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This study examines whether Mapping Principles, which govern how concrete concepts
in a source domain are mapped to abstract concepts in a target domain, are realized in
large-scale corpus data. In particular, we propose a frequency-based collocational
approach to determine mapping principles based on the most productive mapping. In
addition, in contrast to the target-domain-oriented method used in previous studies, we
employ the source-domain-oriented method to search for lexical mappings from a
particular source domain, i.e. BUILDING, to a number of target domains. The corpus
data demonstrates that mapping principles exist in a source-target domain pairing. In
addition, we found that different target domains select the source domain of BUILDING
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for different underlying reasons. Our study follows the lexical analysis of conceptual
metaphors proposed by the Conceptual Mapping Model and helps us better understand
how semantic networks of lexical words are represented in the lexicon via conceptual
mappings.

Keywords: Mapping Principles; Frequency; Collocation, Source/Target Domain,
Properties

1. Introduction

Recently, there has been growing interest in examining how to identify and
determine conceptual metaphors [1, 2,] source domains [3] and lexical mappings
between a source domain and a target domain. In particular, Ahrens [4, 5] has
proposed an intuition-based approach to determine lexical mappings in a source-
target domain pairing by analyzing metaphorical expressions in terms of entities,
qualities, and functions that can map between a source and a target domain. This
approach allows us to uncover the underlying reason that the source domain (i.e.
the concrete concept) is mapped conceptually to the target domain (i.e. the
abstract concept) and to use the most salient meaning to determine the mapping
principles. For example, in the two metaphorical expressions for AN IDEA IS A
BUILDING, listed in (1) and (2), %Mﬁ "frame", *%éﬁr "loose™ and 3Lkl "base”
can be analyzed as referring to the structure of a building. Thus, the underlying
reason, or Mapping Principle (MP) of AN IDEA IS A BUILDING, postulated is:
an idea is understood as a building because a building involves a (physical)
structure and ideas involve (abstract) organization.

(1) EE %’ﬁﬁﬁ My Efre
Tﬁis theory frame very loose
"The frame of this theory is very loose."
(2) o FEE o RUL RL A
your argument base be what
"What is the foundation of your argument?"

Discovering the mapping principles in a source-target domain pairing through
linguistic data analysis allows predictions to be made concerning the processing
of conventional and novel metaphors [4, 5]. Off-line psycholinguistic studies
have demonstrated that novel metaphors that follow MPs were rated more
acceptable and interpretable than conventional metaphors. Additionally, novel
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metaphors that do not follow MPs were rated less acceptable and interpretable
than novel metaphors that do follow MPs.

This intuition-based method, however, is difficult to apply to the cases when a
conceptual metaphor has several lexical mappings but each mapping is equally
salient. For example, the two collocates, i.e. J#j% "to irrigate” and {47 "to
sprout” of the source domain of PLANT are mapped to the abstract concept of
love in Mandarin Chinese. In this case, it is not clear whether the mapping
principle has to do with the notion of irrigation or with the concept of sprouting
because we cannot tell which mapping is more salient.

A corpora-based method has been proposed [6, 7, 8] to overcome the problem
that the intuition-based method encounters. In particular, Ahrens et al. [6, 7]
integrated the Conceptual Mapping Model [4, 5] with an ontology-based
knowledge representation (i.e. SUMO) and WordNet to determine mapping
principles between target-source domain pairings. They proposed that each
source-target domain pairing has a prototypical instance of mapping as indicated
by a lexical item that is frequently mapped compared to other mappings. In
particular, Ahrens et al. [7] defined two numerical criteria for determining the
MP. The first is that the minimum number of tokens for the most frequent
mapping is ten metaphoric instances. The second is that for the most frequent
mapping to reach consensus for a mapping principle requires 30% of the tokens.
For example, 38% (i.e. 39 tokens) of 102 instances are mapped with the lexical
item 5% "construction™ for the metaphor ECONOMY IS A BUILDING [7].
The most frequent mapping 2 7 "construction” is higher than 10 tokens, i.e. 39
tokens, and the proportion of this mapping is also higher than 30%, i.e. 38%. So,
the MP of ECONOMY IS A BUILDING postulated is: Economy is a building
because buildings involve a structure and economy involves an (abstract)
structure.

