAMES AND SPORTS 7. ECONOMY
8.  MONEY AND ECO-

NOMIC TRANSAC-
TIONS (BUSINESS)

8.  HUMAN RELATION-
SHIPS

9. COOKING AND FOOD 9. COMMUNICATION
10. HEAT AND COLD 10. TIME
11.  LIGHT AND DARK-

NESS
11. LIFE AND DEATH

12.  FORCES 12. RELIGION
13.  MOVEMENT AND 

DIRECTION
13. EVENTS AND ACTIONS

APPENDIX B

1. “Captain Benwick had been seen flying by their house…” 
(Austen, 1818, p. 134)

 Flying is a word used for describing the movement of an 
animal, namely a bird. In this context, a person has been 
conceptualized as an animal. Therefore, the conceptual 
metaphor A PERSON IS AN ANIMAL is at work.

2. “Mr Elliot…had been prompting and encouraging ex-
penses which could end only in ruin; and the Smiths ac-
cordingly had been ruined.” (Austen, 1818, p. 251) 

 In this context, the narrator is talking about the econom-
ic condition of a family. Economy has been described in 
terms of a building, yielding the conceptual metaphor 
ECONOMY IS A BUILDING. 

3. “…she was not ill-used by anybody…” (Austen, 1818, 
p. 266) 

 Here, a person has been conceptualized as a tool, rep-
resenting the conceptual metaphor A PERSON IS A 
TOOL. 

4. “…the only winter which she had afterwards spent there 
with herself.” (Austen, 1818, p. 17) 

 Here, time is understood in terms of money, yielding the 
conceptual metaphor TIME IS MONEY. 

5. “…she was convinced of sailors having more worth and 
warmth than any other set of men in England…” (Aus-
ten, 1818, p. 120)

 In this sentence, a kind and friendly quality in someone 
has been described as warmth. The conceptual metaphor 
MORALITY (KINDNESS) IS HEAT manifests itself 
here.

6. “Her happiness was from within. Her eyes were bright 
and her cheeks glowed.” (Austen, 1818, p. 222)

 In these sentences, happiness has been conceptualized in 
terms of light, based on the conceptual metaphor EMO-
TION IS LIGHT.

7. “There was never any burst of feeling…” (Austen, 1818, 
p. 192)

 Emotion concepts are primarily understood in terms of 
forces (Kövecses, 2010a) based on the conceptual met-
aphor EMOTION IS FORCE, as shown by the above 
expression.

8. “...they would have found it most difficult to cease to 
speak to one another.” (Austen, 1818, p. 76)

9. Conceiving something to be difficult has been conceptu-
alized as finding a palpable thing. In other words, the use 
of found in this context denotes the conceptual metaphor 
THOUGHT IS PERCEPTION.“…he brought senses 
and nerves that could be instantly useful…” (Austen, 
1818, p. 135)

 The conceptual metaphor EVENT (CAUSATION) IS 
MOVEMENT underlies the use of the term brought in 
this context.

10. “Anne found herself by this time growing so much more 
hardened to being in Captain Wentworth’s company…” 
(Austen, 1818, p. 120)

 In this context, being unsympathetic and indifferent is 
understood in terms of hardness. The conceptual meta-
phor EMOTION IS A SUBSTANCE underlies the use 
of the term hardened in this example.

11. “His opinion of Louisa Musgrove’s inferiority, an opin-
ion which he had seemed solicitous to give…” (Austen, 
1818, p. 222)

 This sentence is based on Reddy’s (1993) conduit meta-
phor, who saw communication as a conduit along which 
ideas move. Ideas or meanings are seen as objects in 
this metaphor. The author’s use of the term give in this 
sentence signifies the conceptual metaphor IDEAS ARE 
OBJECTS.

12. “…she was very far from conceiving it to be of equal 
pain.” (Austen, 1818, p. 75)

 Having ideas about something has been conceptualized 
here as a path, making evident the conceptual metaphor 
THOUGHT IS A PATH.

13. “He wasn’t looking at me, and it felt invasive of me to 
look at him.” (Green, 2012, p. 72)

 Invasive is a term used to describe a fast spreading 
disease. Here, it has been used to describe the act of 
looking at someone as annoying. Thus, the author has 
relied on the conceptual metaphor ACTION IS AN 
ILLNESS.

14. “…the treatments and disease racing to kill her…” 
(Green, 2012, p. 22)
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 The conceptual metaphor ILLNESS IS A SPORT is evi-
dent in this context.

15. “…slowly working his way toward a master’s degree…” 
(Green, 2012, p. 4)

 The life of a person can be described in terms of a jour-
ney, or more generally, in terms of movement, as man-
ifested by the conceptual metaphor LIFE IS MOVE-
MENT (A JOURNEY) used here.

16. “You’re sure he’s hot?” (Green, 2012, p. 40)
 The conceptual metaphor DESIRE IS HEAT has been 

employed in this context.
17. “…speaking in a soft voice so no one else would hear…” 

(Green, 2012, p. 34)
 Softness is a property of substances, but it has been used 

here to describe the quality of human voice. Therefore, 

the conceptual metaphor VOICE IS A SUBSTANCE is 
at work.

18. “That’s what bothers me most, is being another unre-
membered casualty in the ancient and inglorious war 
against disease.” (Green, 2012, p. 125)

 Clearly, illness has been conceptualized here as war, rep-
resenting the conceptual metaphor ILLNESS IS WAR.

19. “My thoughts are stars…” (Green, 2012, p. 125)
 Here, the author has explicitly used the direct metaphor 

IDEAS ARE STARS.
20. “The iepen throw confetti to greet the spring.” (Green, 

2012, p. 66)
 Iepen is a Dutch word meaning “elms”. Therefore, the 

trees have been personified using the conceptual meta-
phor PLANTS ARE A PERSON.