One frequently used way to search for lexical mappings in source-target
domain pairings has been to use the target-domain-oriented method. Previous
studies [4, 5] have narrowed a target domain to a particular lexical item, e.g. 5%
¥~economy, and then searched for lexical mappings from a target domain to a
number of source domains [4, 5, 6, 7]. However, this target-domain-oriented
method does not explain how and why a particular source domain maps to
different target domains. Ahrens [4, 5] found that the different aspects of a source
domain are selected by a number of target domains. For example, her studies [4,
5] show that both lexical items "ideas" and "love" are described in terms of the
source domain of FOOD, but the two concepts select distinct aspects of FOOD
for their Mapping Principles. The aspect of digestion is selected by IDEA while
the property of taste is selected by LOVE. This comparison suggests that even
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though a particular source domain may be repeatedly mapped to different target
domains, different aspects of the source domain are selected by target domains
for distinct underlying reasons. Few corpus-based studies, however, investigate
the issue of what properties a target domain selects from a source domain. In this
research, we employ the source-domain-oriented method, i.e. searching for
metaphors from the source domain to extract lexical mappings, which allows us
to expand the number of target domains that use the same source domain and to
better understand why different target domains select the same source domain.

In this study, we are going to use a large-scale corpus, i.e. the Gigaword
Corpus via the interface of Chinese Word Sketch, to examine whether a mapping
principle exists in a source-target domain pairing. In particular, we propose a
frequency-based collocational approach [6, 7] to determine mapping principles
based on the most frequent lexical item shared by a source domain and a target
domain and to search for its lexical mappings from the source domain of
BUILDING # 3%} to many target domains. The corpus data will demonstrate
that certain lexical mappings in the source-target domain pairings occur more
frequently than others [8]. This will support the two proposals of the Conceptual
Mapping Model: (1) a mapping principle underlies each source-target domain
pairing; (2) different conceptual aspects of the source domain of BUILDING
contribute to different target domains.

2. Two Corpora

In this section, we introduce the two corpora we used for this research: Chinese
Word Sketch and the Academia Sinica Bilingual Ontological WordNet.

2.1. The Chinese Word Sketch

The first corpus we wused in this study is Chinese Word Sketch
(http://corpora.fi.muni.cz/chinese_all/), a corpus processing system that was
developed in 2005 [9]. It was constructed by loading the Gigaword Corpus into
the Sketch Engine [10]. The Gigaword Corpus contains about 1.12 billion
Chinese characters, including 735 million characters from Taiwan's Central News
Agency, and 380 million characters from China's Xinhua News Agency.
Components of the Sketch Engine are found in the Chinese Word Sketch,
including Concordances, Word Sketch, Thesaurus and Sketch Difference.
Chinese Word Sketch can provide collocational information based on a large-
scale corpus. It offers researchers information about a keyword's functional
distribution and the collocations in the corpus. The functional distribution
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includes: subject, object, prepositional object, and modifier. The collocations
provide information on how frequently a keyword occurs with a particular word.

Chinese Word Sketch also produces a thesaurus list for adjectives, nouns or
verbs [10]. The synonym items are automatically extracted based on common
patterns of syntactic structures. This function is able to demonstrate a cluster of
lexical words that have similar meanings but are different in linguistic form. For
example, Table 1 shows six synonym candidates produced by the thesaurus for
the lexical item g 5% "building".

Table 1. Synonymous words for g Z¥F "building”.

Target words Candidate synonyms

=¥ "building” H =¥ "a building™ z f&ﬁj "an apartment"
£9=" "a house" {= 51 "a residence”
(=t "a residence” 7t "a house"

2.2. The Academia Sinica Bilingual Ontological WordNet

The second corpus we used is the Academia Sinica Bilingual Ontological
WordNet, a Chinese-English bilingual translation equivalent database
(http://cKip.iis.sinica.edu.tw/CKIP/ontology/) that has been in development by
Academia Sinica since 2002. This corpus integrates WordNet with the Suggested
Upper Merged Ontology (SUMO) and allows users to search and map English or
Chinese lexical meanings as defined in WordNet with a concept node on the
SUMO ontology. WordNet (http://wordnet.princeton.edu/) is an on-line lexical
database of English. Different grammatical categories of the same lemma are
grouped into sets of synsets. Thus, a keyword in this corpus is interlinked in
terms of conceptual-semantic and lexical relations.

In addition, SUMO (http://ontology.teknowledge.com/) is a shared upper
ontology developed by the IEEE Standard Upper Ontology Working Group.
Similar to a dictionary or glossary, it includes higher level concepts and an
associated structure that enable computers to process its content. It consists of a
set of general concepts, relations, and axioms and formalizes the description of
structures of knowledge domains. The upper ontology allows users to identify a
concept either in the physical node or in the concrete node, which allows us to
determine the source domain's concreteness based on this information [3].

In brief, in this study, we used several functions implemented in the two
corpora to determine mapping principles, including the collocational patterns of
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lexical items, synonyms of a particular word, semantic meanings in WordNet,
and the SUMO nodes.

3. Method

In this section, we describe how we search for lexical mappings from a particular
source domain, i.e. BUILDING, to many target domains. The most productive
mapping in a source-target domain pairing serves as the mapping principle. The
overview of our method for extracting lexical mappings is that we seek to extract
verbs and nouns that occur with the BUILDING lexical items and use the verbs
and nouns to look for any abstract concepts that occur with those lexical items
from the source domain of BUILDING.

First, we translate BUILDING into Chinese & ¥ "building”. Second, we
select the synonym candidates automatically produced by the thesaurus list for
the keyword ¥ "building" in order to list a cluster of words that have
similar meanings to "building".

Third, we use the Chinese Word Sketch to automatically select the top 25
verbs that most frequently use these seven BUILDING lexical items as a Subject
(i.e. items listed in the Subject_of), the top 25 verbs as an Object (items listed in
the Object_of categories) and the top 25 lexical items as a Possessor (i.e. items
listed in the Possession category). Table 2 demonstrates that when & ¥
"building" functions as a Subject, it collocates with the verb ]?Jiﬁﬁ "to collapse";
when #Z¥ "building" functions as an Object, it collocates with the verb &£
“old". When #2¥F "building” functions as a Possessor, it collocates with ffi“[t’l
"a window". Some lexical items repeatedly occur with the seven BUILDING
items, such as f?Jfﬂ "to collapse”, %7 "to repair”, etc. We have removed these
repeated words.

Table 2: # 5% "building" functions as three syntactic categories and their collocates

Syntactic categories Lexical words
=¥ "building” as a Subject [?Jiﬂ "to collapse"
=¥ "building” as an Object + g "old"
¥ "building" as a Possessor @i+ "a window"

We select words as a Subject, an Object and a Possessor in line with Ahrens' [4,
5] method which proposes that each source domain, as a reflection of our real
world knowledge, can be delimited as being entities, qualities, and functions.
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Based on the same analogy, we focus on lexical items that use BUILDING as a
Subject, an Object and a Possessor. These three syntactic categories can reflect
the functions, qualities, and entities of the source domains.

Fourth, we use the Chinese Word Sketch to check whether these verbs and
nouns often occur with the BULDING concepts. In Table 3, for example, even
though the lexical item [1fi5 "to purchase" collocates with the lexical word [t

"a house", f[IfiE "to purchase" frequently collocates with a number of lexical
words that are not associated with the BUILDING domain, such as * "people”,
F& "a fund”, )55 "an identification card”, etc. We have removed these
ambiguous words and only select verbs and nouns that are associated with the
BUILDING concept.

Table 3: Lexical items that are/not associated with the concept of BUILDING

Not associated exclusively with BUILDING  Associated with BUILDING

fl1fi& "to purchase” e "newly built"
179 "a consumer” [F7; "a balcony"

Fifth, we select the concepts that occur with the verbs and nouns in the
BUILDING domain from the Chinese Word Sketch and use SUMO to define the
concepts as abstract concepts. For example, the verb Eif "to rebuild" occurs
with two lexical items #1 &, "idea" and %f5; "conversation". Figure 1 illustrates
that SUMO classifies the lexis # & "idea" in the domain of PROPOSITION
1 E’ET and its super-class contains a node #1541~ "abstract", which suggests that it
|s an abstract concept. On the other hand, the lexical item 35 “conversation™ is
classified in the domain of COMMUNICATION Jﬁ 3] and its super-class
involves a node 2%ty "physical”, which suggests that it is a concrete concept.
We remove the concrete concepts in order to focus on abstract concepts that are
described metaphorically in terms of concrete concepts of the BUILDING source
domain.

Sixth, we define these abstract concepts and their target domain knowledge
on the basis of the senses and explanations that are defined in WordNet. For
example, the lexical items % [ "a legal case", F}FEE 1 "a question”, /&5 £% "a crisis",
FT" 7 "a riddle”, and #5 "a difficult problem™ are identified as the target domain
of PROBLEM because the senses and explanations for those lexical items in
WordNet include the word "problem™, as shown in Table 4. Even though this step
has to be made manually, it allows us to define the target domain knowledge in a
less subjective manner because we are constrained by the WordNet senses.
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N Superclass(es) Superclass(es) gpar
"idea" = S ""conversation”
) g
EI‘H&EE
)\ﬁtﬂ‘.ﬁ
wa

Figure. 1. Hierarchical structures for the lexical items #! & "idea" and | 7
" o fif
conversation" in SUMO

Seventh, we add up the frequencies of the same collocates within the same
conceptual metaphor. For example, within PROBLEM IS A BUILDING, the
lexical item #1%] "materials" collocates 6 times with % {f "a case" and 10 times
with F}FJEE "a problem" in the Gigaword Corpus. Thus, the total frequency for the
lexical word #7#] "materials" within PROBLEM IS A BUILDING is 16 times.
Finally, we postulate mapping principles based on the most productive lexical
item.

Table 4; Abstract concepts that contain "a problem™ or "a difficulty" are determined as
the target domain of PROBLEM

Words WordNet Senses  WordNet Explanations

21F case A problem requiring investigation

Fﬁjﬁg problem A state of difficulty that needs to be resolved

e crisis An unstable situation of extreme danger or difficulty
%’5 riddle A difficult problem

R puzzle A particularly baffling problem that is said to have a

correct solution

4. Data Analysis, Results and Discussion

In this section, we present the corpus data and discuss whether mapping
principles underlie the source target domain pairing. We also discuss what
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properties of the source domain of BUILDING are selected by different target
domains.

The corpus data show that there are seven target domains that use the
BUILDING source domain, including IDEA, RELATIONSHIP, DIGNITY,
REPUTATION, SPIRIT, LIFE, and PROBLEM. In Tables 5-11 below, the total
number of lexical items is given at the end of each table. Frequency indicates the
number of tokens for collocates in the Gigaword Corpus and the percentage
refers to the percentage of the number of collocates compared to the total number
of lexical mappings. The Mapping Principle for each conceptual metaphor is
postulated according to the most productive collocate.

The lexical items in the IDEA target domain include #/;2. "an idea", [*|A
"contents"”, &l "an opinion", S "a proof”, and ©¥f| "data”. In the case of
AN IDEA IS A BUILDING (Jlj'able 5), the underlying reason has to do with
foundations because the lexical item EL#% "a foundation™ is the most frequent
collocate (92.7%). The Mapping Principle postulated is: An idea is understood as
a building in that buildings involve a (physical) foundation and ideas involve an
(abstract) base.

Table 5: AN IDEA IS A BUILDING

Metaphorical Collocates Frequency %
Functions 5L “to damage” 14 2.5
Qualities HE "aged” 19 34
Entities FL#E "a foundation™ 524 92.7

F1E] "a material” 8 1.4
Total 565 100

The lexical item in the RELATIONSHIP target domain only includes Fﬁ%[«f
"relationship™. In the case of RELATIONSHIP IS A BUILDING (Table 6), the
underlying reason has to do with foundation (99%) because £L#"a foundation"
is the most productive collocate. The Mapping Principle postulated is: A
relationship is understood as buildings in that buildings involve a (physical)
foundation and a relationship involves an (abstract) base.

When we compare A RELATIONSHIP IS A BUILDING to AN IDEA IS A
BUILDING, the concept of FL#E "a foundation™ is mapped to the IDEA and
RELATIONSHIP domains. However, some metaphoric instances are mapped to
certain target domains. The lexical word f&Z¥ "construct” is uniquely mapped to
RELATIONSHIP but not to IDEA while the lexical words 519?&] "to damage"”, ¥
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¥~ "aged" and #f ¥|] "a material" are mapped to IDEA and not to
RELATIONSHIP.

Table 6: ARELATIONSHIP IS A BUILDING

Metaphorical Collocates Frequency %
Entities HL#E"a foundation™ 1237 99.0
Functions FEE¥ "construct” 12 1.0
Total 3 1249 100

The lexical items in the DIGNITY target domain include F1£7 "self-respect",
’f&fﬁ “prestige”, LrgF-"dignity" and [Z-= "confidence". In the case of DIGNITY
IS A BUILDING (Table 7), the underlying reason is postulated to be related to
demolishing because Jﬁj "to demolish" has the highest proportion (62.8%). The
Mapping Principle postulated is: Dignity is understood as a building in that
buildings are demolished when a physical attack occurs and dignity is
demolished when a verbal attack occurs.

Table 7: DIGNITY IS A BUILDING

Metaphorical Collocates Frequency %
Functions 4t “to demolish” 60 68.2

E13 "to reconstruct” 28 318
Total ' 88 100

The lexical items in the REPUTATION target domain include & "reputation”,
£ "fame”, (535 “prestige”, f{%% "goodwill", BRI "prestige”, and A
"reputation”. In the case of REPUTATION IS A BUILDING (Table 8), the
underlying reason has to do with destruction because JEJ "to demolish” is the
most frequent lexical word (90%). The Mapping Principle postulated is:
Reputation is understood as a building because buildings are demolished when a
physical attack occurs and reputation is demolished when a verbal attack occurs.
The corpus data show that the collocates of REPUTATION always relate to the
notion of demolishing or damage.

When the abstract concepts of dignity and reputation are discussed
metaphorically in terms of BUILDING, the two Mapping Principles involve the
concept of demolishing. This may suggest that DIGNITY and REPUTATION
are often expressed with a more negative connotation.
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Table 8: REPUTATION IS A BUILDING

Metaphorical Collocates Frequency %
Functions 3t "to demolish” 319 90.0
§%4H "to demolish™ 14 4.0
fHIFE "to damage” 7 2.0
f{15="to damage" 7 2.0
F4H-"to damage" 7 2.0
Total 354 100

The lexical item in the SPIRIT target domain only includes -~ & "mind." In
the case of SPIRIT IS A BUILDING (Table 9), the underlying relationship
concerns reconstruction because the lexical item 1 "to reconstruct” is the most
prototypical lexical item (97.5%). The Mapping Principle postulated is: Spirit is
understood as a building in that buildings are able to be reconstructed when
building materials are ready and spirit is able to be reconstructed when the
human emotion is ready to recover. Interestingly, the lexical items fi:,‘ K1 "a
window" and [If|#{ "doors and windows" are mapped to SPIRIT but are not
mapped to other abstract domains discussed previously.

Table 9: SPIRIT IS A BUILDING

Metaphorical Collocates Frequency %
Functions E13 "to reconstruct” 577 97.5
Entities 4157 "a window" 9 15

[1H%1 "doors and windows" 6 1.0
Total ' 502 100

The lexical item in the LIFE target domain only includes % 3= "life". For LIFE
IS A BUILDING (Table 10), the relationship concerns reconstruction because Fi
# "to reconstruct” is the only and highest lexical item (100%). The Mapping
Principle postulated is: Life is understood as a building in that buildings are able
to be reconstructed when building materials are ready and life of a
disadvantaged minority is able to be reconstructed when the social policies are
established to help them.
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Table 10: LIFE IS A BUILDING

Metaphor Frequency %
Functions E1 "to reconstruct” 274 100
Total 274 100

When we compare SPIRIT IS A BUILDING to LIFE IS A BUILDING, the
source domain of BUILDING repeatedly collocates with the concepts of spirit
and life. The two Mapping Principles involve the concept of reconstruction. This
may suggest that SPIRIT and LIFE are often expressed linguistically with a more
positive connotation.

The lexical words in the PROBLEM target domain include % (% "a case", Fﬁj
fH "a question", 7 #5 "a crisis”, * "a mystery", {E%} "a deadlock”, F%"a
riddle", and ¥4 "a problem". For A PROBLEM IS A BUILDING (Table 11),
the relationship concerns a housekey because the highest proportion of &= "a
key" (66%). The Mapping Principle postulated is: A problem is understood as a
building in that buildings need keys for entering a house and problems need keys
for solving the difficulty. In addition, when we compare A PROBLEM IS A
BUILDING to other conceptual metaphors, the lexis "keys" is uniquely mapped
to PROBLEM but never mapped to IDEA, DIGNITY, SPIRIT, etc.

Table 11: APROBLEM IS A BUILDING

Metaphorical Collocates Frequency %
Entities S a key" 31 66.0

F1E| "a material” 16 34.0
Total 47 100

The corpus data presented above suggest that different underlying reasons do
occur to characterize how a concrete concept is used to describe an abstract
concept. In particular, the prototypical mapping for each conceptual metaphor
can reflect why a source domain is repeatedly mapped to multiple target domains.
This supports the proposal of Conceptual Mapping Model [4, 5] that a mapping
principle exists in each source-target domain pairing.

Table 12 shows how and why different target domains select the same source
domain of BUILDING. Indeed, different aspects of the source domain of
BUILDING contribute to different target domains.
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Table 12: Four aspects of a building are used for different source domains

Aspects of a building Source domains

Foundations AN IDEA, A RELATIONSHIP
Destruction DIGNITY, REPUTATION
Reconstruction SPIRIT, LIFE

Keys A PROBLEM

The corpus data show that when IDEA is discussed metaphorically in terms of
BUILDING, the aspect of foundation is emphasized. On the other hand, when the
PROBLEM domain is discussed metaphorically in terms of BUILDING, the
notion of a key is used. The emphasis for IDEA is on foundations in order to
indicate an initial stage of an action or event. On the other hand, the property of
keys of a house is used for the target domain of PROBLEMS in order to explain
how to solve a problem.

In addition, the corpus analysis demonstrates how people use metaphors in
daily discourse. For example, the metaphorical usages for the concepts of
reputation and dignity are more frequently expressed with a negative connotation.
The aspect of demolishing is borrowed from the BUILDING source domain to
express the two concepts, i.e. reputation and dignity in association with negative
outcomes. On the other hand, the metaphorical usages for the concepts of spirit
and life are more frequently expressed with a positive connotation. Another
aspect, i.e. construction, is borrowed from of the BUILDING source domain to
positively frame two concepts, i.e. spirit and life.

This study uses a frequency-based collocational method to identify the
mapping principles. We search for lexical mappings from the source domain of
BUILDING to a number of target domains. The analysis of lexical mappings
between a source domain and a target domain show that mapping principles do
underlie a source-target domain pairing. We also find that the different aspects of
a particular source domain may sometimes map to different target domains, e.g.
with respect to BUILDING, the notion of foundations is selected by IDEA and
that of keys of a building is selected by PROBLEM.

5. Conclusion

In this study, we use a large-scale corpus, i.e. the Gigaword Corpus in
combination with the Chinese Word Sketch, to examine relationships between
source and target domain pairings. We propose to use a source-domain-oriented
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method to search for lexical mappings from a particular source domain to a
number of target domains. This approach seeks to avoid the limitations of
previous studies which employed the target-domain-oriented method but did not
allow researchers to compare what properties of a particular source domain might
be selected by distinct target domains.

We also propose a frequency-based collocational approach to determine
mapping principles based on the most productive lexical mapping. For each
conceptual metaphor, we found that a particular lexical mapping occurs more
frequently than others. This supports the Conceptual Mapping Model that there is
an underlying reason occurring in a source-target domain pairing. Furthermore,
our data demonstrate that different target domains make use of different aspects
of the same source domain. For example, four different aspects of the source
domain of BUILDING were found to map to four distinct target domains. The
Mapping Principle of AN IDEA IS A BUILDING has to do with the notion of
foundation of a building. However, the Mapping Principle of PROBLEMS ARE
BUILDINGS has to do with the notion of the key of a building. The Mapping
Principle of REPUTATION IS A BUILDING has to do with the notion of the
destruction of a building. Finally, the Mapping Principle of SPIRIT IS A
BUILDING has to do with the reconstruction of a building. Four aspects of a
building are selected by the seven different target domains.

To conclude, this corpus-based study follows the Conceptual Mapping
Model's proposal that lexical mappings can be acquired through linguistic
analysis between a source domain and a target domain. Further research can
employ the same method discussed herein to explore more metaphors in
Mandarin Chinese that use other source domains, such as FOOD, GAME, FIRE,
etc. In addition, the manual steps discussed in this study may help provide ways
to identify metaphorical mappings automatically/semi-automatically. It is hoped
that in this way conceptual mappings will no longer be considered ad hoc results
of source-target domain pairings but rather involve principled explanations based
on prototypical mappings.
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